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Hesolved  iy  the  House  of  Representatives  iihe  Senate  concurrmg): 
That  there  be  printed  and  substantially  bouna  two  thousand  copies  of 
"A  digest  of  all  the  contested  election  cases  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatiyea  of  the  United  States  from  the  First  to  the  Fifty -sixth  Con- 

fress,  ■ftTirusiveVXoo^pjl^i  by  Chester  H.  Rowell;  one  thousand  five 
undre^  for  tBe'use'bf  the^Hfouse  and  five  hundred  for  the  use  of  the 
SeflJlte^  a,ii4:th»t'Jn  addition  ^to  said  number  there  be  printed  and  sub- 
stantially bcJiind  Avc^lauYkh'ed  copies,  the  same  to  be  deposited  in  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  House  and  distributed  from  time  to  time  on 
his  order;  and  that  there  be  further  printed  and  substantially  bound 
the  additional  number  of  fifty  copies,  ten  each  to  be  deposited  in  the 
library  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  in  the  rooms  of  the  Com- 
mittees on  Elections,  and  ten  to  be  delivered  to  the  compiler." 
House  concurrent  resolution,  passed  the  Senate  Febioiary  27,  1901. 
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For  more  than  a  hundred  years  the  Committee  on  Elections  of  the 
United  States  House  of  Representatives  has  enjoyed  the  unicjue  dis- 
tinction of  being  the  only  important  judicial  or  quasi-judicial  body  in 
the  world  which  was  without  any  adequate  means  of  reference  to  its 
own  precedents.  This  committee  is  the  nucleus  from  which  the  whole 
committee  system  of  Congress  has  grown.  It  was  the  first  standing 
committee  appointed  by  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the  First 
C/ongress,  ana  is  the  only  one  which  has  a  continuous  history  coex- 
tensive with  the  historv  of  the  Government  and  an  independent  pri 
mary  jurisdiction  conferred  by  law.  It  has  always  mamtained  the 
forms  and  much  more  than  is  popularh'  supposed  oi  the  subsfcince  of 
judicial  procedure,  and  in  its  reports  and  the  action  of  the  House  upon 
them  is  round  the  only  final  source  of  information  and  authority  in  the 
law  and  practice  of  Congressional  contested  election  cases.  These  prec- 
edent^, as  preserved  in  the  standard  text-books  of  Paine  and  McCnir^^ 
in  certain  miperfect  compilations,  and  in  the  unwritten  tradition  of  the 
committee,  have  developed  a  fairl}^  coherent  l>ody  of  law,  whose  prin- 
ciples are  not  often  nor  lightl}' departed  from;  but  hitherto  no  attempt 
has  been  made  to  present  the  whole  bod}'  of  this  law  in  one  view  in  a 
form  adapted  tp  pitictical  use.  As  these  cases  cover  some  issues  which 
can  come  before  no  other  tribunal  and  manj'  others  to  which  no  other 
tribunal  stands  in  the  same  relation,  the  propriety'  of  preserving  them 
in  a  form  available  for  risference  is  obvious. 

Most  of  the  reports  in  the  first  fift^-two  Congresses  are  included  in 
the  nine  volumes  known  from  the  names  of  flieir  compilers  as:  (1) 
Clarke  and  Hall  (First  to  Twentv-third  Congress),  (2)  1  Bartlett 
(Twenty-fourth  to  Thirty-eighth  Congress),  (3)  2  Bartlett  (Thirty- 
ninth  to  Forty-first  Congress^  (4)  Smith  (Forty-second  to  Forty-fourth 
Congress),  (5)  1  Ellsworth  (Fort\-fifth  and  t^orty-sixth  Congresses), 
(6)  2  Ellswoilh  (Forty -seventh  Congress),  (7)  Mobley  (Forty -eighth  to 
Fiftieth  Congress),  (8)  Rowell  (Fittv-first  Congress),  and  (9)  Stofer 
(Fiftv-second  Congress).  Since  the  Fifty -second  Congress  there  have 
been  no  compilations  of  cases.  These  volumes  have  received,  b}'  cus- 
tom and  courtesy,  the  ambitious  title  of  "digests,"  but,  aside  from  the 
title,  they  make  no  pretense  of  being  anything  more  than  volumes  of 
reports,  and  even  as  such  the  series  is  incomplete,  inaccui'ate,  and 
almost  wholh'  unedited.  Most  of  the  volumes  have  no  index  of  sub- 
jects, and  not  more  than  one  of  them  has  anything  approaching  a  com- 
plete and  accurate  index;  the  syllabi,  where  any  are  printed,  are  usually 
incomplete,  often  misleading,  and  sometimes  in  direct  contradiction  to 
the  actual  decision;  there  are  several  cases  not  included  in  any  volume, 
besides  the  recent  cases  not  compiled,  and  the  volume  covering  one  of 
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4  PREFACE. 

the  most  important  periods  omits  most  of  the  minority  reports  and 
large  poitions  of  many  of  the  majority  reports.  The  material  could 
scarcely  be  in  more  chaotic  condition  if  no  compilations  had  ever  been 
made.  Indeed,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  attorneys  who  prepare  the 
cases,  these  compilations  may  be  regarded  as  practically  nonexistent, 
since  access  to  the  verj'  few  complete  sets  in  existence  is  usually 
impossible. 

It  is  the  purpose  of  this  work  to  meet  the  difficulty,  so  far  as  possi- 
l)le,  by  presentmg  in  one  volume,  compiled  from  original  sources,  every- 
thing of  pemianent  value  or  interest  connected  with  the  contested 
election  cases  of  the  past  one  hundred  and  twelve  years.  Obviously, 
this  purpose  could  not  be  entirely  accomplished  by  an  alphabetical 
digest  of  the  law  of  the  cases.  The  original  reports  are  generally  inac- 
cessible and  are  nearly  all  ver}^  long  and  complicated,  requiring  much 
labor  to  segregate  the  matters  of  permanent  interest  from  those  of  only 
temporary  importance  contained  in  them.  An  election  case  report  is 
at  once  the  finding  of  a  jury,  the  ruling  of  a  court  of  primary  juris- 
diction, the  decision  of  a  court  of  final  jurisdiction,  and  an  argument 
addressed  to  the  House,  and  all  of  these  elements  are  usually  mingled 
indiscriminately  in  it.  To  examine  the  actual  bearing  in  the  case  of  a 
ruling  of  law  referred  to  as  having  been  made  in  a  certain  contest  may 
require  wading  through  a  hundred  pages  of  discussion  of  minor  issues 
of  fact,  of  no  permanent  significance.  For  the  benefit  of  the  com- 
mittee, then,  to  whom  the  original  reports  may  be  accessible,  no  less 
than  of  the  attorney  to  whom  they  are  inaccessible,  it  is  important  that 
some  substitute  for  the  original  reports  be  prepared  which  shall  bring 
them  within  manageable  limits. 

More  than  half  of  this  book  is  devoted  to  such  a  condensation  of  the 
cases,  arranged  chronologically  by  Congresses.  All  the  reports  have 
been  rewritten,  as  no  other  course  was  consistent  with  the  great  degree 
of  condensation  necessary;  but  I  have  endeavored,  in  reporting  the 
decisions  of  the  committee,  to  express  neither  more  nor  less  than  the 
committee  decided,  even  in  cases  where  the  decision  itself  was  vague, 
evasive,  or  ambiguous.  In  stating  the  facts  and  issues  of  the  case,  on 
the  other  hand,  on  which  a  decision  was  based,  I  have  endeavored  to 
be  as  clear  and  specific  as  possible  after  exhausting  all  available  sources 
of  information,  whether  the  report  of  the  committee  was  clear  or  not. 
The  action  of  the  House  is  given  in  every  case,  and  where  the  discus- 
sion in  the  House  is  impoilant  to  an  understanding  of  the  cjise  an  out- 
line is  given  of  that  also. 

The  second  part  of  the  book  consists  of  the  digest  proper,  an  alpha- 
betical summar}^  arranged  under  titles,  subtitles,  and  headlines,  with 
numerous  cross-references,  of  all  the  law  in  all  the  cases.  The  form 
of  statement  diflfers  somewhat  from  that  of  the  standard  digests  of 
couit  reports,  on  account  of  the  less  formal  character  of  the  material 
digested,  and  an  effort  is  made  to  cov^er,  in  addition  to  the  formal 
decisions  of  definite  propositions  of  law,  also  every  action  of  the  House 
or  of  the  committee  which  may  be  considered  as  a  precedent.  The 
rulings  of  minority  as  well  as  of  majority  reports  are  included,  and  where 
the  recommendations  of  the  minority  were  sustained  by  the  House 
this  fact  is  also  noted.  The  references  to  the  compiled  cases  are  to 
the  pages  of  the  ''digests"  above  mentioned.  References  to  cases  or 
reports  not  contained  in  these  compilations  give  the  Congress,  number 
of  report,  and  page  of  the  original  report.     This  digest,  being  alpha- 
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betical,  serves  as  an  index  to  itself  and  to  the  first  part  of  the  book  as 
well;  but  full  ta])les  of  contents,  cases,  and  topics  are  also  given  in  the 
proper  jplace. 

Tne  Committee  on  Elections  of  the  Twenty-third  Congress  on  Jan- 
uary l^  1834,  in  reporting  a  resolution  for  printing  the  first  compila- 
tion of  election  cases,  said: 

That,  upon  an  examination  of  the  i)lan  of  tlie  work,  thev  are  of  opinion  the  same 
would  he  useful  and  conducive  to  lighten  the  labors  of  tfie  committee  and  of  the 
Houi»e  in  future  contests,  and  calculated  to  produce  uniformity  an<i  conpistenry  of 
decii*ion,  which  is  highjy  tlesirable  on  all  sucn  cK'casionH. 

It  is  mj'  hope  that  this  book  will  serve  in  the  same  sense  and  on  a 
more  comprehensive  scale  as  an  aid  in  the  trial  and  adjudication  of 
contested  election  cavses,  and  that  it  ma\^  also  arouse  some  interest  in 
an  entirelv  unworked  field  of  American  (constitutional  and  legislative 
history. 

Chester  H.  Rowell. 

Fresno,  Cal.,  7?//y,  1901, 
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4.  Miguel  A.  Otero  vs.  Jos^  M.  Gallegos,  New  Mexico '. 144 

5.  A.  H.  Reeder  vs.  J.  W.  Whitfield,  Kansas 145 

6.  Hiram  P.  Bennet  vs.  Bird  B.  Chapman,  Nelrraska 147 

7.  S.  B.  Clark  vs.  Augustus  Hall,  lorwa 148 

8.  A.  H.  Reeiler  vs.  J.  W.  Whitfield,  Kanms  (second  case) 149 

Thirty-fifth  Congress,  1857-1859: 

1.  Clement  L.  Vallandigham  vs.  Lewis  D.  Campbell,  Ohio 151 

2.  Henry  P.  Brooks  vs.  Henrv  Winter  Davis,  Maryland 154 

3.  W\  W .  Phelpe  vs.  James  M.  Cavanaugh,  Minnesota 154 

4.  AlpheuH  G.  Fuller  vs.  W.  W.  Kingsbury,  Minnesota  Territory 155 

5.  William  Pinkney  Whyte  vs.  J.  Morrison  Harris,  Maryland 156 

6.  Bird  B.  Chapman  vs.  Fenner  Ferguson,  Nebraska 159 

Thirty -sixth  Congress,  1859-1861: 

1.  William  A.  Howard  vs.  George  B.  Oooper,  Michigan 161 

2.  A.J.  Williamson  vs.  D.  E.  Sickles,  New  York 163 

3.  Samuel  G.  Daily  vs.  Experience  Estabrook,  Nebraska  Territonj 163 

4.  Francis  P.  Blair,  jr.,  t«.  J.  Richard  Barrett,  Missouri 165 

5.  James  S.  Chrisman  vs.  William  C.  Anderson,  Ke^Uucky 167 

6.  William  G.  Harrison  vs,  Henry  Winter  Davis,  Maryland 168 

7.  William  P.  Preston  vs.  J.  Morrison  Harris,  Maryland 169 

Thirty-seventh  Congress,  1861-1863: 

1.  Greorge  S.  Shiel  vs.  A.  J.  Thayer,  Oregon 171 

2.  John  M.  Butler  i?«.  William  E.  Lehman,  Pennsylvania 172 

3.  Andrew  J.  Clements,  Tennessee 174 

4.  Charles  H.  Upton,  llrginia 174 

5.  John  Kline  r«.  John  P.  Verree,  Pennsylv<inia 175 

6.  S.  Fei^guson  Beach,  Vxrqinia \ 176 

7.  Tie  Grand  Byington  vs.  William  V^andever,  Imm 177 

8.  J.  Sterling  Morton  vs.  Samuel  G.  Daily,  Nebraska 1 78 

9.  Joseph  S^ar  (first  case),  Virginia 179 

10.  F.  I\  Lowe,  Oalifiymia , 179 

11.  Charles  Henry  Foster,  North  Carolina. 180 

12.  Joseph  Segar  (second  case),  Virginia 181 

13.  Benjamin  F.  Flanders  and  Michael  Hahn,  Louisiana 181 

14.  JohnB.  McCloudandW.  W.  Wing,  Virginia 182 

15.  Lewis  McKenzie,  Virginia 183 

16.  John  B.  Rodgers,  Tennessee 184 

17.  Jennings  Pigott,  North  Carolina * 184 

18.  Christopher  L.  Grafflin,  Virginia .  184 

19.  Alvin  Hawkins,  Temiessee 184 

Thirty-eighth  Congress,  1863-1865: 

1.  Lewis  McKenzie  vs.  B.  M.  Kitchen,  Virginia 186 

2.  John  S.  Sleeper  vs.  Alexander  H.  Rice,  Massachusetts 187 

3.  Jos6  M.  Gallegos  vs,  Francisco  Perea,  New  Mexico 188 

4.  John  P.  Bruce  vs.  Benjamin  F.  Loan,  Missouri 188 

5.  Birch  vs.  King  and  Price  vs,  McClurg,  Missouri 189 

6.  Lucius  H.  Chandler,  Virginia 190 

7.  Samuel  Knox  vs.  Francis  P.  Blair,  Missouri 190 

8.  Robert  C.  Schenck,  Ohio,  and  Francis  P.  Blair,  Missouri 192 

9.  John  H.  McHenry,  jr.,  vs.  George  H.  Yeaman,  Kentucky 193 

10.  J.  B.  S.  Todd  vs.  William  Jayne,  Dakota  TerriU^y 193 

11.  James  Lindsay  vs.  John  G.  wjott,  Missouri 195 

12.  John  Kline  vs.  Leonard  Myers,  Pennsylvania 196 

13.  Charles  W.  Carrigan  vs.  M.  Russell  Thayer,  Pennsylvania 196 

14.  Joseph  Segar,  M.rginia 197 
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15.  A.  P.  Field,  Louisiana 197 

16.  M.  F.  Bonanzo,  A.  P.  Field,  and  W.  D.  Mann,  Louisiana 198 

17.  T.  M.  Jacks  and  J.  M.  Johnson,  Arkansas 199 

Thirty-ninth  Congress,  1865-1867: 

1.  Augustus  C.  Baldwin  vs,  Rowland  E.  Trowbridge,  Michigan 200 

2.  Henry  D.  Washburn  vs.  Daniel  W.  Voorhees,  Indiana 201 

3.  William  E.  Dodge  vs.  James  Brooks,  New  l^'ork 203 

4.  Charles  Follett  vs.  Columbus  Delano,  Ohio 205 

5.  S.  H.  Boyd  vs.  John  R.  Kelso,  Missouri 206 

6.  Smith  Fuller  vs.  John  L.  Dawson,  Pennsylvania 207 

7.  William  H.  Koontzt'«.  Alexander  H.  Coffroth  (two  cases),  Pennsylvania  207 

8.  Dorsey  B.  Thomas  vs.  Samuel  M.  Amell,  Tennessee 211 

Fortieth  Congress,  1867-1869: 

1.  Cb/oracfo  case  (Hunt  and  Chilcott) 212 

2.  Columbus  Delano  vs.  George  W.  Morgan,  Ohio 213 

3.  James  H.  Burch  vs.  Robert  T.  Van  'Horn,  Missouri 215 

4.  William  H.  McGrorty  vs.  William  T.  Hooper,  Utah 216 

5.  John  Hogan  vs.  William  A.  Pile,  Missouri 216 

6.  Kentnehy  members  (two  cases) -. 218 

7.  G.  G.  Symes  r^.  Lawrence  S.  Trimble,  Kentucky 218 

8.  William  F.  Switzler  vs.  George  W.  Anderson  (two  caws),  Missouri 219 

9.  Samuel  E.  Smith  vs.  John  Young  Brown,  Kentucky 220 

10.  Geoi^  D.  Blakey  vs.  J.  S.  Golladay,  Kentucky 221 

11.  Saanuel  McKee  vs.  John  D.  Young  (two  cases),  KeiUnckij 222 

12.  Roderick  R.  Butler,  KerUiieky ' 224 

13.  John  H.  Christy  and  John  A.  Wimpv,  Georaia 225 

14.  J.  Francisco  Chaves  vs.  Charles  P.  Clever,  AVw  Mexico 225 

15.  Simon  Jones  r^.  James  Mann,  Louisiana 226 

16.  Caleb  S.  Hunt  vs.  J.  Willis  Menard,  Louisiana 226 

17.  Thomas  A.  Hamilton,  Tennessee >. 228 

18.  J.  S.  Casement,  Wyoming 229 

Forty-first  Congress,  1869-1871: 

1.  Henry  D.  Foster  vs.  John  Covode  (prima  facie  case),  Pennsylvania 231 

2.  Caleb* S.  Hunt  vs.  Lionel  Allen  Sheldon  (prima  facie  esse),  Ijouisiarui.  232 
•        3.  S.  L.  Hoge  r«.  J.  P.  Reed  {prima  faci^  case),  Sonlh  Carolimi 233 

4.  A.  S.  Wallace  vs.  William  D.  Simpson  {prima  facie  case ) ,  S«mth  Carolina.  235 

5.  Leonard  Myers  vs.  John  Moffett,  Pennsylvania 235 

6.  Georgia  cases 236 

7.  John  Covode  vs.  Henrv  D.  Foster  (final  case),  Pennsiflrania 237 

8.  Charles  H.  Van  Wyck  vs.  Cxeorge  W.  Greene,  Xew  i'ork 239 

9.  Caleb  V.  Tavlor  vs!  John  R.  Reading,  Pennsylvania 240 

10.  J.  Hale  Sypfier  vs.  Louis  St.  Martin,  I/misiana 241 

11.  Calebs.  Hunt  vs.  Lionel  Allen  Sheldon  (final  case),  hmisiana 241 

12.  Frank  Morey  va.  George  W.  McCranie,  Louisiana 243 

13.  J.  P.  Newshani  vs.  Michael  Ryan,  lAmisiana 244 

14.  A.  S.  Wallace  vh.  William  IX  Sinipon  (final  caj^e).  South  Carolina 244 

15.  Charletii  Whittle?»ev  rx.  Lewin  McKenzie,  1  Irainia 246 

16.  Chester  B.  Darrall  vs.  Adoli>he  Bailey,  TA)ui.'*iana 246 

17.  Sidney  M.  Barnes  rn.  George  M.  Adams,  Kentucky 247 

18.  George  Tucker  vs.  (xeorge  W.  Booker,   Virginia 250 

19.  William  F.  Switzler  vs.  David  P.  Dyer,  Missouri 250 

20.  Joseph  Segar,  1  Irginia 253 

21.  John  S.  Reid  vs.  George  W.  Julian,  Indiana ^ 253 

22.  John  L.  Zeigler  vs.  John  M.  Rice,  Kentucky 255 

23.  Benjamin  Eggleston  vs.  Peter  W.  Strader,  ()hi<f 256 

24.  Nathaniel  Boyden  vs.  Francis  E.  Shol>er,  Xorth  CtiroUnt, 257 

25.  C.  A.  Sheafe  vs.  I^wis  Tillman,  Tennessee 257 

26.  James  Shields  vs.  RobtTt  T.  Van  Horn,  Missouri 259 

27.  John  B.  Rodgers,  Tenjwssve 260 

Forty-second  Congress,  1871-1873: 

1.  Tennessee  election 261 

2.  W.T.Clarke,  Texas 263 

3.  Thomas  Boles  vs.  John  E<hvards,  .  1  rk(in.>t(is 264 

4.  I^wis  McKenzie  vs.  Elliott  M.  Braxton,  Virginia 2()5 

5.  Election  frauds  in  Arkam^as 266 

6.  John  Cessna  vs.  Benjamin  F.  Myers,  Pennsylvania 266 
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7.  B.  W.  Nome  vs.  W.  A.  Handley,  Alabama 275 

8.  David  S.  Gooding  vs.  Jeremiah  M.  Wilson,  Indiana 276 

9.  W.  A.  Burleigh  and  S.  L.  Spink  vs,  M.  K.  Armstrong,  Dakota  Territory.  278 

10.  D.  C.  Giddings  w.  W.T.Clarke,  Texas 279 

11.  Isaac  G.  McKiseick  vs.  Alexander  S.  Wallace,  Smith  Carolina 281 

12.  Christopher  C.  Bowen  vs.  Robert  C.  De  Large,  South  Carolina 282 

13.  SilasL.  Niblackr«.  Josiah  T.  Walls,  Florida 282 

14.  J.  Hale  Sypher,  Louisiana 283 

Forty-third  Congress,  1873-1875: 

,  /John  J.  Davie  vs.  Benjamin  Wilson,               \  „.  .  t',>^„,v,  9fi4 

^•\J.  Marshall  Hagans  vs.  Benjamim  F.  Martin,/  ^*^**  *  ^"^^^^^ ^^* 

2.  Thomas  M.  Gunter  t?«.  W.  W.  Wilshire  (two  cb»&s), Arkansas 286 

3.  Andrew  Sloan  vs.  Morgan  Rawls,  Georgia 288 

4.  John  M.  Bums  vs.  John  D.  Yoimg,  Aen^uc^i/ 290 

5.  George  R.  Maxwell  vs.  George  Q.  Cannon,  Vtah  Territory -. 291 

6.  John  M.  Bradley  vs.  Wm.  J.  Yiynes, Arkansas '. 292 

7.  George  A.  Sheridan  vs.  P.  B.  S.  Pinchback  "(2  cases) ,  Louisiana 293 

8.  Marcus  L.  Bell  vs.  O.  P.  Snyder,  Arkansas 297 

9.  George  Q.  Cannon,  Utah  Territory 298 

10.  Lucien  S.  Gause  vs.  Asa  Hodges,  Arkans<ts -  299 

11.  Effingham  Lawrence  vs.  J.  Hide  Sypher,  Lrmisiana 300 

Forty-fourth  Congress,  1875-1877: 

1.  Frederick  G.  Bromberg  vs.  Jere  Haralson,  Alalmma 303 

2.  Jesse  J.  Finley  vs.  Josiah  T.  AValls,  Florida 305 

3.  John  V.  LeMpyne  vs.  Charles  B.  Farwell^  Illinois 308 

4.  E.  St.  Julien  Cox  vs.  Horace  B.  strait,  Mtnnesot<i 309 

5.  William  B.  Spencer  vs.  Frank  Morey,  Louisiana 311 

6.  Samuel  Lee  vs.  Joseph  R.  Rainey,  SotUh  Carolina 313 

7.  S.  S.  Fennr«.  T.  W.  Bennett,  Idaho  Territory 314 

8.  Josiah  G.  Abbott  t:«.^Rufu8  S.  Frost,  Massachusetts 314 

9.  James  H.  Piatt  vs.  John  Goode,  jr.,  Mrainia 318 

10.  C.  W.  Buttz  vs.  E.  W.  M.  Mackey,  South  Carolina 320 

Forty-fifth  Congrbbs,  1877-1879: 

1 .  Peter  D.  Wigginton  vs.  Romualdo  Pacheco,  California 322 

2.  Thomas  M.  Patterson  vs.  James  B.  Belford,  Colorado 324 

3.  Jesse  J.  Finley  vs.  Horatio  Bisbee,  jr.,  Florida 326 

4.  Joseph  H.  Acklen  vs.  Chester  B.  Darrall,  Louisiana 329 

5.  Benjamin  Dean  vs.  Walbridge  A.  Field,  Massachus*^tH 332 

6.  John  S.  Richardson  vs.  Joseph  H.  Rainey,  South  CaroUmi 334 

7.  R.  Graham  Frost  r*.  Lyne  S.  Metcalfe,  Slissouri 337 

Forty-sixth  Congress,  1879-1881: 

1.  John  M.  Bradley  ?v».  William  F^  Slemons,  Arkansna 339 

2.  Horatio  Bisbee  vs.  Noble  A.  Hull,  Florida 341 

3.  James  McCabe  vs.  Godlove  S.  Orth,  Indiana 342 

4.  J.  C.  Holmes  and  John  L.  Wilson,  lomt 342 

5.  W.  B.  Merchant  and  Robert  A.  Herbertis.  Joseph  H.  Acklen,  Louisiana.  344 

6.  E.  Moody  Boynton  vs.  George  B.  Loring,  Massachusetts 345 

7.  Sebastian  Dufty  vs.  Joseph  Mason,  New  York ". 346 

8.  James  E.  O'Hara  vs.  William  K.  Kitchin,  North  Carolina 348 

9.  Jesse  J.  Yeates  vs.  Joseph  J.  Martin,  North  Carolina 349 

10.  Andrew  G.  Curtin  vs.  Seth  H.  Yoimni,  Pennsylvania 350 

1 1 .  Ignatius  Donnelly  vs.  William  D.  Washburn,  Minnesota 355 

Forty-seventh  Congress,  1881-1883: 

1.  Paul  Strobach  vs.  Hilary  A.  Herbert,  Alabama 362 

2.  Algernon  A.  Mabson  vs\  William  C.  Gates,  Alabama 363 

3.  James  I.  Smith  vs.  Charles  M.  Shelley,  Alabama 364 

4.  William  M.  Lowe  vs.  Joseph  Wheeler,  Alabama , 365 

5.  George  Witherspoon  vs.  Robert  H.  M.  Davidson,  Fitniffa 368 

6.  Horatio  Bisbee,  jr.,  vs.  Jesse  J.  Finley,  Florida 368 

7.  John  C.  Cook  vs.  Marsena  E.  (^itts,  totra 371 

8.  Alexander  Smith  vs.  E.  W.  Robertson,  Liniisiana 372 

9.  Samuel  J.  Anderson  vs.  Thomas  B.  Reed,  Maine 372 

10.  George  M.  Buchanan  v».  Van  H.  Manning,  Mims.*<i})pi 373 

11.  John  R.  Lynch  vs.  James  R.  Chalmers,  Mimssippi 375 

12.  Gustavus  Sessinghaus  vs.  R.  (iraham  Frost,  Missouri 378 

13.  Robert  Smalls  vs.  George  D.  Tillman,  South  Carolina 381 
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14.  Samuel  Lee  vs.  John  S.  Richardson,  South  Carolina 384 

15.  Edmund  W.  M.  Mackev  vs.  M.  P.  O'Connor,  Sffuih  Curolina 387 

1(5.  Carloe  J.  Stolbrand  vs.  D.  Wyatt  Aiken,  S(>uih  CuroUna 391 

17.  Geoiige  Q.  Cannon  vs.  Allen  J.  Campbell,  I'tnh  Ttrritonj 391 

18.  John  T.  Stovell  vs.  George  C.  Cabell,  Virginia '. 393 

19.  S.  P.  Bay  ley  vs.  John  S.  Barbour,  Virgitua 394 

20.  John  VV.  Jones  vs.  Charles  M.  Shelley,  Alabama 394 

Forty-eighth  Congress,  1883-1885: 

1 .  J.  R.  Chalmers  vs.  V.  II.  Manning,  Mississippi 396 

2.  George  T.  Garrison  vs.  Robert  Mayo,  Virgima 398 

3.  Francisco  A.  Manzanares  vs.  Tranquilino  Luna,  Xew  Me.riru 399 

4.  Charles  C.  Pool  i?«.  Thomas  G.  Skinner,  North  Carolina 400 

5.  S.  N.  Wootl  vs.  S.  R.  Peters,  Kansas 401 

6.  Charles  T.  0'  Ferrall  vs.  John  Paul,  Virainia 402 

7.  William  M.  English  vs.  Stanton  J.  Peelle,  Indiana 404 

8.  Jonathan  H.  Wallace  vs.  William  McKinley,  jr.,  Ohio 406 

9.  James  E.  Campbell  vs.  Henry  L.  Morey,  Ohio 408 

10.  John  E.  Massey  vs.  John  S.  Wise,  Virginia 410 

11.  (Jeorge  H.  Craig  vs.  Charles  M.  Shelley,  Alabama 411 

12.  A.  C.  Botkin  vs.  Martin  Maginnis,  Montana  Territory 411 

13.  James  II.  McLean  vs.  James  O.  Broad  head,  Missouri 412 

14.  Benjamin  T.  Frederick  r*.  James  Wilson,  Iowa 413 

Forty-ninth  Congress,  1885-1887: 

1.  Frank  H.  Hurd  vs.  Jacob  Romeis,  Ohio 415 

2.  Frank  T.  Campbell  r«.  J.  B.  Weaver,  Iowa 417 

3.  Charles  H.  Page  vs.  William  A.  Pirce,  Rhode  Island 419 

4.  California  cases 421 

6.  Meredith  H.  Kidd  vs.  George  W.  Steele,  Indiana 422 

Fiftieth  Congress,  1887-1889: 

1.  George  H.  Thobe  vs.  John  G.  Carlisle,  Kentucky 423 

2.  John  V.  McDuffie  vs.  Alexander  C.  Davidson,  Alalnnna 424 

3.  Robert  Lowry  vs.  James  B.  White,  Indiana 426 

4.  Nicholas  E.  Worthington  vs.  Philip  S.  Post,  Illiiwis 427 

5.  Nathan  Frank  vs.  John  M.  Glover,  Missouri 428 

6.  Joseph  D.  Lynch  vs.  William  Vandever,  California 429 

7.  ^Robert  Smalls  vs.  William  Elliott,  South  Carolina 429 

8.  Frank  J.  Sullivan  vs.  Charles  N.  Felton,  California 432 

Fifty-first  Congress,  1889-1891: 

1.  Charles  B.  Smith  iw.  James  M.  Jackson,  West  Virginia 436 

2.  George  W.  Atkinson  vs.  John  O.  Pendleton,  West  1  Irginia 440 

3*.  L.  P.  Featherston  vs.  W.  H.  Cate,  Arkansas 441 

4.  Sydney  E.  Mudd  vs.  Barnes  Compton,  Maryland 447 

5.  Frank'H.  Threet  vs.  Richard  H.  Clarke,  Alabama 450 

6.  Francis  B.  Posey  vs.  Wm.  F.  Parrett,  Indiana 451 

7.  Henry  Bowen  vs.  John  A.  Buchanan,  Virginia 451 

8.  Edmund  Waddill,  jr.,  vs.  George  D.  Wise,  Virginia 452 

9.  John  V.  McDuffie  vs.  Louis  W.  Turpin,  Alabama 454 

10.  James  R.  Chalmers  vs.  James  B.  Morgan,  Mississippi 457 

11.  John  M.  Langston  vs.  E.  C.  Venable,  Virginia 458 

12.  Thomas  E.  Miller  vs.  William  Elliott,  South  airolina 461 

13.  FredS.  Goodrich  vs.  Robert  Bullock,  Florida 464 

14.  James  H.  McGinnis  vs.  John  D.  Alderson,  West  Virginia 466 

15.  John  M.  Clayton  vs.  Clifton  R.  Breckinridge,  Arka7}s<is 468 

16.  Henry  Kemaghan  vs.  Charles  E.  Hooker,  Mississippi 470 

1 7.  James  Hill  vs.  T.  C.  Catchings,  Mississippi 471 

Fifty-second  Congress,  1891-1893: 

1.  Alexander  H.  Craig  vs.  Andrew  Stewart,  Pennsylvania 472 

2.  Henry  T.  Noyes  vs.  Hosea  H.  Rockwell,  New  York 474 

3.  John  B.  Reynolds  vs.  George  W.  Shonk,  Pennsylvania 477 

4.  John  V.  McDuffie  vs.  Louis  W.  Turpin,  Alabama 477 

5.  Thomas  R.  Greevy  vs.  Edward  Scull,  Pennsylvania 478 

6.  Thomas  E.  Miller  vs.  William  Elliott,  South  Carolina 480 

Fifty-third  Congress,  1893-1895: 

L  W.  W.  Whatley  nn.  J.  E.  Cobb,  Alabama 483 

2.  A.  H.  A.  Williams  vs.  Thomas  Settle,  North  Carolina 484 

3.  Warren  B.  English  vs.  Samuel  G.  Hilbom,  California 486 
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4,  P.  H.  Thra.sherf8.  B.  A.  Enloe,-  Temiessee 487 

6.  Thomas  E.  Watson  <;«.  James  C.  C.  Black,  Geonjla 489 

6.  H.  L.  Moore  vs.  Edward  H.  FmiHton,  KctTima 491 

7.  Charles  H.  "PsLge  Rhode  Island ; 493 

8.  Louis  Steward  vs.  Robert  A.  Childa,  Illinois 493 

9.  Charles  E.  Belknap  'x  George  F.  Rifhardson,  Michigan 494 

10.  J.  T.  (joode  ra.  J.  F.  Epes,  Virginia 496 

11.  John  J.  O'Neill  vs.  Charles  F.  Joy,  Missouri 497 

Fifty-fourth  Congress,  1895-1897: 
Committee  No.  1 — 

1.  Hugh  R.  Belknap  vs.  Lawrence  E.  McGann,  Illinois 501 

2.  James  J.  McDonald  vs.  William  A.  Jones,  Virginia 502 

3.  William  F.  Aldrich  vs.  Gaston  A.  Robbina,  Alabama 502 

4.  Albert  T.  Goodwyn  vs.  Jamee  E.  Cobb,  Alabama ^ 504 

5.  W.  C.  Robinson  vs.  George  P.  Harrison,  Alabama 505 

6.  John  I.  Rinaker  vs.  Finis  E.  Downing,  Illinois 506 

7.  Truman  H.  Aldrich  vs.  Oscar  W.  Underwood,  Alabama 509 

8.  William  H.  Felton  v^.  John  W.  Maddox,  Georgia 510 

9.  George  D'enny,  jr.,  r*.  W.  C.  Owens,  Kentucky 511 

10.  N.  T.  Hopkins  vs.  Joseph  M.  Kendall,  Kentucky 512 

11.  Thomas  E.  Watson  vs.  James  C.  C.  Black,  Georgia 513 

Committee  No.  2 — 

12.  Robert  A.  Chesebrough  vs.  George  B.  McClellan,  Xeir  York 513 

13.  Timothy  J.  Campbell  vs.  Henry  C.  Miner,  Xew  York 514 
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Follett  vs.  Delano 

Forsyth 

Foster  ( Charles  Henry ) 

Foster  (Henry  D. )  vs.  (?ov<Kie  (2  (^aws) 

Fouke  vs.  Trumbull 

Frank  vs.  Glover 

Frederick  vs.  Wilson 

Frost  ( R.  Graham )  vs.  Metcalfe 

Frost  (R.  Graham),  Sessinghaus  rs 

Frost  (Rufus  S. ),  Abbott  vs 

Fuller  ( Alpheus)  vs.  Kingsbury 

Fuller  f  Henry  M. ),  Wright  vs 

Fuller  (Smith)  vs.  Dawson 

Fuller  (Thomas  J.  D.),  Milliken  vs 


Tex 

W.  Va.- 

Pa 

Mass . . . 
Ohio  . . . 
Ohio . . . 


42     S.C 


Kv... 
N.'Y  . 
Minn. 
Wis . . 
Ill  ... 
Va... 
N.  Y  . 


41  I  Mo. 
15     S.C 


14 

Mo. 

3 

Md  .... 

42 

Ark.... 

41 

Ohio  . . . 

50 

S.C... 

51 

S.C... 

52 

S.C... 

54 

s.c... 

53 

Cal  .... 

48 

Ind.... 

53 

Tenn... 

53 

Va 

55 

Va 

36 

Nebr . . . 

56 

Ky  .... 

55 

N.  Y... 

29 

N.J.... 

44 

Ill 

/ 

N.W.Tv 

51 

Ark . . .". 

50 

Cal  .... 

•64 

Ga 

44 

Idaho . . 

35 

Nebr... 

38 

La 

38 

La 

45 

Mass . . . 

44 

Fla  .... 

45 

Fla  .... 

47 

Fla  .... 

21 

N.Y... 

22 

Tenn... 

37 

U 

39 

Ohio . . . 

18 

Ga 

37 

N.C.... 

41 

Pa 

34 

Ill 

50 

Mo 

48 

Iowa . .  - 

45 

Mo 

47 

Mo 

44 

Mass ... 

35 

Minn... 

32 

Pa 

39 

Pa 

34 

Me 

Page. 


529 
284 
207 
332 
205 
213 
282 
511 
203 
355 
107 
506 
94 
346 
250 
73 
68 
43 
264 
256 
429 
461 
480 
543 
486 
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487 
496 
665 
163 
590 
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124 
308 
60 
441 
432 
510 
314 
159 
197 
198 
332 
305 
326 
368 
87 
94 
181 
205 
82 
180 
231, 237 
.41 
428 
413 
337 
378 
314 
155 
137 
207' 
143 
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Funston,  Moore  V8 

Gallegos,  Lane  vs .- 

GallegoR,  Otero  rs 

Gallegos  r«.  Perea 

Garrison  vs.  Mayo 

Gaiise  vs.  Hodges 

Gazin  vs.  Mever 

General  ticket 

(Georgia  crises 

G  holson  and  Claiborne 

Giddings  rs.  Clarke 

Gilbert,  Davidson,  vs 

Gilmer,  Goggin  vs 

Glover,  Frank  vs 

Goggin  vs.  Gilmer 

Golladay,  Blakey  vs 

Goode  fJohn ),  Piatt  vs 

Goode  (J.  T. )  vs.  Epes 

Gooding  vs.  Wilson 

Goodricn  vs.  Bullock 

Goodwyn  vs.  Cobb 

Grafflin 

Graham,  Newland  vs 

Greene,  Van  Wyck  vs , 

Greevy  vs.  Scull 

Gunter  r'«.  Wilshire  (2  cases) 

Guyon  vs.  Sage 

Hao:ans  vs.  Martin 

Hann,  Flanders  and 

Hall,  Clark  vs 

Hamilton : 

Hammond  vs.  Herrick 

Handley,  Norris  vs 

Handy,  Willis  vs 

Haralson,  Bromberg  vs 

Harris  (J.  Morrison),  Whyte  vs 

Harris  I  J.  Morrison),  Preston  vs 

Harris  (Thomafl  K. ),  Kelly  vs 

Harrison  f  George  P. ),  RoBinson  vs 

Harrison  (William  G. )  vs.  Davis • 

Hawkins 

Herrick,  Hammond  vs 

Herbert  ( Hilary  A, ),  Strobach  vs 

Herbert  (Robert  O.), Merchant  and,  t'«.  Acklen. 

Hilbom,  English  vs 

Hill  vs.  Catchings 

Hodges,  Gause  ?'».-.. 

Hogan  vs.  Pile 

Hoge  (John) 

Hoge  (J.  Hampton)  vs.  Otey 

Hoge  (S.  L.)  vs.  Reed  (two  cases) 

Holmes  ana  Wilson 

Hooker,  Kernaghan  vs 

Hooper,  McGrorty  rs 

Hopkins  vs.  Kendall 

Howard  vs.  Cooper 

Hudson  vs.  McAleer 

Hugunin  vs.  Ten  Eyck 

Hull,  Bisbee  vs 

Hungerford,  Taliaferro  vs 

Hungerfonl,  Taliaferro  vs 

Hunt  vs.  Menard 

Hunt  vs.  Sheldon  ( two  cases) 

Hunter  (Narswortny) 


Con- 

State or  | 

Page. 

gress. 

Territorv. 

53 

Kans 

491 

33 

N.  Mex.. 

140 

34 

N.  Mex.. 

144 

38 

N.  Mex . .  1 

188 

48 

Va 1 

398 

48 

Ark 

299 

56 

La 

564 

28 

117 

41 

Ga 

236 

25 

Miss 

106 

42 

Tex 

279 

66 

Ky 

603 

28 

Va 

120 

50 

Mo 

428 

28 

Va 

120 

40 

Ky 

221 

44 

Va 

318 

53 

Va 

496 

42 

Ind 

276 

61 

Fla 

464 

54 

Ala 

504 

37 

Va 

184 

24 

N.C 

105 

41 

N.Y.... 

239 

52 

Pa 

478 

43 

Ark 

286 

16 

NY  .... 

76 

43 

W.Va... 

284 

37 

La 

181 

34 

Iowa 

148 

40 

Tenn 

228 

15 

Ohio.... 

70 

42 

Ala. 

275 

55 

Del 

657 

44 

Ala 

303 

35 

Md 

156 

36 

Md 

169 

13 

Tenn 

65 

54 

Ala 

505 

36 

Md 

168 

37 

Tenn 

184 

15 

Ohio  .... 

70 

47 

Ala 

362 

46 

La 

344 

53 

Cal 

486 

51 

Miss 

471 

43 

Ark 

299 

40 

Mo 

216 

8 

Pa 

52 

54 

Va 

637 

41 

S.C 

233 

46 

Iowa 

342 

51 

Miss 

470 

40 

Utah.... 

216 

54 

Ky 

Mich 

612 

36 

161 

55 

Pa 

668 

19 

N.Y  .... 

83 

46 

Fla 

341 

12 

Va 

62 

13 

Va 

63 

40 

La 

226 

41 

La 

232,  241 

Miss 

49 

28 
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Hunter  ( W.  Godfrey)  vs,  Rhea 

Hurd  vs,  Bomeis 

Hynes,  Bradley  vs 

Ingersoll  vs.  Naylor 

Jacks  and  Johnson 

Jackson  (David  S. ),  Monroe  r« 

Jackson  (James)  vs.  Wayne 

Jackson  (James  M. ),  Smith  vs 

Jay,  Blydenburg  and,  vs.  Sage  and  I^fferts 

Jayne,  Todd  vs 

Jennings,  Randolph  vs 

Johnson,  Jacks  and 

Johnston  (Charles  C. ),  Draper  vs 

Johnston  (Thomas  B. )  vs.  Stokes 

Jones  f  George  W. ),  Doty  vs 

Jones  ( Jonn  W. ) ,  Botta  vs 

Jones  (John  W.)  vs.  Shelley 

Jones  (Simon)  vs.  Mann 

Jones  (William  A. ),  McDonald  rx 

Jov,  O* Neill  tvj 

Julian,  Reid  vs 

Kearby  vs.  Abbott 

Kelly  vs.  Harris 

Kelso,  Boyd  vs 

Kendall,  Hopkins  vs 

Kentucky  Members  (2  cases) 

Kemaghan  vs.  Hooker 

Ke^ 


ey 

Kidd  vs.  Steele 

King,  Birch  vs 

Kingsbury,  Fuller  vs 

Kitchen,  McKenzie  vs •. . 

Kitchin,  O^Hara  vs 

Kline  vs,  Verree 

Kline  vs.  Myers 

Knox  vs.  Blair 

Koontz  vs.  Coffroth  (2  cases) 

Lane  vs.  Gallegos . 

I^angston  vs.  Venable 

l^timer  (A.  C. )»  Moorman  vs 

I^timer  (Henry)  vs.  Patton 

Lawrence  vs.  Sypher 

Lea,  Arnold  vs 

I.iee  vs.  Rainey 

Lee  vs,  Richardson 

Lefferts,  Blydenburg  and  Jay  vs.  Sage  and 

Lehman,  Butler  vs 

Leib 


JjB  Moynet?«.  Farwell. 

Letcher  vs.  Moore 

Levy 


Lewis,  Moore  vs 

Lindsay  vs.  Scott 

Littell  vs,  Robbins 

Loan,  Bruce  vs 

Lockhart,  Martin  iw 

Loring,  Bqynton  vs 

Lowe  (F.  F.) 

Lowe  (William  M.)  vs,  Wheeler, 

Lowell 

Lowry  vs.  White 

Loyall  vs.  New^ton 

Luna,  Manzanares  vs 


55 

49 
43 
26 
38 
30 

2 
51 
13 
38 
11 
38 
22 
54 
25 
28 
47 
40 
54 
53 
41 
54 
13 
39 
54 
40 
51 
10 
49 
38 
35 
38 
46 
37 
38 
38 
39 
33 
51 
54 

3 
43 
21 
44 
47 
13 
37 

9 
44 
23 
27 

8 
38 
31 
38 
54 
46 
37 
47 
27 
50 
21 
48 


State  or 
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O^io  .... 
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415 

Ark 

292 

Pa 

112 

Ark 

19'^) 

N.Y  .... 

126 

Ga 

39 

W.Va... 

436 

N.Y  .... 

66 

Dak 

193 

Ind 

61 

Ark 

199 

Va 

94 

S.C 

530 

WiH 

107 

Va 

122 

Ala 

394 

La 

226 

Va 

602 

Mo 

497 

Ind 

253 

Tex 

546 

Tenn 

65 

Mo 

206 

Ky 

512 

Ky 

218 

Miss 

470 

Md 

58 

Ind 

422 

Mo 

189 

Minn 

155 

Va 

186 

N.  C  .... 

348 

Pa 

175 

Pa 

196 

Mo 

190 

Pa 

207 

N.  Mex.. 

140 

Va 

458 

S.C 

630 

Del 

41 

La 

300 

Tenn 

89 

S.  C 

313 

S.C 

384 

N.  Y.... 

66 

Pa 

172 

Pa 

55 

Ill 

308 

Ky 

98 

Fla 

114 

Va 

51 

Mo 

195 

Pa 

133 

Mo 

188 

N.  C... 

524 

Mass.... 

345 

Cal 

179 

Ala 

365 

Me 

114 

Ind 

426 

Va 

87 

N.  Mex.. 

399 
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Lynch  (John  R.)  vs.  Chalmers... 
Lynch  (Joseph  D. )  vs.  Vandever. 

Lyon  (Matthew)  vs.  Smith 

Lyon  (Matthew)  vs.  Bates 

Mabson  vs.  Oat^ 

Mackey,  Buttz  vs 

Mackey  vs.  O'Connor. 

Maddox,  Felton  vs 

Maginnis,  Botkin  vs 

Mallary  vs.  Merrill 

Mann,  Bonanzo,  Field  and 

Mann,  Jones  vs 

Manning,  Buchanan  vs 

Manning,  Chalmers  vs 

Manzanares  vs.  Luna 

Marshall,  Turney  vs 

Martin  (Benjamm  F.),  Hagans  r« 
Martin  (Charles  H. )  vs.  Lockhart 

Martin  (Joseph  J. ),  Yeates  vs 

Mason,  Duffy  vs 

Massey  r».  Wise 

Maxwell  vs.  Cannon 

Mayo,  Garrison  vs 

McAleer,  Hudson  vs 

McCabe  vs.  Orth 

McClellan,  Chesebrough  vs 

McCloud  and  Wing 

McClurg,  Price  vs 

McCoy,  Porterfield  vs 

McCranie,  Morey  vs 

McCreery,  Barney  vs 

McDonald  vs.  Jones 

McDuffie  vs.  Davidson 

McDuffie  vs.  Turpin 

McDuffie  vs.  Turpin 

McFarland  vs.  Purviance 

McFarland  vs.  Culpepper 

McGann,  Belknap  vs 

McGinnis  vs.  Alderson 

McGrorty  vs.  Hooper 

M(*Henry  vs.  Yeaman 

McKee  vs.  Young  (2  cases) 

McKenney,  Thorp  vs 

McKenzie' 

McKenzie  vs.  Kitchen 

McKenzie,  Whittlesey  vs 

McKenzie  vs.  Braxton 

McKinley  (William),  Wallace  r«. 

McKiasick  vs.  Wallace 

McLaurin,  Wilson  vs 

McLean  vs.  Broadhead 

Mead,  S{>aulding  vs 

Menard,  Hunt  vs 

Mercer 

Merchant  and  Herbert  vs.  Acklen 

Merrill,  Mallary  vs 

Messervy 

Metcalfe,  Frost  vs 

Meyer,  Gazin  vs 

Meyer,  Romain  vs 

Milliken  vs.  Fuller 

Miller  (Daniel  F.)  vs.  Thompson. 
Miller  (Thomas  £.)  vs.  Elliott 


Con- 
gress. 


State  or 
Territory. 


Page. 


47 

Miss 
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50 

Cal 
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Vt 
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78 
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N.  Y.... 
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Va 
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Pa 
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342 
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N.  Y.... 
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Va 
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Mo 
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14 

Va 

67 

41 

U 

243 

10 

Md 

56 

54 

Va 

502 

50 

Ala 

424 

51 

Ala 

454 

52 

Ala 

477 

8 

N.C 

51 

10 

N.C 

58 

54 

Ill 

501 

51 

W.Va... 

466 

40 

Utah.... 

216 

38 

Kv 

193 

40 

Ky 

222 

54 

Va 

537 

37 

Va 

183 

38 

Va 

186 

41 

Va 

246 

42 

Va 

265 

48 

Ohio.... 

406 

42 

1  S.  C 

281 

54 

S.  C 

541 

48 

Mo 

412 

9 

Ga 

54 

40 

1  La 

226 

2 

1  Md 

39 

46 

U 

344 

16 

Vt 

75 

31 

N.  Mex.. 

135 

45 

Mo 

337- 

55 

,  lA 

564 

55 

La 

563 

34 

Me 

143 

31 

1  Iowa 

130 

51 

1  S.  C 

461 

30 
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Miller  (Thomas  E. )  vs.  Elliott 

Miner,  Campbell  r« 

M,iti*hell  V8.  Walsh 

Moffett,  Myers  is 

Monroe  vs.  Jackson 

Moore  (Andrew)  v».  I^wis 

Moore  ( H.  L.)  m.  Funston 

Moore  (Thomas  P. )»  Letcher  rs 

Moorman  vs.  Latimer 

Morey  ( Frank )  rs.  McCranie 

Morey  (Frank),  Spencer  vs 

Morey  ( Henry  L.) ,  Campbell  vs 

Morgan  ( Daniel ),  Rutherford  vs 

Morgan  (George  W. ),  Delano  vs 

Morgan  (James  B.  )i  Chalmers  rs 

Morrison,  Perkins  vs 

Morton  (J.  Sterling)  vs.  Daily 

Mudd  IS.  Compton '. 

Mumford 

Murray  vs.  Elliott 

Myers  (Leonard),  Kline  vs 

Myers  ( Leonard )  r*.  Moffett 

Myers  (Benjamin  F. ),  Cessna  vs 

Xaylor,  Ingersoll  vs 

New  Jersey  memljers 

New  Jersey  case 

Newland  vs.  Graham 

Newman  vs.  Spencer • 

Newsham  vs.  Ryan 

Newton  (Thomas),  Loyal  1  vs " 

Newton  (Thomas  W. )  and  Yell 

Niblack  vs.  Walls 

Norris  rx.  Handlev 

Noyes  vs.  Rockwell 

Oates,  Mabson  vs 

O'Connor,  Mackey  vs 

O'Ferrall  vs.  Paul 

O'llara  vs.  Kitchin 

O'Neill  ?«.  Joy 

Orth,  McCabe  vs 

Otero  vs.  GallegDs 

Otey,  Hoge  vs 

Owens,  Dennv  'v< 

Pacheco,  Wigginton  rs 

Page  vs.  Pircc 

Page 

Parrett,  Posev  vs 

Patterson  ( Josiah)  vs.  Carmack 

Patterson  (Thomas  W. )  vs.  Belford 

Patton,  I^timer  vs 

Paul,  ( )' Ferrall  vs 

Pearce  vs.  Bell 

Pearson  vs.  Crawfonl 

Peelle,  English  vs 

Pendleton,  Atkinson  rx 

Perea,  ( ial  legos  vs 

Perkins  vs.  Morrison 

Peters,  Wood  vs 

Phelps  vs.  Cavanaugh 

Pigott 

Pile,  Hogan  vs 

Pinchback,  Sheridan  vs.  (2  cases ) 

Pirce,  Page  vs 


Con- 
'  gress. 

State  or 
Territory. 

S.  C 

X.  Y... 

N.  Y.... 
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X.  Y.... 
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Ky 
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Va 
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X.C 

8.  C 

Pa 

I^a 

Pa 

Pa 

N.J 

X.J 

X.  C  .... 

Miss 

I^ 

Va 
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Fla 

Ala 

X.  Y . . . . 
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S.  C 

Va 
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Mo 
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X.  Mex  . 

Va 

Ky 

Cal 

R.  I 

R.  I 
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Va 

Colo  .... 

Del 

Va 
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X.C 
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W.  Va... 

X.  Mex.. 

X.H.... 

Kans 

Minn 

X.C 

Mo 

I^ 

R,l 

Page. 

....1      62 

480 

64 

514 

54 

521 

41 

2a5 

. . . .      :«) 

126 

8 

51 

53 

491 

23 

98 

54 

530 

41 

243 

44 

311 

48 

408 

_  . .          5 

48 

40 

213 

51 

457 

31 

135 

....'       37 

178 

....        51 

447 

15 

73 

54 

543 

38 

196 

41 

235 

42 

266 

26 

112 

1 

38 

26 

109 

24 

105 

• 

54 

540 

41 

244 

21 

87 

2{) 

125 

...        42 

282 

42 

275 

52 

474 

47 

363 

47 

:W7 

48 

402 

....|       4(3 

348 

53 

497 

::::::::::;;!  40 

342 

1  34 

144 

1  54 

537 

,  54 

511 

............ 

45 

322 

49 

419 

58 

493 

51 

451 

55 

574 

45 

324 

3 

41 

48 

402 

54 

540 

5() 

608 

48 

404 

51 

440 

38 

188 

31 

135 

48 

401 

35 

154 

37 

184 

....        40 

216 

43 

293 

. . . .       49 

419 
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Piatt  i«.  Goode 

Plowman,  Aldrich  r« 

Pool  vs.  Skinner 

Porterfield  vs.  McCoy 

Posey  V8.  Parrett 

Post,  Worthington  vs 

Preston  (Francis) ,  Trigg  vs 

Preston  (William  P. )  vs.  Harris 

Price  (Andrew),  Beattie  vs 

Price  vs.  McClurg 

Purviance,  McFarland  r.s- 

Rainey,  Lee  vs 

Rainey,  Richardson  vs 

Rainsav  vs.  Smith 

Randolph  f Thomas)  vs.  Jennings 

Randolph  (Thomas  M. ),  Cabell  rs 

Ratliffm  Williams 

Rawls,  Sloan  vs 

Reading,  Taylor  vs 

Reed  (J.  P. )»  Hoge  vs.  (2  cases) 

Reed  (Philip)  vs.  Cosden 

Reed  (Thomas  B. ),  Anderson  vs 

Reeder  vs.  Whitfield  (2  cases) 

Reid  vs.  Julian 

Reynolds  vs.  Shonk 

Rhea  ( William  F. ),  Walker  vs 

Rhea  (John  S. ),  Hunter  vs 

Rice  (Alexander  H. ),  Sleeper  vs 

Rice  (John  M. ) ,  Zeigler  vs 

Richard,  Biddle  vs 

Richard,  Biddle  and,  vs.  Wing 

Richards 

Richardson  f  George  F. ),  Belknap  ?%h 

Richardson  (John  8. )  vs.  Rainey 

Richardson  (John  S. ),  Lee  vs 

Rinaker  rn.  Downing 

Ripley,  Washburn  vs 

Robbms  (Gaston  A.  )i  Aldrich  rs 

Robbins  ((Jaston  A. ),  Aldrich  vs 

Robbins  ( John),  Littell  vs 

Rolx»rtfi 

Robertson,  Smith  vs 

Robinson  vs.  Harrison 

Rockwell,  Noyes  vs 

Rodgers  . . , 

Rodgers 

Romain  vs.  Meyer 

Romeis,  Hurd  vs . 

Root  vs.  Adams 

Rosenthal  vs.  Crowlev , 

Runk,  Farlee  vs 

Rusk,  Booze  vs 

Rutherford  vs.  Morgan 

Ryan  (Michael),  Newsham  vs 

Ryan  ( William  E. )  vs.  Brewster 

Sage,  Blydenburg  and.  Jay  vs.  Lefferts  and. 

Sage,  Giiyon  vs 

Schenck 

Scott  (John),  Easton  vs 

Scott  (John  G. ),  Lindsay  r.s 

Scull,  Greevy  vs 

Segar  (2  cases) 

Segar 

Segar 


Con-I 
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gress. 
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55 
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61 
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Va 
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54 
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Ga 
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Pa 
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233 
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Md 

77 
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Me 

372 
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Pa 
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Va 
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55 
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m 
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Ky 
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18 
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80 

19 
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Pa 

45 

53 

Mich  .... 
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45 

S.  C 
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54 
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Me 

91 
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Ala 

502 

!      56 

Ala 
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Pa 

133 

1      56 
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FIBST  COVOBESS,  1789-1791. 

Committee  on  Elections. 

Mr.  Clymer,  Mr.  White, 

Ames,  Huntington, 

Benson,  Gilmer, 

Mr.  Carroll. 

Cases. 

David  Ramsay  vs.  William  Smith,  Smith  Carolina. 
New  Jersey  members. 

(1)  Ramsay  vs.  Sbhth. 

Question  of  dig^Uity.     Decided  in  favor  of  sitting  member. 

William  Smith,  a  minor,  was  sent  from  the  colony  of  South  Caro- 
lina, of  which  his  ancestors  were  the  first  settlers,  to  Europe  for  his 
education  in  1770.  His  father  died  five  months  after  his  departure. 
His  mother  had  died  in  1760.  In  1778  he  went  from  Geneva  to  Paris, 
where  he  i*esided  two  months  as  an  American,  being  received  as 
such  by  the  American  residents.  In  January,  1779,  he  attempted  to 
return  home,  but  failed.  In  Januar}^  1782,  he  sailed  for  America, 
having  studied  law  until  that  time  in  England,  but  not  having  taken 
any  oath  of  allegiance  to  Great  Britain.  He  was  shipwrecked  and  did 
not  reach  South  Carolina  until  1783.  After  his  return  he  was  elected 
to  the  legislature,  the  privy  council,  and  other  public  ofiSces,  and  in 
1788  to  Congi*ess.  Dunng  his  absence  he  had  guardians  and  an  estate 
in  South  Carolina.  His  seat  in  the  House  was  contested  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  not  been  ''seven  years  a  citizen  of  the  United  States." 
The  laws  of  South  Carolina  were  not  very  definite  upon  the  subject  of 
citizenship,  but,  aside  from  the  tacit  recognition  of  Mr.  Smith's  citi- 
zenship by  the  people  and  legislature  of  the  State,  the  status  as  citizens 
of  youth  sent  aoroad  for  their  education  had  been  recognized  by  impli- 
cation in  a  law  permitting  them  to  remain  freely  until  they  had  reached 
the  age  of  twenty-two  years,  and  after  that  on  payment  of  a  double  tax. 

The  House  decided,  with  only  one  dissenting  vote,  that  the  sitting 
member  was  eligible  under  the  Constitution. 

This  being  the  first  election  case  in  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  mode  of  procedure  was  debated  at  some  length.  The  testimony 
was  taken  in  the  first  instance  by  the  Committee  on  Elections  at  the 
seat  of  government,  the  House  to  decide  afterwards  whether  any  fur- 
ther testimony  was  necessary.  After  the  evidence  had  been  taken  it 
was  sought  to  reconmiit  it  to  the  committee  with  instructions  to 
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embody  the  facts  established  by  the  evidence  in  a  report,  but  after 
some  debate  the  House  decided  to  examine  the  evidence  itself,  appar- 
ently on  the  ground  that  any  other  course  would  be  a  delegation  of 
power. 

[C.  &H.,  2a-37.] 

(2)  New  Jebset  M embebs. 

Decision  infa/vor  of  sitting  members.  (James  Schureman,  Lambert 
Cadwallader,  Elias  Boudinot  and  Thomas  Sinnickson.) 

Owing  to  the  burning  of  the  papers  and  documents  of  Congress  from 
the  First  to  the  Sixth  Congress  by  the  British  in  1814,  it  is  impos- 
sible to  ascertain  precisely  on  what  ground  the  election  of  the  New 
Jersey  members  was  contested.  The  matter  appears  to  have  come  up 
first  before  the  governor  and  privy  council  of  New  Jersey,  where  it 
was  decided  by  the  governor  and  a  majority  of  the  council,  over  the 
written  protest  of  three  members,  that  the  persons  above  named  had 
been  elected,  and  a  proclamation  was  accordingly  issued  to  that  effect. 

The  debate,  so  far  as  preserved,  relates  entirely  to  the  mode  of  pro- 
cedure. The  evidence  was  first  taken,  under  a  resolution  of  the  House, 
by  the  Committee  on  Elections,  but  it  appearing  that  certain  evidence 
could  not  be  conveniently  obtained  except  by  proceeding  to  New  Jer- 
sey, the  committee  asked  instructions  of  the  House.  Arter  debate,  in 
wnich  the  proposition  to  send  a  commission  to  the  State  where  the 
election  occurred  was  characterized  as  a  dangerous  precedent,  the  mat- 
ter was  laid  on  the  table,  and  some  time  later,  the  committee  present- 
ing another  report,  apparently  based  on  the  evidence  first  obtained, 
the  House  decided  that  the  sitting  members  were  entitled  to  their  seats. 
The  question  of  the  propriety  of  hearing  counsel  was  also  raised, 
but  no  decision  reached. 

[C.  &H.,  38-44.] 
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SECOND  GONOBESS,  1791-1793. 

Committee  on  Elections. 
Mr.  LiVERMOBE,  Mr.  Bourne,  Rhode  Island, 

BOUDINOT,  HlLXiHOUSE, 

Giles,  Steele, 

Mr.  Gerry. 

Case», 

(1^  John  F.  Mercer,  Maryla/nd. 

(2)  James  Jackson  vs,  Anthony  Wayne,  Georgia, 

(1)  Mercer. 

Hesignation  sent  to  Stat^  executive, 

William  Pinkney  had  been  returned  as  a  member  from  Maryland, 
but  the  question  of  residence  having  been  raised  against  him  he  sent 
his  resignation  to  the  governor,  who  thereupon  issued  a  writ  for  an 
election  to  fill  the  vacancy.  John  F.  Mercer  having  been  returned  as 
elected,  it  was  decided  after  debate  that 'he  was  entitled  to  the  seat. 

[C.  &.  H.,  M-46.] 

(2)  Jackson  va.  Wayne. 

IrregvUarities  and  corruption,     Seai  declared  vaxxint. 

Contestant  charged  (1)  "that  the  election  in  Effingham  County  was 
contraiy  to  law,  being  held  under  the  inspection  of  fliree  persons^  one 
of  whom  only  was  a  justice  of  the  peace,  although  the  law  requires  that 
all  three  should  be  justices;  (2)  that  there  were  9  more  votes  given 
than  there  were  voters  duly  qualified  in  the  county;  (3)  that  the  votes 
of  Glynn  County  were  suppressed,  the  return  of  them  having  been 
committed  to  the  Hon.  Judge  Osborne,  who  had  undertaken  to  transmit 
them  to  the  governor,  but  instead  thereof  had  conveyed  them  to 
Anthony  Wayne,  the  sitting  member;  (4)  that  after  the  closing  of 
the  legal  poll  of  the  county  of  Camden  the  return  of  the  votes  (being 
15  for  Geneml  Wayne  and  10  for  General  Jackson,  the  petitioner)  was 
delivered  to  Judge  Osborne,  the  presiding  officer,  who,  with  some  other 
persons,  did  afterwards  hold  a  second  election,  and  augmented  the  votes 
considerably  in  favor  of  General  Wayne;  (5)  undue  and  corrupt 
practices  at  the  election,  as  the  setting  down  the  names  of  persons  as 
voters  who  were  not  present,  and  the  keeping  back  of  the  tax  return 
for  the  county  of  Canaden,  which  was  the  onlj"  check  upon  persons 
oifering  to  vote." 

Testimony  was  taken  by  deposition  for  the  first  time  in  this  case. 
The  House  passed  a  special  resolution  providing  that  depositions  might 
be  taken  within  a  specified  time  and  before  specified  officers,  and  tnat 
the  evidence  in  behalf  of  the  petitioner  should  be  confined  to  the  proof 
of  the  charges  contained  in  his  petition. 

The  trial  proceeded  in  the  House  (sitting  in  Committee  of  the  Whole), 
as  in  a  court,  and  counsel  were  heard  for  both  sides. 
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On  the  trial  the  petitioner  oflfered  in  evidence  the  decisions  and  pro- 
ceedings of  the  senate  and  bouse  of  representatives  of  Georgia  in  the 
impeachment  of  Judge  Osborne,  so  far  as  they  bore  upon  the  matters 
complained  of  in  this  case,  but  the  House  refused  to  receive  them,  as 
well  as  certain  other  evidence  oflfered  which  did  not  bear  upon  the 
specific  charges  made  in  the  petition. 

A  resolution  was  first  passed  unanimouslv  declaring  that  the  sitting 
member  was  not  elected,  and  then,  after  a  long  debate  upon  the  right 
of  General  Jackson  to  the  seat,  a  second  resolution  was  passed  declarmg 
the  seat  vacant. 

[C.  &H.,  47-68.] 
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THIBD  G0NOEE88,  1793-1795. 

Omnmittee  on  Elections^  Jirst  session. 

Mr.  William  Smith,  Mr.  Lee, 

Shearjashul  Bourne,  Dayton, 

Irwine,  Gordon, 

Mr.  Macon. 

Cases, 

1^  Henry  Latimer  vs.  John  Patten,  Delawa/re. 

2)  Henrv  K.  Van  Rensselaer  vs.  John  E.  Van  Allen,  New  York. 

(3)  Abraham  Trigg  m.  Francis  Preston,  Yvrginia. 

Committer  071  Elections^  second  sesst07i. 

Mr.  Drayton,  Mr.  Lee, 

HiLLHOusE,  Macon, 

Dent,  Hunter. 

Cases. 

(4)  James  White,  Southwestern  Territory. 

(5)  Benjamin  Edwards,  Maryland. 

(1)  Latimer  vs.  Patton. 

Question  of  legal  fonn  of  ballots.     Decision  in  favor  of  contesta/nt. 

The  law  of  Delaware  provided  (the  State  being  entitled  to  one  mem- 
ber of  Congress)  that  every  person  offering  to  vote  ''shall  deliver  in 
writing,  on  one  piece  of  paper,  the  names  of  two  persons,  inhabitants 
of  the  State,  one  of  whom,  at  least,  shall  not  be  an  inhabitant  of  the 
same  county  with  himself."  The  judges  of  election  in  some  of  the 
counties  rejected  ballots  containing  the  names  of  two  persons,  neither 
of  whom  was  an  inhabitant  of  the  same  county  with  the  voter,  and  in 
some  of  the  other  counties  counted  ballots  containing  but  one  name. 
The  committee  reported  and  the  House  held  that  the  tickets  rejected 
should  have  been  counted,  and  the  tickets  containing  only  one  name 
should  have  been  rejected.  This  would  give  the  majority  to  Latimer, 
and  he  was  accordingly  seated. 

The  testimony  was  tiaken  by  commissioners  under  a  special  resolu- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Elections.  This  seems  to  have  been  the  first 
case  where  the  trial  first  took  place  before  the  Committee  on  Elections. 
The  testimony  taken  was  transmitted  to  the  committee  instead  of  to 
the  Speaker,  and  the  committee  for  the  first  time  reported  a  state  of 
facts  and  their  conclusions  on  them.  Their  report  was  committed  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House,  accompanied  with  a  written  argu- 
ment by  the  sitting  member,  and  on  the  trial  in  the  House  the  argu- 
ment was  based  on  the  report  of  the  committee  and  statement  of  the 
sitting  member  as  well  as  on  the  depositions. 

The  decision  of  the  committee  was  sustained  by  a  vote  of  67  to  31. 

[C.  &H.,  69-72.] 
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(2)  Van  Rensselaer  vs.  Van  Allen. 

Irregvla/rities  in  ths  election  and  returns.  Decision  in  favor  of 
sitting  member. 

The  seat  was  contested  on  the  grounds  that  in  one  town  more  votes 
were  actually  cast  for  petitioner  than  were  canvassed  and  returned  for 
him;  in  another,  the  box  was  not  locked  as  required  by  law,  and  in 
another,  the  ballot  box  was  for  some  time  in  the  possession  of  the 
sitting  member  without  warrant  of  law. 

The  committee  reported  that,  according  to  the  law  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  the  fact  tnat  more  votes  were  cast  for  petitioner  in  a  town 
than  were  returned  for  him  could  not,  if  proved,  be  sufficient  to  set 
aside  the  vote  of  the  town,  and  that  the  other  allegations  were  also 
immaterial,  as  even  if  the  votes  of  these  towns  should  be  set  aside 
there  still  remained  a  majority  for  the  sitting  member. 

The  House  disagreed  to  the  report  of  the  committee,  but  on  what 
ground  it  is  difficult  to  tell,  as  a  resolution  embodying  substantially 
the  same  findings  was  passed  immediately  afterwards. 

The  debate  was  largely  upon  the  question  of  how  far  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  New  York  were  binding  on  the  House,  and  what  effect  partial 
corruption,  if  proved,  would  have  on  the  validity  of  the  whole  elec- 
tion. The  opinion  of  the  committee  was  stated  to  be  that  if  the  major 
Sart  of  the  vote^j  was  unaffected  by  corruption  the  result  should  be 
etermined  from  such  major  part. 

[C.&H.,  73-77.] 

(3)  Trigo  vs,  Preston. 

Irregularities  and  military  in  terference,  Tfie  committee  recommended 
tlvat  the  seat  he  vacated^  hut  tlve  Iiouse  decided  in  favo^*  of  the  sitting 
m>ernJ>er,  i 

The  election  was  contested  on  the  ground  that  the  sheriffs  in  two 
counties  had  adjourned  the  poll  for  a  day,  and  that  in  another  county 
United  States  troops,  under  the  command  of  a  brother  of  the  sitting 
member,  had  violently  interfered  with  the  election. 

The  committee  found  that  the  adjournment  of  the  polls  by  the  sheriffs 
was  within  the  discretionaiy  power  given  them  by  the  Virginia  law. 

As  to  the  county  where  military  interference  was  charged,  it  appeared 
that  Capt.  William  Preston,  brother  and  agent  at  the  election  of  the 
sitting  member,  was  quartered  near  the  voting  place  with  60  or  70 
Federal  troops,  of  which  he  had  command.  On  the  day  of  the 
election  the  troops  were  marched  in  a  body  twice  or  three  times  around 
the  court-house,  and  paraded  in  front  of  and  close  to  the  door  thereof. 
The  troops  were  allowed  to  vote,  and  voted  generally  in  favor  of  the 
sitting  member,  but  their  votes  were  thrown  out  by  the  returning 
officers.  Some  of  them  threatened  to  beat  any  person  who  should  vote 
in  favor  of  the  petitioner.  One  of  the  soldiers  struck  and  knocked 
down  a  magistrate.  Three  soldiers  stood  at  the  door  of  the  court- 
house and  refused  to  admit  a  voter  because  he  declared  he  would  vote 
for  the  petitioner.  There  were  altercations  between  the  soldiers  and 
the  country  people,  which  tei*minated  in  a  violent  affray  after  the  polls 
were  closed.  Most  of  the  soldiers  seem  to  have  been  unarmed,  except 
the  captain,  who  had  his  sword. 
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The  only  proof  that  anyone  was  actually  prevented  from  voting  was 
heai*say  evidence,  but  the  committee  thought  it  very  probable  that 
some  were,  and,  as  the  majority  returned  for  the  sitting  member  was 
only  10,  recommended  that  the  election  be  set  aside. 

The  case  was  debated  for  three  days,  the  arguments  in  favor  of  sit- 
ting member  being  chiefly  that  Southern  elections  should  not  be  judged 
by  the  standard  of  the  Eastern  States;  that  riots  and  intimidation  were 
an  established  custom  and  quite  a  matter  of  course  in  all  Southern 
elections;  and  that  the  election  in  question  was  much  less  disturbed  than 
many  others  in  regard  to  which  there  was  no  question.  (For  a  curious 
description  by  a  Southern  member  of  what  he  alleged  to  be  the  ordi- 
nary election  practices  in  his  section  at  this  time,  see  the  speech  of  Mr. 
Smith,  of  Maryland,  quoted  in  C.  &  H.,  82-83.) 

The  I'esolution  reported  by  the  committee  was  defeated,  and  the  sit- 
ting member  confirmed  in  his  seat.^ 

IP.&H.,  78-84.] 

(4)  White. 

Question  of  right  of  Southwestern  Territory  to  he  represented  hy  a 
Delegdte.     Delegate  ad/mitted. 

B}'^  the  ordinance  of  1787  for  the  government  of  the  Territory 
Northwest  of  the  Ohio  the  Territory  was  given  authority,  so  soon  as 
it  should  have  a  population  of  5,000  free  male  inhabitants,  to  elect  a 
genei*al  assembly,  which  should  elect  a  '* Delegated  Congress^^  who 
should  have  a  seat  in  Congress;^\\h  a  right  of  debating  but  not  of  voting. 
By  the  act  of  2d  April,  1790,  the  same  privilege  was  given  to  the  Ter- 
ritory Southwest  of  the  Ohio.  Mr.  White  was  elected  a  Delegate  by 
the  legislature  of  this  Territory,  and  applied  for  a  seat  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  The  committee  found  nis  election  in  accordance  with 
the  ordinance  for  the  government  of  the  Territory,  and  recommended 
that  he  be  admitted.  After  considerable  debate  the  House  sustained 
the  report  pf  the  committee.  There  were  objections  to  his  admission 
on  the  ground  of  the  unconstitutionality  of  the  law, which  provided  for 
the  creation  of  a  new  sort  of  member  not  provided  for  in  the  Consti- 
tution, and  also  on  the  ground  that,  having  been  elected  by  the  legisla- 
ture and  as  a  *' Delegate  to  Congress^'^  his  place  was  more  properly  in 
the  Senate  than  in  the  House. 

It  was  decided  that  the  Delegate  could  not  be  required  to  take  the 
oath  exacted  of  members.  During  the  session  a  bill  was  passed  allow- 
ing him  pay  and  the  privilege  of  franking  letters  as  a  member. 

[C.  &  H.,  86-91.] 

(5)  Edwards. 

Right  of  resigruition  to  tlie  governor^  and  question  of  credentials 
necessary  to  entitle  one  to  take  his  seat  as  a  nierrwer*  of  the  House, 

Uriah  Forrest,  a  member  from  the  State  of  Maryland,  sent  his 
resignation  to  the  governor  of  Maryland,  and  sent  to  the  Speaker 
a  letter  informing  him  of  his  resignation,  and  of  the  election  of  Ben- 
jamin Edwards  as  his  successor.     This  letter,  and  one  from  the  clerk 

^  The  House  at  the  same  session  passed  a  bill  designed  to  prevent  military  inter- 
ference at  elections,  but  it  was  rejected  by  the  Senate. 
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of  the  council  of  Maryland  to  said  Edwards,  informing  him  that  a  cer- 
tificate of  election  had  been  forwarded  to  the  Speaker,  were  laid  before 
the  House  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Elections,  which  reported 
that  the  credentials  were  insufficient.  The  report  was  laid  on  the 
table,  and  some  time  later,  the  certificate  of  election  having  arrived, 
it  was  refen-ed  to  the  committee,  on  whose  recommen(&tion  Mr. 
Edwards  was  admitted  to  the  seat. 
[C.  &H.,  92-94.] 
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FOTTBTH  C0HGBE88,  1795-1797. 

Committee  on  Elections. 

Mr.  Venable,  Mr.  Dearborn, 

Dent,  Harper, 

IQttera,  Blount, 

Mr.  Swift. 

.  Cases, 

ri)  John  Richards,  Pennsylvania, 

2)  John  Clopton,  Virginia. 

[3)  Matthew  Xy on  vs,  Israel  Smith,  Vermont. 

US  John  Swanwick,  Pennm/Vmnia, 

|5)  Joseph  B.  Varnum,  Massaxihusetts, 

[6)  David  Bard,  Pennsylvania. 

(1)  Richards. 

Irregularities  in  returns.     Seat  given  petitioner. 

At  the  time  of  the  election,  in  October,  1794,  a  large  nmnber  of  the 
inhabitants  of  Pennsylvania  were  absent  on  the  '*  Western  expedi- 
tion." A  special  law  was  passed  by  the  State  legislature  providing 
that  elections  should  be  held  in  the  Army  on  the  same  day  as  in  the 
districts,  the  returns  to  be  sent  to  the  prothonotaries  of  the  respec- 
tive counties  by  the  10th  of  November,  and  to  be  delivered  by  them 
on  that  day  to  the  county  judges,  and  that  the  district  judges  should 
meet  on  the  15th  of  November  to  canvass  the  county  returns.  On  the 
10th  of  November  only  one  militia  return  had  arrived.  Counting  this 
and  the  regular  returns  would  give  James  Morris  1,648  votes  and  peti- 
tioner, Jonn  Richards,  1,635.  But  between  November  10  and  15 
another  militia  return  was  received  and  canvassed.  If  this  were 
counted,  the  vote  would  be  Morris,  1,706;  Richards,  1,791. 

Some  months  afterwards  (January  18,  1795)  papers  were  filed  with 
the  secretary  of  state  purporting  to  be  another  regimental  return,  but 
unaccompanied  by  any  list  of  voters  and  not  appearing  to  have  been 
examined  by  the  county  judges.  If  this  shoula  be*  counted  with  pre- 
vious returns,  the  vote  would  be  Morris,  1,797;  Richards,  1,791. 

In  the  first  case  Morris  would  be  elected,  in  the  second  Richards, 
and  in  the  third  Morris. 

The  governor  refused  to  decide  the  question,  and  no  certificate  was 
issued.  Before  the  meeting  of  Congress  Mr.  Morris  died,  and  Mr. 
Richards  memorialized  the  House  for  the  seat.  The  committee  first 
reported  that  no  returns  not  made  within  the  time  prescribed  by  law 
should  be  counted,  and  counting  the  vote  regularlv  returned  (accord- 
ing to  first  statement  above)  it  would  appear  that  Morris  was  elected, 
and  accordingly  a  new  election  was  recommended.  The  report  was 
recommitted  without  specific  instructions,  and  the  committee  made  a 
second  report  recommending  that  the  return  received  between  Novem- 
ber 10  and  15,  and  regxilarly  examined,  should  be  counted,  but  that 
the  return  received  in  January,  being  substantially  defective,  having 
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never  been  examined  by  the  county  judges,  and  being  unaccompanied 
by  a  list  of  voters,  should  be  rejectea.  This  would  give  the  seat  to 
petitioner  (see  second  statement  above).  In  addition,  18  of  the  votes 
for  Morris  in  the  armj  return  regularly  made  and  first  counted  were 
illegal,  16  not  appearing  on  the  tax  lists  and  2  being  given  by  proxy. 
The  report  was  sustain^,  and  Mr.  Bichards  admitted  to  a  seat. 
[C.  &  H.,  95-100.] 

(2)  Clopton  (more  properly  Basset  vs.  Clopton). 

Decision  in  favor  of  sitting  memher. 

The  committee  examined  the  (question  of  illegal  votes,  and  after 
deducting  all  the  votes  of  unqualihed  persons  from  the  respective  can- 
didates reported  that  Clopton  had  a  majority  of  the  remainder  and 
was  entitled  to  the  seat.     The  House  concurred. 

There  is  no  further  information  available  in  regard  to  this  case. 

[C.  &  H.,  101.] 

(3)  Lyon  vh.  Smith. 

Failure  to  notify  certain  towns  of  the  election.  Decision  in  fa/imr  of 
sitting  rnemh&r. 

At  the  first  election  no  candidate  received  a  majority  of  the  votes, 
and  notice  was  accordingly  given,  under  the  Vermont  statute,  of  a  sec- 
ond election.  The  sitting  member  was  elected  at  the  second  election 
by  a  majority  of  21  votes,  but  two  towns  which  had  given  16  votes  at 
the  previous  election — 12  for  the  sitting  member  and  8  for  his  oppo- 
nent— failed  to  receive  notice  of  the  election,  which  was  contestea  on 
this  ground.  The  committee  reported  that  the  votes  of  these  towns 
being  insufficient  to  change  the  result  if  all  cast  for  the  petitioner,  the 
failure  to  notify  them  should  not  invalidate  the  election.  It  appeared 
that  evidence  had  been  taken  ex  parte  by  the  petitioner  tending  to  show 
that  there  were  enough  voters  in  these  towns  to  have  changed  tne  result 
of  the  election,  which  evidence  had  been  excluded  by  the  committee. 
An  effort  was  made  to  recommit  the  report  to  the  committee  for  the 
puiTDose  of  instituting  an  inquiry  into  the  facts  sought  to  be  established 
by  the  excluded  testimony,  and  the  case  was  finally  postponed,  appar- 
ently for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  petitioner  to  present  further 
testimony.  On  again  taking  up  the  case  a  '*  second  report"  (minority 
report?)  of  the  committee  was  considered,  in  which  it  appeared  that 
from  the  depositions  on  file  there  were  shown  to  be  36  voters  in  the  two 
towns.  A  petition  had  been  received  from  20  of  these  voters  stating 
that  they  would  have  voted  for  the  petitioner,  but  this  would  stifl 
leave  the  sitting  member  a  majority  of  1,  and  there  were  contrary 
affidavits  from  some  of  the  voters.  The  title  of  Mr.  Smith  to  his  seat 
was  finally  confirmed. 

[C.  &  H.,  101-111. J 

(4)  SWANWICK. 

A  petition  of  sundry  citizens  of  Philadelphia,  contesting  the  election 
of  John  Swanwick,  was  presented,  but  the  committee  reported  that 
the  petitioners  had  entirely  failed  to  support  their  allegations,  and  had 
formally  abandoned  them.  It  does  not  appear  what  were  the  grounds 
of  contest. 

[C.  &  H.,  112.] 


FOURTH    CONGRESS.  '    47 

(5)  Varndm. 

Illegal  iwtes  and,  votes  hy  proxy.  Question  oj^  certainty  of  allegations 
required.     Decision  infa/oor  of  sitting  member. 

The  election  of  Mr.  Varnum  was  contested  by  a  petition  from  sundry 
citizens  of  Massachusetts  on  the  ground  that  votes  had  been  given  for 
him  by  proxy  aad  by  persons  not  qualified  to  vote.  The  committee 
asked  the  House  for  instructions,  and  it  was  resolved^  that  the  allega- 
tion that  votes  were  given  by  proxy  was  sufficiently  certain  without 
giving  the  names  of  the  voters,  out  that  the  allegation  that  votes  were 
given  by  unqualified  persons  was  not  sufficient  without  the  names. 

It  was  moved  that  the  Committee  on  Elections  be  instructed  to  pre- 
scribe a  mode  whereby  evidence  might  be  taken,  but  the  motion  was 
defeated.    The  next  session  a  report  was  filed  setting  forth  that  the 

Eetitioners  had  failed  to  prosecute  their  case,  but  the  sitting  member 
ad  produced  evidence  to  show  that  the  election  in  the  town  complained 
of  was  conducted  with  the  utmost  fairness,  and  that  the  only  irregu- 
larities were  at  other  places  and  in  the  interest  of  another  candidate. 
The  report  closed  with  a  condemnation  of  the  petitioners,  as  excited 
by  malevolence  in  their  contest.  This  was  amended  by  the  House  by 
substituting  expressions  of  compliment  to  the  sitting  member,  and 
the  report  so  amended  was  agreed  to. 
[C.  &  H.,  112-116.] 

(6)  Bard. 

Meturm  vutxle  after  the  legal  tirne.  Decision  in  favor  of  sitting 
membei\ 

This  case  appears  to  have  been  the  result  of  an  ex  officio  investiga- 
tion by  the  committee. 

The  district  judges  attempted  to  get  together  on  the  third  Tuesday 
in  October  and  the  16th  of  November,  the  legal  times  for  the  making 
of  their  returns,  but,  apparently  owing  to  some  misunderstanding,  did 
not  all  meet  until  the  1st  of  May,  when  they  returned  David  Bard  as 
having  the  highest  number  of  votes.  On  account  of  this  informality 
in  the  time  of  the  return,  the  committee  obtained  the  original  county 
returns,  on  which  the  district  return  was  founded.  These  confirmed 
the  district  returns,  and  the  committee  accordingly  reported  that  Mr. 
Bard  was  entitled  to  his  seat.    The  House  agre^  to  the  report 

[C.i&H.,  116,117.] 
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PIPTH  C0HGRE88,  1797-1799. 

Committee  on  Elections. 

Mr.  CoiT,  Mr.  DeNt, 

Varnum,  Harrison, 

John  Williams,  Baldwin, 

Mr.  Hartley. 

(1)  Robert  Rutherford  v8.  Daniel  Morgan,  Virginia. 

Illegal  votes  and  hribery.     Decision  in  favor  ofsittirig  niertiber. 

The  petitioner  alleged  that  votes,  illegal  on  account  of  the  nonresi- 
dence  of  the  voters,  were  given  for  sitting  member  sufficient  in  number 
to  overcome  the  majority  returned,  and  that  money  was  promised  by 
the  sitting  member  or  his  friends  for  "meat,  drink,  wagon  hire,  and 
other  acts  of  bribery  and  corruption,"  with  the  result  that  the  free- 
^dom  and  purity  of  the  election  was  greatly  interfered  with  by  disorder 
and  carousals. 

The  committee  prescribed  a  mode  of  procedure  similar  to  that  pre- 
scribed in  the  case  of  Latimer  vh,  Patton,  with  the  additional  provi- 
sions that  the  parties  should  give  each  other  notice,  at  least  ten  days 
before  taking  any  testimony,  of  the  names  of  the  persons  to  the  legal- 
ity of  whose  votes  they  meant  to  object,  and  that  the  testimony  of  the 
petitioner  should  be  confined  to  the  facts  stated  in  the  specification  by 
him  handed  to  the  conmiittee. 

The  testimony  having  been  taken,  the  committee  reported  that  it 
was  wholly  insufficient  to  support  the  allegations  of  the  memorial. 
The  House  concurred  in  the  report. 
,  [C.  &  H.,  118,  119.] 


SIXTH  C0HGRE88,  1799-1801. 

Comnnittee  on  Elections. 

Mr.  Dana,  Mr.  Henderson, 

Sumter,  Gordon, 

KiTTERA,  Bailey, 

Mr.  New. 

There  were  no  cases  in  the  Sixth  Congress. 
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SEVEHTH  G0HGEE88,  1801-1803. 

Coinndttee  on  Jblections^  jirst  8e8sio7i. 

Mr.  MiLLEDGE,  Mr.  Hanna, 

Tenney,  Stanley, 

OoNDiT,  Taliaferro, 

Mr.  Dennis. 

Case. 

(1)  Narswoiiihy  Hunter,  Missisifippi  Territory. 

Committee  on  Ulections^  second  session. 

Mr.  Bacon,  Mr.  Elmer, 

Tenney,  Stanley, 

CoNDiT,  New, 

Mr.  Dennis. 

Cases. 

(2)  John  P.  Van  Ness,  Kew  York. 

(3)  Paul  Fearing,  Northwestern  Territory. 

(1)  Hunter. 

Right  of  Mississippi  Territot*y  to  send  Delegate  to  Congress.  Dele- 
gate adm^ttted  to  House. 

By  acts  of  1798  and  1800  Congress  extended  the  provisions  of  the 
ordinance  of  1787  for  the  government  of  the  Northwest  Territory  to 
Mississippi  Territory,  including  the  right  to  elect  a  general  assembly, 
which  snould  elect  a  "Delegate  to  Congress."  Mr.  Hunter,  having 
been  elected  by  the  general  assembly  or  Mississippi  Territory,  pre- 
sented his  credentials  to  the  House  of  Representatives.  They  were 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Elections,  which  reported  that  the  Ter- 
ritory had  a  right  to  elect  a  Delegate  and  that  Mr.  Hunter's  credentials 
were  regular.     He  was  admitted  to  his  seat. 

[C.  &H.,  120,  121.] 

(2)  Van  Ness. 

Acceptance  by  member  of  office  under  United  States.     Seat  vacated. 

Mr.  Van  Ness,  a  Representative  from  the  State  of  New  York,  had, 
during  the  recess  of  Congress,  accepted  the  oflSce  of  major  of  the  militia 
of  the  District  of  Columbia.  On  the  reconvening  of  Congress  the 
Committee  on  Elections  were  instructed,  on  motion  of  Mr.  Davis,  of 
Kentucky,  to  inauire  whether  the  acceptance  of  such  office  did  not 
vacate  the  seat  oi  Mr.  Van  Ness.  The  committee  reported  that  the 
acceptance  of  any  office  under  the  Government  rendered  a  member 
incapable  of  further  holding  a  seat  in  Congress.  Mr.  Van  Ness  argued 
that  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  was  only  intended  to  apply  to 
civil  officers,  and  should  not  deprive  an  officer  of  the  Territorial  mil- 

H  .Doc.  510 i 
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itia  of  the  privilege  of  membership  which  was  not  denied  to  officera 
of  State  militias.  The  House  vacated  the  seat  by  a  unanimous  yea  and 
nay  vote. 

[C.&H.,  1^2-127.] 

(3)  Fearing. 

Terrlti/ry  erected  into  a  State,     J)el4.gate  i^till  retamed  his  seat. 

The  Northwestern  Territory  had  been  erected  into  the  State  of  Ohio, 
and  the  Committee  on  Elections  were  instructed  to  inquire  whether 
the  seat  of  the  Territorial  Delegate  did  not  thereby  become  vacant. 
The  committee  reported  that  the  Delegate  was  still  entitled  to  his  seat. 
The  report  was  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table,  and  the  Delegate  having 
already  taken  his  seat,  he  was  thus  permitted  to  retain  it. 

[C.  &H.,  127,  128.] 


X 
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EIGHTH  C0HGRE88,  1803-1806. 

Committee  on  Mections^  first  session, 

Mr.  FiNDLEY,  Mr.  Varnum, 

GoDDARD,  Livingston, 

Matthew  Clay,  Kennedy, 

Mr.  Hunt. 

Gases. 


(1)  Andrew  Moore  vs.  Thomas  Lewis,  Virghiia. 

(2)  Duncan  McFarland  vs.  Samuel  D.  Purviance,  North  C 

(3)  Samuel  J.  Cabell  vs.  Thomas  M.  Randolph,  Virginia. 


Cotrwiittee  on  iZections^  second  session. 

Mr.  FiNDLEY,  Mr.  Eppes, 

Varnum,  Clageti, 

Livingston,  Elmer, 

Mr.  Kenedy. 

Case. 
(4)  John  Hoge,  Pennsylvania. 

(1)  Moore  vs,  Lewis. 

lUegal  votes.     Seat  given  to  petitioiuir. 

The  committee  reported  that  a  large  number  of  votes  on  both  sides 
were  given  by  persons  not  qualified  to  vote.  What  the  disqualification 
was  or  by  what  evidence  it  was  established  does  not  appear.  Deduct- 
ing from  the  vote  of  each  candidate  the  votes  cast  for  him  by  unqualified 
voters,  a  majority  of  the  remainder  were  cast  for  petitioner,  and  the 
committee  reported  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  seat.  The  House  sus- 
tained the  report  and  Mr.  Moore  took  his  seat.  Counsel  were  heard 
at  the  bar  of  the  House  in  this  case. 

[C.  &H.,  128-130.] 

(2)  McFarland  vs.  Purviance. 

Oaih  not  takcfa  hy  officers  of  elect Um^  and  other  irregtdarities.  Part 
of  the  testimony  taken  without  legal  notice.  Sitting  memhei^  retain4id 
his  seat. 

Petitioner  charged  that  the  oflScens  of  election  in  Montgomery 
County  refused  to  take  the  oath  prescribed  by  law,  and  that  there 
were  irregularities — of  what  nature  does  not  appear — in  Cumberland 
County.  The  testimony  in  regard  to  Montgomery  County  was  legallj'^ 
taken  under  the  act  of  1797  m  the  presence  of  a  voluntary  agent  of 
the  sitting  member.  It  established  the  fact  that  the  election  officers 
refused  to  take  the  oath,  and  the  committee  recommended  that  the  vote 
of  the  county  be  thrown  out.  The  first  testimony  in  regard  to  Cum- 
berland County  was  taken  after  legal  notice  and  in  the  presence  of  the 
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same  voluntary  agent  of  the  sitting  member.  It  was  not  sufficient  to 
overthrow  the  vote  of  the  county.  Notices  to  take  further  testimony 
were  served  on  the  agent  of  the  sitting  member  who  had  previously 
attended,  and  were  also  forwarded  to  the  sitting  member  himself,  who 
was  in  Congress,  but  did  not  reach  him  in  time  for  him  to  attend.  His 
agent  did  not  attend. 

Part  of  the  testimony  was  taken  by  magistrates  not  named  in  the 
notification,  and  was  not  properly  certifiea.  A  part  appeared  to  be 
in  the  handwriting  of  the  petitioner.  On  these  grounds  the  commit- 
tee excluded  the  testimony,  and  the  remaining  evidence  not  being 
sufficient  to  overthrow  the  vote  of  Cumberland  County  the  committee 
recommended  that  the  sitting  member  be  allowed  to  retain  the  seat  in 
spite  of  the  rejection  of  Montgomery  County.  No  action  was  ever 
had  on  this  case  in  the  House. 

[C.  &H.,  131-133. J 

(3)  Cabell  vs.  Randolph. 

Case  dismissed  because  not  prosecuted  with  redsondble  diligence. 

The  election  seems  to  have  been  contested  on  the  ground  of  illegal 
votes.  The  memorial  was  presented  October  18,  1803.  On  October 
13  and  November  3,  1803,  and  January  5,  1804,  the  petitioner,  by  let- 
ter, requested  that  the  determination  of  the  case  be  delayed  until  he 
could  procure  testimony.  The  land  lists  and  most  of  the  voting  lists 
were  missing.  Afterwards  he  was  notified  to  appear  before  the  com- 
mittee, but  did  not  comply  with  the  notification,  and  on  March  9, 1804, 
the  committee  reported  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  papers  on  file 
invalidating  the  right  of  the  sitting  member  to  his  seat,  and  i-ecom- 
mending  that  he  be  confirmed  in  his  title.  No  action  was  taken  by  the 
House. 

[C.  &H.,  134.] 

(4)   HOGE. 

Power  of  govefmor  to  prescribe  tmie  of  holding  election  t-ojill  vax^ancy. 
Decision  tn  favor  of  sitting  member, 

William  Hoge,  a  member  from  Pennsylvania,  resigned  his  seat  to 
the  governor  oni}'  a  few  days  before  the  election  for  Presidential  elec- 
tors, in  November,  1804.  The  legistature  of  Pennsylvania  had  pre- 
scribed no  time  for  the  holding  of  elections  to  fill  vacancies,  and  so 
the  governor  issued  writ«  for  an  election  to  be  held  at  the  same  time 
and  places,  and  by  the  same  officers,  as  the  election  for  Presidential 
electors.  The  notice  was  promulgated  in  the  district  only  one  day 
before  the  election,  and  most  of  the  voters  seem  not  to  have  received 
actual  notice  until  the  day  of  election  at  the  polling  places.  It  being 
generally  undei*stood  that  there  was  no  doubt  of  the  result  of  the  elec- 
tion for  Presidential  electors,  the  number  of  voters  attending  at  the 
polls,  and  consequently  receiving  actual  notice  of  the  election  to  fill 
the  vacancy  in  Congress,  was  small.  John  Hoge  received  a  majority 
of  the  votes  cast,  and  claimed  the  seat.  A  memorial  was  presented 
contesting  his  election,  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Elections, 
which  reported  in  favor  of  giving  the  seat  to  Hoge. 

The  report  contended  that  though  it  was  the  duty  of  the  legislature 
to  enact  laws  prescribing  the  time,  manner,  and  place  of  holding  elec- 
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tions  to  fill  vacancies,  no  such  law  had  been  passed,  and  the  governor, 
in  Pennsylvania,  as  in  other  States,  had  been  in  the  habit  of  fixing 
the  time  of  election  in  the  writs  of  election  which  he  was  recjuired 
under  the  Constitution  to  issue.  If  this  election  was  not  valid,  no 
election  could  be  held  to  fill  the  vacancv  until  the  legislature  should 
pa^s  a  law  providing  for  holding  it.  The  law  of  the  State  required 
thirty  days  notice  for  a  regular  election  for  members  of  Congress, 
and  fifteen  days'  notice  for  filling  vacancies  in  the  State  legislature. 
The  notice  in  this  case  was  much  shorter  than  that  reouired  in  either 
of  these  cases,  and  shorter  than  in  ordinary  cases  woula  be  considered 
reasonable,  ''yet,  considering  the  special  circumstances  connected  with 
the  election  of  John  Hoge,  and  particularly  that  the  election  took 
place  on  the  day  fixed  by  9ie  State  legislature  for  the  appointment  of 
electors  for  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  the  committee  are  of  opinion 
that  John  Hoge  is  entitled  to  a  seat  in  this  House." 

Against  this  report  it  was  contended  in  debate  that  the  Constitution 
in  empowering  the  governor  to  issue  writs  to  fill  vacancies  did  not 
empower  him  to  prescribe  the  time  of  election,  for  this  would  neces- 
sarily include  also  the  power  to  prescribe  the  place  and  manner  of  elec- 
tion, which  would  be  giving  him  a  dangerous  discretion.  While  the 
legislature  had  passed  no  law  especially  relating  to  the  filling  of  vacan- 
cies in  Congress,  the  laws  providing  for  the  regular  elections  ought 
to  control  elections  to  fill  vacancies,  at  least  so  rar  as  prescribing  the 
place  and  manner  of  election  and  the  length  of  notice  to  be  given.  In 
this  case  the  notice  given  was  unreasonably  short  and  there  were  strong 
grounds  for  believing  that  if  more  ample  notice  had  been  given  the 
result  would  have  been  different. 

After  being  fully  debated,  the  report  of  the  committee  was  su^^ined 
by  a  vote  of  69  to  38,  and  Mr.  Hoge  was  admitted  to  his  seat. 

[C.  &H.,  135-156. J 
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NINTH  C0NGEE88,  1806-1807. 

Committee  on  Elections. 

Mr.  FiNDLEY,  Mr.  Schuneman, 

Elmer,  Bidwell, 

Eppes,  Ellis, 

Mr.  Chittenden. 

Cases, 

Thomas  Spaulding  vs.  Cow)es  Mead,  Georgia. 
Michael  Leib,  PennsyVoania. 

(1)  Spaulding  vs.  Mead. 

Votes  not  returned  as  the  State  lam  required  counted  hy  the  House  and 
the  seat  given  to  petitioner. 

The  law  of  Georgia  provided  that  the  returns  of  Congressional  elec- 
tions should  be  forwarded  to  the  governor  within  twenty  days  after 
the  election,  and  the  result  certified  by  hira  within  five  days  thereafter. 
In  this  case  the  returns  from  three  counties  did  not  reach  the  governor 
within  twenty-five  days,  and  he  issued  his  certificate  at  the  proper  time 
on  the  basis  of  the  returns  received,  which  showed  a  majority  for 
Cowles  Mead.  Some  time  later  returns  were  received  from  the  other 
three  counties.  They  were  in  regular  form,  the  elections  seemed  to 
have  been  regular,  and  if  the  votes  were  counted  the  petitioner,  Thomas 
Spaulding,  would  have  a  majority  in  the  district.  Ke  parte  testimony 
was  presented  by  the  petitioner  to  show  that  the  cause  of  the  delay  in 
transmission  of  the  returns  was  a  hurricane,  which  rendered  the  roads 
impassable.  This  testimony  being  excluded  by  the  committee,  the 
pjetitioner  oflfered  to  procure  legal  evidence  of  the  same  fact,  and  the 
sitting  member  offerea  to  procure  evidence  to  the  contrary,  but  the  com- 
mittee, deeming  the  question  immaterial^  declined  to  receive  further 
evidence.  The  conclusion  of  the  committee  was  that  the  returns  of 
State  officers  are  only  jn^ifua  Jhcie  evidence  of  the  result  of  an  election, 
and  not  conclusive  on  the  House;  that  under  the  constitutional  power 
of  the  House  to  judge  of  the  elections,  qualifications,  and  returns  of 
members  it  had  the  right  to  count  these  votes,  though  not  returned  in 
due  time;  and  that  as  there  was  no  fraud  claimed,  and  no  irregularity 
except  the  delay  in  transmission  of  the  returns,  the  votes  ought  to  be 
counted. 

As  this  was  the  first  case  in  which  it  was  proposed  to  change  the 
result  of  an  election  by  counting  votes  which  could  not  be  counted 
under  the  State  law,  an  elaborate  debate  ensued  upon  the  question  of 
the  power  of  the  House  in  the  premises.  Against  the  report  it  was 
argued  that  the  right  to  judge  and  the  rule  of  decision  are  distinct 
things.  In  this  case  the  right  to  judge  resided  in  the  House,  but  the 
rule  of  decision  must  be  the  regulations  prescribed  by  the  States. 
Congress  has  the  power,  if  it  chooses,  to  make  or  alter  regulations  for 
holding  elections  lor  members  of  Congress,  but  not  for  making  returns, 
which  are  under  the  exclusive  control  of  the  States.     From  which  it 
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was  argued  that  the  right  of  the  House  to  lud^e  of  the  returns  of  its 
members  must  be  exercised  in  obedience  to  the  fixed  rules  of  the  States 
prescribing  the  manner  and  time  of  making  these  returns. 

The  arguments  in  favor  of  the  report  were  that  if  the  power  of 
judging  of  returns  were  confined  to  the  mere  judging  of  the  authen- 
ticity of  the  certificate  of  the  final  returning  officer,  it  would  be  nuga- 
tory. Under  *' returns"  are  included  everything  required  to  be  done 
by  way  of  ascertaining  and  proclaiming  tfie  result  from  the  moment 
the  election  is  closed,  and  the  power  to  judge  of  returns  must  be  a 
power  to  judge  of  the  whole  process.  The  proposition  to  count  these 
votes  was  not  a  proposition  to  set  aside  the  law  of  Georgia,  for  that 
did  not  say  that  the  House  should  not  count  the  votes^  but  only  that 
the  governor  should  not;  but  it  was  rather  giving  effect  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Georgia  law  where  it  had  failed  to  be  executed  by  the 
State  officers.  The  final  power  of  judging  of  the  whole  question  of 
returns  must  reside  in  the  House  or  nowhere. 

The  report  of  the  committee  was  sustained  by  a  vote  of  66  to  52  and 
Mr.  Spaulding  took  his  seat. 

[C.  &H.,  157-166.]. 

(2)  Leib. 

Petition  should  he  specific.      Case  dismissed. 

A  petition  was  presented  praying  for  the  appointment  of  a  commis- 
sion to  investigate  the  election  of  Michael  Leib.  No  specific  charges 
of  any  illegality  in  the  election  were  made,  and  the  committee  reported 
that  on  such  a  petition  there  could  be  no  satisf  actor}'^  trial  of  the  merits 
of  the  election  rn  question  and  recommended  that  the  petitioner  have 
leave  to  withdraw  his  papers.  The  report  was  agreed  to  without 
debate  or  division. 

[C.  &H.,  166,  166.] 
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TEHTH  C0HGBE88,  1807-1809. 

Committee  on  Elections. 

Mr.  FiNDLEY,  Mr.  Blake, 

D.  R.  Williams,  Sturges, 

Matthew  Clay,  Elliott, 

Mr.  Lambert. 

(Mr.  Williams  and  Mr.  Blake  having  obtained  leave  of  absence, 
Messrs.  Marion  and  Kirkpatrick  were,  on  the  26th  of  «lanuar5%  1808, 
substituted  in  their  places  on  this  committee.) 

Cases, 

il^  Joshua  Barney  vs,  William  McCreery,  Maryland, 

2)  Duncan  McFarland  vs,  John  Culpepper,  North  Carolina, 

[3)  Philip  B.  Key,  Maryland, 

(1)  Barney  vs,  McCreery. 

Power  of  the  State  to  superadd  qualiiications  to  those  p7*eserihed  by  the 
Constitution,  Decisimi  tn  favor  of  the  sitting  member^  hut  direct  deci- 
sion of  the  constitutional  question  avoided. 

Under  the  law  of  Maryland  the  town  and  county  of  Baltimore  con- 
stituted one  district,  which  was  entitled  to  send  two  Representatives  to 
Congress,  one  of  whom  was  required  to  be  a  resident  of  the  city  and 
the  other  of  the  county  of  Baltimore.  Mr.  Barney  and  Mr.  McCreery 
were  the  candidates  from  the  city,  and  Mr.  McCreery  having  received 
the  most  votes  held  the  seat.  The  seat  was  contested  on  t£e  ground 
that  he  was  not  a  resident  of  the  city.  He  had  formerly  resided  in  the 
city  of  Baltimore,  but  some  years  previous  to  this  election  had  removed 
his  familv  to  his  estate  in  the  country.  His  family  had  been  in  the 
habit  of  living  on  the  estate  in  the  summer  and  in  Washington  in  the 
winter.  He  himself  had  an  office  in  Baltimore  where  he  occasionally 
slept,  and  had  also  a  room  reserved  for  him  in  the  house  of  a  friend. 
For  a  few  days  before  the  election  he  had  slept  in  Baltimore,  one  night 
in  his  office.  ^ 

The  committee  did  not  decide  the  question  whether  or  not  his  legal 
residence  was  in  the  city  of  Baltimore,  but  held  that  the  law  of  Mary- 
land, superadding  the  qualification  of  residence  in  a  specified  place  to 
those  prescribed  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  was  uncon- 
stitutionaU  and  that  Mr.  McCreery,  having  received  the  highest 
number  of  legal  votes  and  possessing  all  the  qualifications  prescribed 
by  the  Constitution,  was  entitled  to  his  seat. 

This  being  the  first  occasion  on  which  it  was  proposed  in  Congress 
to  declare  a  State  law  unconstitutional  a  very  voluminous  debate  took 

f)lace.  When  it  came  to  a  decision  of  the  question  it  appeared  that  a 
arge  majority  favored  the  right  of  Mr.  McCreery  to  his  sejit,  but 
many  were  unwilling  to  vote  explicitly  that  a  State  law  was  unconsti- 
tutional, so  that  the  final  vote  by  which  Mr.  M(^Creery  was  confirmed 
in  his  title  to  his  seat  by  a  vote  of  89  to  18  was  simply  on  the  question 
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of  his  title  to  the  seat,  expressly  avoiding  all  decision  of  the  grounds 
of  the  title. 

Against  the  report  it  was  argued  that  the  provision  of  the  Constitu- 
tion prescribing  the  qualifications  for  membership  was  negative  in  its 
form.  No  person  was  to  serve  as  a  Representative  who  did  not  pos- 
sess certain  qualifications,  but  this  did  not  forbid  the  requirement  of 
additional  qualifications.  Under  the  provision  that  all  powers  not 
expressly  delegated  to  the  United  States  are  reserved  to  the  States 
themselves,  or  to  the  people,  the  power  to  require  these  additional 
qualifications  was  reserved  to  the  States.  If  this  power  did  not  reside 
in  the  States  then  the  power  to  divide  themselves  into  districts  was 
also  wanting  and  the  laws  of  most  of  the  States  must  be  held  to  be 
unconstitutional  and  the  election  of  most  of  the  members  invalid. 
The  proposition  was  characterized  as  an  entering  wedge,  the  final  out- 
come of  which  would  be  the  overthrow  of  the  sovereignty  of  the 
States  and  the  destruction  of  a  republican  form  of  government.  It 
was  suggested  as  among  the  dangers  to  be  feared,  if  no  power  existed 
to  require  other  qualifications  than  those  prescribed  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, that  the  time  might  come  when  persons  of  color  would  be  elected 
to  the  House,  a  "monstrous  and  abominable  conclusion."  The  pre- 
vious case  of  Spaulding  v8.  Mead  was  explained  not  to  involve  the 
setting  aside  of  a  State  Taw,  for  in  that  case  the  execution  of  the  law 
had  been  prevented  by  an  act  of  God. 

In  favor  of  the  report  it  was  urged  that  the  enumeration  by  the  Con- 
stitution of  certain  qualifications  excluded  by  implication  all  other 
qualifications.     If  any  such  power  as  was  claimed  existed  in  the  States 

§reat  inconvenience  would  result  from  lack  of  uniformity,  and  the 
tates  would  have  the  power  practically  to  annul  many  provisions  of 
the  Constitution.  The  powers  not  delegated  to  the  United  States  are 
reserved  to  the  States  (/r  to  the  people.  Powers  originally  residing  in 
the  States  are  reserved  to  the  States,  those  originallv  residing  in  the 
people  to  the  people.  Congress  was  the  creation  of  tne  people,  not  of 
the  States,  and  the  States  can  have  no  powers  in  regard  to  its  election 
not  expressly  delegated  by  the  Constitution.  Any  addition  by  the 
States  to  the  constitutional  qualifications  would  be  an  infringement  on 
the  reserved  right  of  the  people  to  elect  any  person  to  Congress  not 
disqualified  by  the  Constitution.  The  only  power  over  the  election  of 
Representatives  which  the  people  have  not  reserved  is  the  power  to 
prescribe  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  the  election,  which  is  granted 
to  the  State  legislatures  or  to  Congress  by  express  delegation. 

As  above  stated,  Mr.  McCreery  was  confirmed  in  his  title  to  his  seat 
by  a  large  majority,  but  an  explicit  decision  of  the  constitutional  ques- 
tion was  avoided.  It  seems  probable,  however,  that  a  majority  of  the 
House  believed  the  law  to  be  unconstitutional,  but  hesitated  to  declare 
it  so  by  the  action  of  the  House.  (See  Story,  Commentaries  on  the 
Constitution,  sees.  fiiiS,  627,  vol.  2,  p.  101,  and  Kent's  Commentaries, 
vol.  1,  p.  288,  note.)  On  another  o<*casion,  in  1856,  it  was  decided  by 
an  almost  unanimous  vote  (125  to  5)  that  such  a  State  law  was  uncon- 
stitutional (Turney  rs,  Marshall  and  Fouke  vh,  Tiiimbull,  Thirty-fourth 
Congress,  1  Bart.,  167.  See,  also,  case  of  Wood  vh,  Peters,  Forty- 
eighth  Congress).  But  for  a  recent  case,  in  which  the  rule  was  reversed 
and  an  elaborate  presentation  of  all  the  precedents  given,  see  the  case 
of  Roberts,  Fiftv-sixth  Congress. 
[C.  &H.,  167-221.] 
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ELEVENTH  GONORESS,  1809-1811. 

Committee  on.  Elections, 

Mr.  FiNDLEY,  Mr.  Taylor, 

Clay,  Van  Rensselaer, 

Sturges,  Garnett, 

Mr.  Troup. 

(Mr.  Findley  served  only  during  the  first  session.) 

Case^. 

(1)  Charles  Turner,  jr.,  vs,  William  Baylies,  Massachusetts. 

(2)  Thomas  Randolph  vs.  Jonathan  Jennings,  Indiana  Territory. 

(1)  Turner  vs.  Baylies. 


Ballots  rejected  hy  State  officers  because  of  the  om.issio7i  of  the  word 
^ '  j  unior. "     Seal;  given  to  petit  ionei*. 

According  to  the  returns  of  the  selectmen  of  the  various  towns, 
Charles  TuYn^v^  junior^  esq.,  received  1,443  votes  at  the  first  election, 
and  Charles  Turner,  esq. ,  430.  A  majority  of  all  the  votes  cast,  or  1,860 
votes,  was  necessary  to  a  choice  at  this  election.  The  governor  counted 
the  votes  as  given  lor  different  candidates  and  ordered  a  new  election, 
at  which  WiUiam  Baylies,  the  sitting  member,  received  a  majority  of 
the  votes.  The  election  was  contested  on  the  ground  that  the  votes  for 
Charles  Turner,  junior,  esq.,  and  Charles  Turner,  esa.,  were  intended 
to  be  cast  for  the*  same  man  and  should  be  countea  for  him,  which 
would  give  him  a  majority  on  the  first  election.  Testimony  was  offered 
by  petitioner  to  establish  the  fact  that  he  was  generally  known  by  the 
name  Charles  Turner,  both  with  and  without  the  addition  "junior," 
and  that  there  was  no  Charles  Turner,  senior,  or  any  other  Charles 
Turner  in  the  district  and  qualified  to  be  a  candidate  for  Congress. 
This  testimonj^  had  not  been  taken  under  any  act  of  Congress,  there 
being  none  in  force  at  the  time,  but  it  had  been  taken  after  due  and 
reasonable  notice  to  the  sitting  membei",  who  had  refused  to  attend, 
regarding  the  proceeding  as  illegal.  The  sitting  member  requested 
that  the  case  l)e  postponed  until  the  next  session  of  Congress,  that  he 
might  have  time  to  prepare  his  case,  and  the  committee  recommended 
the  postponement,  but  the  House  recommitted  the  report.  The  com- 
mittee made  a  second  report,  outlining  the  testimony,  which  sustained 
the  claims  made  by  the  petitioner  and  recommending  that  the  petitioner 
be  declared  entitled  to  the  seat.  The  House  agreed  to  the  report  l)y  a 
vote  of  62  to  41. 

The  debate  was  chiefly  on  the  question  whether  or  not  testimony 
taken  ex  parte^  but  on  reasonable  notice,  in  the  absence  of  any  statu- 
tory method  of  taking  te^stimonv,  could  be  considered. 

[C.  &  H.,  234-239.] 
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(2)  Randolph  vs.  Jennings. 


Election  not  held  hy  mithoHty  of  law^  and  irregvlarities  ccmvplmned 
of.  Tlie  C07miiittee  recor)wi€naea  that  the  seat  be  declared  vacant.^  Jyut 
no  final  decision  was  reached  hy  the  House. 

After  the  State  of  Ohio  had  been  separated  from  the  Northwest 
Territory  the  remainder,  under  the  name  of  Indiana  Territory,  had  a 
governor,  judicial  officers,  and  a  geneml  assembly  of  eight  members. 
On  October  26,  1808,  the  governor  lawfully  dissolved  the  legislature. 
On  February  3,  1809,  Congress  enacted  a  law  dividing  the  Territory 
into  Indiana  and  Ulinois.  The  act  contained  a  saving  clause,  provid- 
ing that  nothing  herein  contained  should  be  construed  to  aflfect  the 
government  then  in  force  in  the  Indiana  Territory.  On  February  27, 
1809,  a  law  was  passed  authorizing  the  general  assembly  of  Indiana  to 
apportion  members  to  a  new  house  of  representatives,  to  consist  of 
not  less  than  nine  nor  more  than  twelve  members.  A  Delegate  to 
Congress  was  to  be  elected  at  the  same  election  with  the  new  legisla- 
ture. 

There  being  no  legislature  in  existence,  the  governor  issued  his 
proclamation  on  April  4,  1809.  for  the  election  of  an  additional  num- 
oer  of  members  of  the  legislature,  sufficient  to  supply  the  place  of 
those  struck  oflf  by  the  division  of  the  Territory.  This  legislature 
was  elected  and  met,  but  did  nothing  but  provide  for  the  election  of 
an  additional  member  to  make  up  the  number  of  nine  required  to  organ- 
ize under  the^  law  of  Congress.  Mr.  Jennings  was  elected  Delegate  to 
Congress  at  the  same  election. 

The  election  was  contested  by  Thomas  Randolph,  who  did  not  claim 
the  election  for  himself,  he  having  received  only  a  minority  of  the 
votes,  but  asked  that  it  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  irregularities. 
The  return  from  one  of  the  precincts,  which  gave  a  majority  for  the 
sitting  member  larger  than  his  whole  majority  in  the  Territory,  was 
not  signed  by  the  poll  keepers,  and  in  one  county  the  sheriff  had  failed 
to  appoint  deputies  to  hold  the  election  in  two  precincts  in  which  the 
petitioner  claimed  he  would  have  received  votes  enough  to  give  him  a 
majority  in  the  Territory. 

The  petitioner  did  not  press  the  question  of  lack  of  authority  to 
order  the  election,  but  the  committee  decided  it  on  that  ground  alone. 
They  found  that  when  the  law  dividing  the  Territory  was  passed  there 
was  no  legislature  in  existence,  and  so  the  saving  clause  could  not 
affect  it.  The  law  providing  for  the  election  of  a  new  legislature  and 
Delegate  to  Congress  required  that  this  election  was  to  be  ordered  by 
the  old  Territorial  legislature.  This  legislature  did  not  exisit  and  could 
not  be  called  into  existence  by  the  governor's  proclamation,  hence  the 
law  was  fatally  defective,  and  no  legal  election  could  be  held  in  Indiana 
Territory  until  Congress  passed  a  law  curing  the  defect.  Such  a  law 
had  been  passed  at  Sie  present  session. 

The  report  of  the  committee  was  approved  by  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole,  but  rejected  by  the  House,  after  debate,  by  a  vote  of  30  to  83. 
A  motion  to  declare  Mr.  Jennings  entitled  to  the  seat  was  proposed 
and  withdrawn,  but,  no  further  action  being  taken,  he  still  continued 
to  hold  the  seat. 

[C.  &  H.,  240-245.] 
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TWELFTH  C0irOKES8,  1811-1813. 

Coinviittee  on  Elections, 

Mr.  FiNDLEY,  Mr.  Pleasants. 

Stubges,  Emott. 

Macon,  Fisk. 

Mr.  Troup. 

(1)  John  Taliaferro  vh,  John  P.  Hungerford,  Virginia. 

Ilhgal  votes.     Land  lists  as  evid^mce.     Seat  given  to  petitioner. 

The  sitting  member  received  a  majority  of  6  votes  on  the  returns, 
but  an  examination  of  the  land  lists  showed  a  large  number  of  votes 
cast  for  both  candidates  by  persons  whose  names  did  not  appear  on 
the  land  lists.  If  all  these  votes  should  be  deducted  petitioner  would 
have  a  majority  of  121  votes.  The  committee  held  that  the  land  lists 
were  conclusive  only  in  the  absence  of  all  other  testimony,  and  that  it 
was  competent  for  the  parties  to  establish  or  overthrow  the  right 
of  persons  to  vote  by  other  evidence  that  they  were  or  were  not 
freeholder. 

The  petitioner  had,  on  May  7  and  28,  given  the  sitting  member  notice 
of  his  intention  to  contest  the  election,  and  on  September  27  given 
notice  to  take  testimony  on  October  10,  17,  and  22.  The  testimony 
was  taken,  but  the  sittmg  member  refused  to  attend.  He  asked  for 
further  time  to  take  testimony,  which  request  was  opposed  by  the 
petitioner  on  the  ground  that  he  had  already  had  a  reasonable  time. 
The  committee  held  that  he  could  not  have  been  expected  to  procure 
his  t3stimony  before  the  petitioner  had  taken  his,  and,  as  the  time  then 
remaining  before  the  session  of  Congress  was  insufficient,  recom- 
mended tne  postponement.  The  House  refused  to  ^rant  the  request, 
and,  by  a  vote  or  66  to  19,  gave  the  seat  to  the  petitioner. 

[C.  &  H.,  246-249.] 
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THIETEENTH  GONOBESS,  1813-1816. 

Committee  o7i  Electunin, 

Mr.  FiSK,  of  Vermont,  Mr.  C'ondict, 

BuRWELL,  Avery, 

Davenport,  Pickering, 

Mr.  Anderson. 

Ca^es, 

(1)  John  Taliaferro  vh,  John  P.  Hungerford,  Virginia, 
2^  Burwell  Bassett  vh.  Thomas  M.  Baj^Iey,  Vlrgmia. 
m  William  Kelly  vs,  Thomas  K.  Harris,  Tennemee. 

4)  Isaac  Williams,  jr.,  vs.  John  M.  Bowers,  New  York. 

5)  Blydenburg  and  Jay  m.  Sage  and  Leflferts,  New  York. 

(1)  Taliaferro  vh.  Hungerford. 

Illegal  "tjote^  ami  irregu1<iriti('A.  ComviltteA'.  rejxprted  tlui  elect  um  void^ 
hut  the  House  retained  the  sitting  vfiemher  in  his  seat. 

The  sitting  member  was  returned  as  having  received  a  major  it}'  of 
24  votes.  The  election  was  contested  on  the  grounds  that  more  votes 
were  cast  for  sitting  meml)er  than  for  petitioner  by  persons  not  free- 
holders, and  that  the  election  in  several  counties  was  void  for  irregu- 
larities. The  petitioner,  in  the  first  instance,  seems  to  have  pressed 
only  the  latter  claim,  and  the  first  report  of  the  committee  discussed  it 
alone.  The  law  provided  that  the  clerks  of  the  poll  should  enter  in 
distinct  columns,  under  the  name  of  each  candidate,  the  names  of  the 
persons  voting  for  him.  In  some  counties  the  names  were  all  written 
m  one  column,  and  numbers  or  marks  placed  under  the  candidates' 
names  to  indicate  the  votes.  In  two  counties  the  Christian  names  of  the 
voters  (or  the  candidates — the  report  is  ambiguous)  were  not  entered, 
but  only  the  initials.  In  four  counties  there  was  no  certificate  that 
anv  oath  had  been  administered  to  the  clerks  of  the  poll. 

The  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  such  violations  of  positive 
law  in  regard  to  the  manner  of  holding  elections  should  be  as  fatal  as 
violations  of  the  law  in  regard  to  time  or  place,  and  recommended  that 
the  election  be  set  aside.  The  House,  by  a  vote  of  78  to  82,  refused 
to  concur,  and  recommitted  the  case. 

The  committee  then  submitted  a  second  report,  dealing  with  the 
question  of  illegal  votes.  The  land  lists  were  held  to  be  prima  facis 
evidence  of  the  qualifications  of  voters.  If  all  the  votes  cast  for  both 
candidates  by  persons  whose  names  did  not  appear  on  the  land  lists 
were  deducted,  the  petitioner  would  have  a  majority  of  17  votes.  But 
a  number  of  the  votes  above  deducted  were  shown  b}'^  other  evidence 
to  be  legal  votes.  Eliminating  these,  the  sitting  member  had  a  majority 
of  11  votes.  But  of  these  votes,  the  proof  in  regard  to  some  of  them 
only  went  to  show  that  the  voters  \i'^fii  possession  or  land  for  the  required 
six  months  before  election,  but  dia  not  show  whether  the  freehold 
title  was  acauired  six  months  before  or  not.  Again,  deducting  these 
votes  would  show  a  majority   of  4  for  the  petitioner.    The  com- 
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mittee  seems  to  have  favored  the  second  of  the  above  statements,  and 
reported  that  ''the  petitioner  has  not  supported  his  petition."  The 
case  was  postponed  until  the  next  session  of  Congress,  when  the  com- 
mittee made  a  third  report,  stating  that  by  testimony  taken  in  the 
meantime  the  sitting  member  had  established  the  qualifications  of  11 
more  voters  who  voted  for  him,  which,  with  the  11  majority  rejwrted 
for  him  at  the  last  session,  gave  him  a  majority  of  22  votes.  But  the 
committee  were  of  opinion  that  the.  election  ought  to  be  held  void  on 
account  of  the  irregularities  detailed  in  the  first  report.  The  Hoase 
refused  to  concur,  and  confiimed  the  right  of  the  sitting  member  to 
his  seat.  So  the  House  seems  to  have  decided  that  the  irregularities 
were  not  fatal;  that  other  evidence  might  be  received  to  establish  the 
right  to  vote  of  pei^sons  not  on  the  land  lists,  and  that  this  evidence 
need  establish  no  more .  than  the  possession  of  land  the  required  six 
months,  with  a  freehold  title  at  the  time  of  the  election. 
[C.  &H.,  250-254.] 

(2)    BaSSETT   V8,  BaYIiEY. 

Right  of  the  sheriff  to  continue  t lie  poll  beyond  thi  irrnt  day^  and 
illegal  votes,     Sittvng  member  retained  the  seat. 

The  sitting  member  was  returned  as  receiving  a  majority  of  57  votes. 
The  election  was  contested  on  the  ground  of  illegal  votes  and  an  illegal 
adjournment  by  the  sheriflf  of  the  poll  of  one  county. 

The  law  provided  that  the  sheriff  could  adjourn  the  poll  in  case  of 
rain,  rise  of  water  courses,  or  the  attendance  of  more  voters  than  could 
be  polled  in  one  day.  The  petitioner  contended  that  if  there  was  no 
proof  of  the  occurrence  of  any  of  these  contingencies  an  adjournment 
should  be  presumed  to  be  illegal,  but  the  committee  unanimously  held 
that  the  action  of  the  sheriff  was  "prima  facie  legal. 

The  taking  of  testimony  having  been  interfered  with  by  the  presence 
of  the  enemy's  cruisers,  the  parties  were  given  five  weeks  to  procure 
testimony.  When  it  had  been  taken,  the  committee  reported  that  the 
evidence  showed  that  there  had  been  no  rain  or  rise  or  water  courses 
in  the  county  when  the  election  was  adjourned;  that  the  day  was  a 
fine  one,  and  the  voting  rapid  and  continuous  during  the  first  part  of 
the  day,  but  very  slow  toward  the  last;  that  during  the  last  half  hour 
only  2  votes  were  polled,  and  at  sunset  only  4  persons  were  present 
who  had  not  voted,  2  of  whom  were  deputy  sheriffs  who  had  been  in 
attendance  all  day.  The  committee  held  that  the  question  whether 
more  voters  appear  than  can  be  polled  in  one  day  is  a  mere  question 
of  fact,  admitting  of  no  discretion  in  the  officer,  and  in  this  case  the 
contingency  provided  for  in  the  law  not  having  in  fact  occurred,  the 
adjournment  was  illegal,  and  all  votes  taken  on  the  second  and  third 
davs  should  be  excluaed. 

The  report  was  recommitted,  and  the  second  report  of  the  com- 
mittee stated  that  64  votes  of  unqualified  persons  should  be  deducted 
from  the  poll  of  sitting  member  and  63  irom  petitioner,  and  that  2 
votes  tendered  for  petitioner  by  qualified  voters  and  rejected  by  the 
officers  of  election  should  be  counted  for  hun.  This  would  leave  a 
majority  of  54  for  sitting  member.  At  the  illegally  adjourned  poll 
53  votes  were  given  for  sitting  member  and  4  for  petitioner  after  the 
adjournment.     Deducting  these,  the  sitting  member  was  still  entitled 
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to  his  seat  by  a  majority  of  5  votes.     Th6  House  concurred,  after 
debate,  and  the  title  of  the  sitting  member  was  confirmed. 
[C.  &H.,  254-259.] 

(3)  Kelx.y  v8.  Harris. 

hworrect  returns  and  iU^gal  votes.     Sitthuj  memher  retamed  the  seat* 

The  sitting  member  leceived  a  majority  of  1  vote  on  the  returns  as 
counted  by  the  governor.  The  law  of  Tennessee  provided  that  the 
election  inspectors  should  make  two  copies  of  their  returns  and  for- 
ward one  to  the  governor  and  file  the  other  with  the  clerk  of  the 
countv  court.  In  one  county  the  return  forwarded  to  the  governor 
contamed  2  more  votes  for  the  sitting  member  than  that  filed  with  the 
county  clerk,  and  on  the  return  counted  by  the  governor  it  appeared 
by  adding  together  the  votes  credited  to  all  the  candidates  that  there 
were  2  more  than  the  total  number  certified  to  have  been  given. 

The  sitting  member  had  not  been  notified  of  the  contest  until  after 
his  arrival  in  Washington,  and  asked  that  time  be  allowed  to  take  tes- 
timony. This  was  granted.  At  the  next  session  it  appeared  that  Mr. 
Kelly  had  declined  to  prosecute  the  (»se  further.  The  general  opinion 
being  that  it  should  not  be  allowed  to  abate  for  want  of  prosecution, 
the  I'eport  of  the  previous  session  was  recommitted  to  the  committee. 
They  reported  that  the  correction  of  the  incorrect  return  described  in 
the  first  report  would  give  the  seat  to  the  petitioner  by  a  majority  of  1, 
but  that  tne  sitting  member,  besides  some  testimony  tending  to  indi- 
cate a  false  return  m  favor  of  the  petitioner  in  one  county,  had  proved 
2  votes  illegal.  One  was  cast  by  a  minor,  the  other  by  a  person  who 
had  not  resided  six  months  in  the  county  where  he  voted.  The  law 
provided  that  every  freeman,  etc. ,  ''possessing  a  freehold  in  the  county 
wherein  he  may  vote,  and  bei-ng  an  inhabitant  of  this  State,  and  every 
freeman  being  an  inhabitant  of  any  one  county  in  the  State  six  months 
immediately  preceding  the  day  of  election"  may  vote.  This  was  held 
to  mean  that  persons  voting  under  the  second  qualification  must  vote 
in  the  countv  where  they  resided,  and  nowhere  else. 

These  2  illegal  votes  counteracted  the  2  votes  wrongly  returned  for 
sitting  member,  and  left  him  still  a  majority  of  1  vote.  The  House 
confirmed  his  title. 

[C.  &H.,  260-262.] 

(4)  Williams  vh.  Bowers. 

Tfie  w(rrd  "j/w/i/w."     Petitioner  (jiven  the  sent, 

John  M.  Bowel's  was  returned  as  having  re<*eived  4,287  votes,  John 
M.  Bowey  1,  Isaac  Williams,  junior^  4,129,  Isaac  Williams  434,  and 
other  persons  17.  The  committee  reported  that  the  votes  for  Isaac 
Williams  were  all  from  four  towns,  in  which  no  votes  appear  to  have 
been  cast  for  Isaac  Williams,  junior;  that  there  were  three  persons  by 
the  name  of  Isaac  Williams  in  the  district,  but  the  only  one  who  was 
a  candidate  for  Congress  was  the  one  known  by  the  addition  of  ' '  junior," 
and  that  it  seemed  probable  that  the  votes  given  for  John  Bowere  and 
John  M.  Bowey  were  intended  for  John  M.  Bowers,  and  those  for 
Isaac  Williams  for  Isaac  Williams,  junior,  which  would  give  petitioner 
a  majority  of  205  votes.     But  the  committee  were  of  opinion  that  more 

H.  Doc.  510 5 
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testimony  was  needed,  and  recommended  a  postponement  to  the  next 
session  of  Congress.  This  being  agreed  to,  the  committee,  at  the  next 
session,  reported  that  by  evidence  taken  during  the  recess  it  appeared 
that  the  votes  in  three  of  the  towns  returned  lor  Isaac  Williams  were 
iii  fact  cast  for  Isaac  Williams,  junior,  and  wrongly  returned  by  mistake 
of  the  returning  officers.  This  would  give  JVlr.  Williams  a  majority 
of  164. 

The  House  unanimously  voted  Mr.  Williams  entitled  to  the  seat. 

[C.  &  H.,  263-264.] 

(5)  Blydenburg  and  Jay  vs.  Sage  and  Lefferts. 

The  election  of  Ebenezer  Sage  and  John  Leflferts,  of  New  York,  was 
contested  by  a  petition  from  Benjamin  B.  Blydenburg  and  Peter  A. 
Jay,  on  what  grounds  it  does  not  appear.  The  committee  reported 
that  further  time  would  be  necessary  to  come  to  a  just  decision,  and  it 
was  postponed  to  the  next  session  of  Congress,  when  nothing  appears 
to  have  been  done  with  it. 


i 
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FOXnEtTEElTTH  G0iraBE8S,  1815-1817. 

Committee  on  El'Cctions^  first  session, 

Mr.  Taylor,  of  New  York.  Mr.  Vose, 
PiFER,  Barbour, 

Sharpe,  Law, 

Mr.  Pickering. 

Cases, 

(1)  Westel  Willou^hby  vs.  Wm.  S.  Smith,  Neio  York. 
(2^  Robert  Portertield  vs.  William  McCoy,  Virginia, 

(3)  Erastus  Root  vs,  John  Adams,  New  ibrk, 

Cknrmiittes  on  Mections^  secoiid  session. 

Mr.  Taylor,  of  New  York.  Mr.  Vose, 
Pickering,  Law, 

Kerr,  Thomas, 

Mr.  Hahn. 

Case, 

(4)  Ruf  us  Easton  vs,  John  Scott,  Missouri  Territory. 

(1)   WiLLOUGHBY  VS,  SmITH. 

The  word  ^'jv/rdor.^^     Seat  given  to  petituyner. 

The  returns  showed  2,510  votes  for  William  S.  Smith,  2,466  for 
Westel  Willoughby,  junior,  309  for  Westel  Willoughby,  and  7  scatter- 
ing. The  committee  reported  that  the  evidence  showed  that  299  of 
the  309  votes  returned  tor  Westel  Willoughby  were  cast  for  Westel 
Willoughby,  junior,  but  the  "junior"  was  omitted  from  the  returns 
bv  mistoke  of  the  returning  officers.  The  House  gave  the  seat  to  Mr. 
Willoughby.^ 

[C.  &H.,  265,  266.] 

(2)   PORTERFIELD  VS.  McCOY. 

Illegal  votes  and  irregidariti^.     Sitting  memher  I'etained  the  seat. 

The  sitting  member  had  a  majority  of  53  votes,  after  counting  for 
the  petitioner  a  vote  cast  for  him  but  counted  for  the  sitting  member 
l)v  mistake,  and  for  the  sitting  member  3  votes  oflfered  for  him  and 
illegally  rejected  hj  the  election  officers.  The  election  was  contested 
on  the  grounds  of  illegal  votes  and  irregularities.  The  irregularities 
were:  In  one  county  the  poll  clerks  were  not  sworn  until  after  the 
election,  and  in  another  the  names  of  voters  were  set  down  in  a  single 
column,  and  the  votes  carried  forward  and  marked  under  the  names  of 

*  Mr.  Smith  did  not  appear  nor  claim  the  seat,  and  it  was  given  to  Mr.  Willoughby 
on  the  ninth  day  of  the  session.  (See  report  in  Hammond  vs,  Herrick,  flft^ntn 
CoDgreas.    C.  &  H.,  293). 
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the  candidates,  instead  of  the  names  being  in  separate  columns  as  the 
law  required.  The  committee  held  that  these  irregularities  relat-ed 
more  to  form  than  substance,  and  as  there  was  no  claim  that  the  result 
had  been  affected,  disregarded  them. 

There  had  been  an  agreement  between  the  candidates  as  to  what 
classes  of  votes  were  to  be  admitted,  but  the  committee  held  that  the 
agreement  of  parties  could  not  enlarge  nor  diminish  the  rights  of  voters, 
and  decided  the  votes  legal  or  illegal  accoi-ding  to  the  Virginia  law. 
They  held  that  votes  must  be  given  in  the  county  where  the  land  of 
the  voter  was  situated,  and  that  all  votes  given  by  virtue  of  title  bonds 
not  conveying  a  legal  freehold  estate  were  illegal.  The  land  lists  were 
held  to  be  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  qualifications  of  voters  unless 
disproved  by  other  evidence.  The  affidavit  of  a  voter  might  be  read 
in  evidence  to  prove  his  vote. 

Applying  these  rules  to  the  testimony,  171  votes  for  petitioner  and 
149  for  sitting  member  were  illegal,  leaving  a  majority  of  75  for  the 
sitting  member.  The  evidence  in  the  case  was  not  taken  by  petitioner 
until  four  months  after  he  had  notified  the  sitting  member  of  his  inten- 
tion to  contest  the  election,  and  it  was  objected  to  by  the  sitting  mem- 
ber on  the  grounds  that  it  was  not  taken  within  the  period  prescril)ed 
by  the  Virginia  law  f oi*  contested  elections  for  members  of  tne  general 
assembly,*  and  that  the  delay  of  four  months  was  unreasonable.  This 
was  overruled  by  the  committee. 

The  House  confirmed  the  title  of  Mr.  McCoy  without  division. 

[C.&H.,  267-270.] 

(3)  Root  vs.  Adams. 

Mistake  hi  retui^js.     Seat  given  to  petitioner. 

The  deputy  clerk  of  one  of  the  counties,  in  making  out  a  transcript 
of  the  returns  to  be  forwarded  to  the  secretary  of  state,  wrote  the 
name  Root  bv  mistake  as  Bott  On  proof  of  the  error  the  votes  were 
counted  by  the  committee  for  Mr.  Root,  and  it  appearing  that  he  had 
then  a  majority  of  all  the  votes  he  was  given  his  seat. 

[C.  &H.,271.] 

(4)  Easton  v8,  Scott. 

Prima  fa/yie  rights  irregul<iritie8^  and  illegal  votes.  The  committee 
recommended  that  the  petitioner  he  given  the  seat^  hut  the  House  declared 
it  vacant. 

According  to  the  returns  as  counted  by  the  governor,  the  sitting 
member  had  a  plurality  of  15  votes,  but  the  petitioner  contended  that 
he  had  a  majority  of  15  votes  on  the  legal  returns,  counting  those  not 
returned  within  the  time  prescribed  by  law,  and  that  on  all  the  abstracts 
of  votes,  legal  and  illegal,  he  had  a  majority  of  7  votes,  not  counting  a 
certain  paper  from  the  precinct  of  Cote  Sans  Dessein.  He  also 
charged  irregularities  and  illegal  voting. 

The  committee  decided  that  they  would  not  inquire  into  the  ques- 
tion of  the  qualifications  of  voters,  for  the  election  being  by  ballot  the 
right  of  the  voter  to  secrecy  must  be  preserved;  he  could  not  be  com- 
pelled to  disclose  for  whom  he  voted,  and  without  such  disclosure  it 
would  be  vain  to  inquire  into  his  qualifications  for  the  purpose  of 
purging  the  poll.     The  decision  of  the  judges  of  election  upon  the  qual- 
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ifications  of  votei*s  nius^t  be  considered  final,  and  if  they  have  exercised 
their  authorit}^  arbitrarily  or  corruptly  the  remedy  must  be  in  their 
punishment  under  the  laws  of  the  Territory. 

The  alleged  return  from  the  precinct  of  C6te  Sans  Dessein  was 
unanimousfy  rejected  by  the  committee  on  the  ground  (1)  that  the 
election  was  held  viva  voce;  (2)  but  two  persons  acted  as  judges  (the 
law  requiring  three),  and  neither  of  them  was  sworn;  (3)  but  one  per- 
son acted  as  clerk,  and  he  was  not  sworn;  and  (4)  the  votes  were 
rejected  by  the  county  returning  board  and  not  included  in  the 
abstract  of  votes  sent  to  the  governor;  and  the  paper  which  w:as  sent 
to  the  govenior  was  sent  him  irregularly,  and  appeared  on  its  face  to 
be  defective  in  many  important  particulars. 

This  precinct  being  rejected,  it  appeared  that  the  petitioner  had  a 
majority  of  7  votes  on  the  returns  which  the  governor  properly  should 
have  counted,  and  he  asked  accordingly  to  be  admitted  forthwith  to 
the  seat,  so  that  if  the  election  was  to  be  contested  on  its  merits  he 
mi^ht  hold  his  proper  position  as  sitting  member  pending  the  contest. 
This  was  refused  by  the  committee,  and  they  proceeded  to  investigate 
the  main  question.  Several  precincts  were  objected  to  by  the  sitting 
member  on  various  grounds,  all  of  which  were  overruled  either  as  not 
being  supported  by  evidence  or  as  not  being  sufficient  to  cause  the  rejec- 
tion of  the  votes.  Various  charges  of  irregularities  brought  by  the 
petitioner  were  also  overruled  as  unsupported  or  insufficient.  The 
sitting  member  then  asked  for  time  to  procure  copies  of  the  poll  books 
in  a  number  of  townships  which  he  alleged  were  irregular,  but  the 
application  was  refused  on  the  ground  that  he  had  already  had  suf- 
ficient time  to  procure  them  if  he  had  desired  it.  Thereupon  it  was 
contended  by  the  sitting  member  that  by  rejecting  the  vote  in  the 
township  of  C6te  Sans  Dessein  the  candidate  would  become  entitled  to 
a  seat  wno  had  not  a  majority  of  votes  in  his  favor,  and  therefore  the 
election  should  be  set  aside  and  a  new  one  ordered.  The  committee 
did  not  concur  in  the  opinion,  and  submitted  resolutions  declaring 
petitioner  entitled  to  the  seat. 

The  report  was  opposed  on  the  ground  that  the  committee  had  de- 
clined to  inquire  into  the  qualifications  of  voters,  and  on  motion  of 
Mr.  Webster  it  was  recommitted  to  the  committee  with  instructions 
"to  receive  evidence  that  persons  voting  for  either  candidate  were  not 
entitled  to  vote  on  the  election." 

The  committee  made  a  second  report,  stating  that  the  notices  to  take 
testimony  in  regard  to  the  qualifications  of  voters  had  not  been  spe- 
cific, neither  the  names  of  tne  voters  objected  to  nor  the  particular 
qualifications  alleged  to  be  lacking  having  been  given.  Such  testi- 
mony as  had  been  taken  must  for  this  reason  be  excluded,  and  it  being 
practically  impossible,  on  account  of  the  remoteness  and  extent  of  the 
territory,  to  procure  evidence  in  time  to  be  of  any  service,  the  com- 
mittee asked  to  ''be  discharged  from  further  investigation  into  the 
q^ualifications  of  the  said  electors."  The  House  substituted  a  resolu- 
tion declaring  the  election  illegal  and  the  seat  vacant. 

[C.  and  H.,  272-286.] 
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FIFTEEITTH  C0KOBE8S.  1817-1819. 

Committee  on  Elections, 

Mr.  Taylor,  of  New  York,  Mr.  Ross, 

Taylor,  Whitman, 

Merrill,  Strong, 

Mr.  Shaw. 

CoAes, 

(1)  Charles  HammoDd  vs.  Samuel  Herrick,  Ohio, 
Elias  Earle,  South  Garoli/im. 
George  Mumford,  North  Carolina, 

(1)  Hammond  vs.  Herrick. 

Whether  a  Representative-elect^  holdina  an  office  under  the  United 
States  after  his  election^  and  after  the  l^h  of  March  on  which  the  pre- 
vious  Congress  expired^  vacated  his  sent.  Sitting  vietuhei'  retahiea  the 
seat. 

The  sitting  member  was  elected  to  the  Fifteenth  Congress  in  Octo- 
ber, 1816,  holding  at  that  time  the  office  of  district  attorney  of  the 
United  States.  Tne  Fourteenth  Congress  expired  March  4, 1817.  Mr. 
Herrick  continued  to  hold  his  office  as  district  attorney  until  November 
29,  1817,  when  he  resigned  it,  and  on  December  1  took  his  seat.  A 
memorial  was  presented  from  Charles  Hammond,  contesting  the  elec- 
tion on  the  ground  that  the  Representatives-elect  to  the  Fifteenth 
Congress  became  members  on  March  4,  1817,  the  day  the  preceding 
Congress  expired,  and  that  the  sitting  member,  having  held  an  incom- 
patible office  after  that  date,  had  vacated  his  seat.  A  resolution  was 
presented,  and  adopted  by  the  casting  vote  of  the  Speaker,  directing 
the  Committee  on  Elections  "to  inquire  and  report  what  persons, 
elected  to  serve  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  have  accepted,  or 
held,  offices  under  the  Government  of  the  United  States  since  the  4th 
day  of  March,  1817;  and  how  far  their  right  to  a  seat  in  this  House  is 
affected  by  it." 

Two  days  afterwards  (December  12, 1817),  Mr.  Taylor,  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Elections,  reported  a  resolution  reauesting  the 
President  to  communicate  to  the  House  the  names  of  any  Representa- 
tives in  the  list  annexed  (a  list  of  the  members  of  the  1  ifteenth  Con- 
gress) who  had  held  any  office  under  the  United  States  since  March  4, 
1817,  designating  the  offices,  the  time  of  appointment  and  acceptance, 
"whether  the  same  are  now  held,  and,  if  not,  when  the  same  were  sev- 
erally resigned." 

The  resolution  having  been  concurred  in  by  the  House,  the  Presi- 
dent, on  December  26,  sent  to  the  House  a  message  containing  a  list 
of  nine  members  who  had  held  various  offices,  all  of  which  had  l)een 
resigned  l)efore  the  meeting  of  the  Fifteenth  Congress,  on  December 
1,  1817,  except  that  of  Mr.  Mumford  (see  case  of  George  Mumford, 
post).  This  message  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Elections, 
which,  on  Januarv  5,  1818,  presented  an  elaborate  report  sustaining 
the  right  of  Mr.  Herrick  to  nis  seat. 
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The  facts  in  the  case  were  reported  as  above  stated,  showing  that 
Mr.  Herrick  had  continued  in  office  more  than  nine  months  after  March 
4,  1817,  and  two  months  after  (on  September  30, 1817)  he  had  received 
the  certificate  of  his  election. 

The  sixth  section  of  the  first  article  of  the  Constitution  provides  that  *'no  person 
holding  any  office  under  the  United  States  shall  he  a  member  of  either  House  during 
his  continuance  in  office.".  The  incompatibility  is  not  limited  to  exercimng  an  office, 
and,  at  the  same  time,  being  a  member  of  either  House  of  Congress;  but  it  is  ecjually 
extended  to  the  case  of  holding;  that  is,  having,  keeping,  possessing,  or  retaining  an 
office  under  such  circumstances.  If  the  membership  of  Mr.  Herrick  commenced 
either  on  the  4th  of  March,  or  the  30th  of  September,  1817,  he  has  vacated  that 
membership  by  holding  an  office  incompatible  therewith. 

The  report  then  discusses  the  cases  of  Van  Ness  (Fourth  Congress) 
and  Key  (Tenth  Conp^ress)  and  several  cases  in  the  House  of  Commons. 
The  American  rule,  differing  from  the  English,  is  found  to  be  that  a 
member  elect  may  decline  Tiis  election  at  any  time  before  taking  his 
seat. 

Our  rule  in  this  particular  is  *  *  *  better,  for  it  makes  our  theory  conform  to 
what  is  fact  in  both  countries,  that  the  act  of  becoming  in  reality  a  member  of  the 
House  depends  wholly  upon  the  will  of  the  person  elected  and  returned.  Election 
does  not  of  itself  constitute  .men^bership,  although  the  period  may  have  arrived  at 
which  the  Congressional  term  commences.  This  is  evident  from  the  consideration 
that  all  the  votes  given  at  an  election  may  not  be  received  by  the  returning  officer  in 
season  to  be  counted,  whereby  a  person  not  elected  may  be  returned  and  take  the 
seat  of  one  who  was  duly  elected.  Neither  does  a  return  necessarily  confer  member- 
ship; for  if  he  in  whose  favor  it  be  made  should  Ixj  prevented  taking  a  seat  at  the 
organization  of  a  House  of  Representatives,  he  might  find  u{)on  presentmg  himself  to 
qualify  that  his  return  had  been  superseded  by  the  admission  of  another  person  into 
the  seat  for  which  he  was  returned. 

This  is  illustrated  by  the  cases  of  Spaulding  vfi.  Mead  and  Willoughby 
vs.  Smith,  and  the  report  proceeds: 

Neither  do  election  and  return  create  membership.  These  acts  are  nothing  more 
than  the  designation  of  the  individual,  who,  when  called  upon  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  law,  shall  be  authorized  to  claim  title  to  a  seat.  This  designation,  how- 
ever, does  not  confer  a  perfect  right;  for  a  person  may  be  selected  oy  the  people 
destitute  of  certain  qualifications,  without  whicli  he  can  not  be  admitted  to  a  seat. 
He  is,  nevertheless,  so  far  the  Representative  of  those  who  elect  him,  that  no  vacancy 
can  exist  until  his  disqualification  be  adjudged  by  the  House,  yet,  it  would  be  easy 
to  state  oilses  where  he  would  not  be  permitted  for  a  moment  to  occup)^  a  seat,  not- 
withstanding the  regularity  of  his  election  and  return.  To  no  practical  purpose 
could  he  ever  have  tSen  a  member.  So,  also,  if  a  person  duly  qualified  be  elected 
and  returned,  and  die  before  the  organization  of  a  House  of  Representatives,  we  do 
not  think  he  could  be  said  to  have  l^n  a  member  of  that  body,  which  had  no  exist- 
ence until  after  his  death.  We  say  which  had  no  existence;  for  we  consider  that 
conceit  altogether  fanciful  which  represents  one  Congress  succeeding  to  another  as 
members  of  the  same  corporation.  It  has  no  foundation,  either  in  fact  or  in  the 
theory  of  our  Government.  Each  House  of  Representatives  is  a  distinct  legislative 
body,  having  no  connection  with  any  })receding  one.  It  commences  its  existence 
unrestrained  by  any  rules  or  regulations  for  the  conducting  of  business,  which  were 
establisheil  by  former  Houses,  and  which  were  binding  upon  them.  It  prescribes 
its  own  course  of  proceeding,  elects  its  officers,  and  designates  their  duties.  Even 
joint  rules  for  the  government  of  both  Houses  of  CJongress  are  not  binding  upon  a 
new  House  of  Representatives,  unless  expressly  established  by  it.  Although  the 
Fourteenth  Congress  hafl  never  assembled,  the  Fifteenth  would  nave  met,  under  the 
Constitution,  clothed  with  every  legislative  power  as  amply  as  it  was  enjoyed  by  the 
Thirteenth.  The  Constitution  does  not  define  the  time  for  which  Representatives 
shall  be  chosen.  It  is  satisfied  provided  the  choice  take  place  at  any  time  in  every 
second  vear.     The  rest  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  each  State. 

The  privileges  of  exemption  from  arrest  and  of  franking  letters 
giunted — the  hrst  by  the  Constitution  and  the  second  by  law — to  Rep- 
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resentatives  before  a  meeting  of  the  House  and  after  its  adjournment, 
furnish  no  argument  in  favor  of  their  membership  at  such  times,  for 
such  a  construction  might  make  the  members  of  one  Congi'ess  continue 
in  office  not  only  after  the  Congress  had  expired,  but  also  after  the 
next  Congress  was  actually  in  session. 

In  regard  to  the  danger  apprehended  from  Executive  influence  in  the  concerns  of 
legislation,  we  might  rest  satisf  e<l  with  the  remark  that  the  business  oi  forming  a 
Constitution  is  not  confided  to  us.  Ours  is  a  more  humble  duty;  it  is  to  expound  the 
text  by  a  fair  interpretation.  We  ca..  neither  add  nor  diminish.  The  object  of  our 
inquiry  is  not  what  ought  to  \ye,  but  what  is. 

whoever  looks  into  the  Constitution  will  find  provisions  to  guard  the  entrance  of 
the  legislative  hall  against  those  whose  personal  and  immediate  interest  would  Be 
advanced  by  perpetuating  offices  and  increasing  salaries,  but  he  will  find  none  for 
the  purpose  of  excluding  the  influence  of  Executive  patrona^.  The  framers  of  the 
Constitution  either  did  not  apprehend  danger  from  that  source,  or  they  thought  it 
impracticable  to  prevent  it  without  hazanling  still  greater  mischief.  The  great 
offices  of  the  Union  *  *  *  are  left  as  open  to  the  meml>er8  of  this  House  a«  to 
others,  and  they  can  onlv  ha  obtained  through  Executive  favor.  Nay,  laws  may  be 
passed  on  the  last  day  oi  a  Congre«i,  creating  offices  and  flxing  their  salaries,  and, 
on  the  next  daj",  the  members  by  whose  votes  they  were  created  may  l)e  appointed 
to  fill  them.  The  only  antidote  provided  against  an  abiise  of  this  pervadmg  influ- 
ence is  the  elective  franchise.  *  *  *  If  this  remedy  fail  it  will  be  vain  to  look 
for  another.  *  *  *  This  is  the  only  constitutional  answer  we  t»n  give  to  the 
suggestion  of  possible  danger  from  Executive  influence. 

In  fine,  we  nave  examined  the  memorial  of  Mr.  Hammond  with  deliberate  atten- 
tion, and  are  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Herrick  has  not  rendered  himself  incapable  of 
being  a  meml)er  of  this  House  by  reason  of  having  held  the  office  of  attorney  of  the 
United  States  after  the  4th  of  March  and  until  the  29th  of  November  last. 

On  account  of  the  importance  of  this  case  in  thus  settling  for  the 
first  time  an  important  question  of  constitutional  interpretation,  it  has 
seemed  proper  to  quote  thus  fully  from  the  report. 

The  memorial  of  Mr.  Hammond,  subjoined  to  the  report,  contains 
the  arguments  which  may  be  inferred  from  the  answers  to  them  con- 
tained in  the  report.  He  contended  that  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  is  a  political  institution  of  continual  duration.  The  House  of 
Representatives,  one  branch  of  the  Congress,  is  disorganized  every 
two  years,  but  the  other  bi'anches  are  in  full  organization,  and  the 
members  of  the  representative  branch  are  in  existence,  ready  to  be 
organized  if  need  be.  All  the  rights  and  privileges  of  their  station — 
exemption  from  arrest,  the  franking  privilege,  and  exemption  from 
militia  service — attach  to  the  members  elect  the  moment  their  term 
commences.  Either  Mr.  Herrick  was  a  member  on  March  4, 1817,  or 
he  was  not.  If  he  was,  he  was  disqualified;  and  if  he  was  not,  and  had 
died  before  the  meeting  of  Congress,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  his  death 
could  have  created  a  vacancy  in  a  body  of  which  he  had  never  been  a 
member.  But  unless  it  did  create  a  vacancy,  no  other  election  could 
be  held  for  two  years  under  the  laws  of  Ohio.  This  shows  the  unten- 
able character  of  the  position  that  membership  does  not  commence 
until  the  member  has  qualified  by  taking  the  oath.  The  purpose  of 
the  Constitution  is  plam;  it  is  "to  close  the  doors  of  the  legislature 
against  undue  Executive  influence." 

The  answer  of  Mr.  Herrick  and  argument  of  his  attornev  presented 
much  the  same  arguments  used  by  the  committee.  Mr.  Herrick  con- 
tended that  the  election,  return,  and  qualification  by  taking  the  oath 
were  all  essential  to  making  one  a  member,  and  until  the  last  was  com- 
pleted he  could  not  be  considered  a  member.  Numerous  quotations 
from  the  Constitution  were  given  to  show  that  the  word  ''Representa- 
tive" is  uniformly  used  when  a  person  not  yet  qualified  is  meant,  the 
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word  "member"  never,  unless  the  context  shows  that  he  must  be  a 
fully  qualified  member.  (The  memorial  and  answer  will  be  found 
more  fully  outlined  in  Paine  on  Elections,  §  161,  Note.) 

The  report  was  discussed  for  two  days  in  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House,  and  on  motion  of  Mr.  Adams,  of  Massachusetts,  the  committee 
bv  a  vote  of  67  to  66  nonconcurred  in  the  report  of  the  Committee  on 
Elections.  In  the  House,  by  a  yea-and-nay  vote  of  73  to  77,  the 
recommendation  of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  was  disagreed  to,  and 
bv  a  vote  of  77  to  70,  the  resolution  proposed  by  the  Committee  on 
Elections  was  passed:  ^ 

[C.  &H.,  286-314.] 

(2)  Earle. 

8arm'  i^^iie  and  decision  as  in  next  precedmg  case. 

Mr.  Earle  held  the  office  of  postmaster  at  Centervllle,  S.  C.  Soon 
after  his  election  to  the  Fifteenth  Congress  he  sent  his  resignation  to 
the  Postmaster-General  and  his  successor  was  appointed,  but  the  latter 
having  failed  to  qualify,  Mr.  Earle  remained  in  charge  of  the  office 
until  June  12, 1817,  when  another  successor  was  appointed.  The  com- 
mittee reported  these  facts,  and  a  resolution  declaring  the  sitting 
member  entitled  to  the  seat,  which  waa  passed  by  the  House  at  the 
same  time  as  that  in  the  case  of  Mumfora. 

[C.  &  H.,  314,  315.] 

(3)    MUMFORD. 

If  an  office  has  ej^pired  Inf  tlu  ciYinpletum  of  its  duties  it  n^ed  not  he 
formally  resigned.     Sitting  rrunnher  retained  the  seat, 

Mr.  Mumford  had  held  the  office  of  principal  assessor  of  direct  taxes 
in  the  Tenth  collection  district  of  North  (Jarolina,  under  the  act  of 
July  22, 1813,  and  had  never  resigned  the  office.  He  was  elected  to 
Congress  in  August,  1817,  and  on  December  1,  1817,  qualified  as  a 
member  of  the  House.  The  Committee  on  Elections,  to  wliom  the  case 
was  referred  among  others  by  the  reference  to  them  of  the  President's 
message  on  the  subject,  reported  that  if  the  act  of  1813  under  which 
Mr.  Mumford  wjus  appointed  had  neither  expired  nor  been  repealed, 
Mr.  Mumford  was  still  in  office  and  could  not  rightfully  be  a  member 
of  the  House.  This  act,  when  passed,  was  prospective  and  without 
limitation.  No  law  then  existed  for  laying  a  direct  tax,  but  as  Con- 
gress intended  doing  so,  it  provided,  by  this  law,  for  the  officera  and 
machinery  which  would  be  necessary  to  collect  it.  The  act  approved 
January  9,  1815,  by  which  the  direct  tax  was  levied,  repealed  all  of 
the  f onner  act  except  the  portions  providing  for  collection  districts, 
internal  duties,  and  the  appointment  of  assessors.  These  provisions 
were  to  remain  in  force  only  for  the  puiposes  of  the  last-mentioned 
act,  and  therefore  were  limited  in  duration  to  its  duration.  On  March 
5, 1816,  it  was  enacted  that  the  direct  tax  should  be  reduced  from  six 
millions  to  three,  and  should  continue  for  only  one  year.     The  provi- 

*  The  House  refused  to  excuse  those  members  from  votinji:  whose  own  cases  would 
be  affet^ted  by  the  decision  of  this  one,  and  in  sul)sequent  Congresses  members 
opposed  to  the  do(!trine  of  this  case  attacked  it  as  a  precedent,  on  the  ground  that  the 
resolutions  were  ciirried  by  a  leas  majority  than  the  number  of  those  voting  whose 
cases  were  affected  by  the  decision. 
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sions  of  the  previous  act  were  made  to  apply  to  this,  and  continue  in 
force  for  its  purposes.  The  whole  direct  tax  system,  and  all  the 
machinery  created  for  its  collection,  was  thus  to  go  out  of  existence 
when  the  taxes  for  the  year  1816-17  had  been  collected.  From  a 
certificate  of  the  Commissioner  of  Internal  Revenue  appended  to  the 
report  (not  printed  in  C.  &  H.,  see  original  report),  it  appeared  that 
the  tax  in  Mr.  Mumf ord's  district  had  all  been  collected  and  accounted 
for  previous  to  December  1,  1817,  and  that  on  or  after  that  date  no 
official  duty  had  been  performed  nor  remained  to  be  performed  by 
Mr.  Mumford.  From  Mr.  Mumford's  own  statement  it  appeared  that 
he  had  spent  the  summer  before  taking  his  seat  in  New  Hampshire, 
remote  irom  the  district  in  which  the  duties  of  his  coUectorship  had 
been  exercised.  The  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  his  office 
had  thus  expired  before  he  had  taken  a  seat  in  the  House,  and  pre- 
sented a  resolution  declaring  him  entitled  to  the  seat.  The  report, 
with  a  communication  from  Mr.  Mumford,  was  referred  to  the  same 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  to  which  had  been  committed  the 
cases  of  Herrick  and  Earle.  The  committee  agreed  to  the  resolutions  of 
the  Committee  on  Elections  in  the  cases  of  Earle  and  Mumford,  and 
thej'^  were  passed  by  the  House. 

The  communication  of  the  sitting  member,  in  addition  to  the  points 
stated  by  the  committee,  argued  that  a  formal  resignation  of  his  office 
would  not  have  been  necessary,  even  if  it  had  still  continued  to  exist. 
He  states  the  true  doctrine  to  be  that  if  a  person  holding  an  office  is 
appointed  to  an  incompatible  one  under  a  aifferent  authority,  it  is  his 
duty  to  resign  the  former  office,  that  notice  may  be  taken  of  the  vacancy ; 
but  if  he  is  appointed  to  a  new  and  incompatible  office  under  the  same 
authority,  the  acceptance  of  the  second  office,  by  qualification  and 
entrance  upon  its  duties,  is  a  vacation  of  the  former  office;  notice  is 
presumed,  and  a  formal  resignation  is  merely  a  matter  of  courtesy. 
The  committee  apparently  did  not  assent  to  this  doctrine,  but  it  is 
approved  by  Judge  McCrary  in  his  treatise  on  elections  (sec.  243),  and 
a  similar  doctrine  was  approved  by  the  committee  and  House  in  the 
Thirty -eighth  Congress.  (See  report  of  Mr.  Dawes  on  the  military 
appointment  of  Hon.  F.  P.  Blair,  jr.,  found  in  volume  8,  McKee's  com- 
pilation, and  curiouslv  omitted  from  First  and  Second  Bartlett.) 

[C.  &H.,  310-327. T 

The  cases  of  the  other  members  of  the  Fifteenth  Congress  mentioned 
in  the  President's  message  all  corresponded  to  the  cases  of  Herrick  and 
Earle,  and  nothing  further  seems  to  have  been  done  about  them. 
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SIXTEEITTH  CONOBESS,  181^1821. 

Committee  on  El^cthm^, 

Mr.  Taylor,  Mr.  Brown, 

Whitman,  Tucker, 

Merrill,  Six)An, 

Mr.  Tarr. 

Cases. 

1)  Rollin  C.  Mallary  vm,  Oi-asmus  C.  Merrill,  Vtn^inmit, 
[2)  James  Guyon  vh,  Etenezer  Sage,  New  Yorl\ 

(1)  Mallary  m,  Merriix. 

IrreguLarities  in  returns.     Seat  given  to  j><4H!tmer, 

Under  the  law  of  Vermont,  members  were  elected  on  a  general 
ticket.  The  law  provided  that  a  record  of  the  vote  in  each  town 
should  be  made  in  the  town  clerk's  office,  and  a  certificate  of  the  vote, 
in  a  prescril)ed  form,  should  be  made  out  by  the  presiding  officer, 
sealed,  and  delivered  by  him  to  the  representative  or  the  town,  or  an 
adjoining  town,  who  should  deliver  it  to  a  canvassing  committee  to  be 
chosen  by  the  general  assembly.  This  committee  seems  to  have  had 
judicial  as  well  as  ministerial  powers,  and  was  required  to  certify  the 
names  of  the  six  persons  having  the  highest  number  of  legal  votes  to 
the  governor,  who  was  to  issue  certificates  of  election  to  them. 

According  to  the  votes  as  counted  by  the  canvassing  committee, 
Mr.  Merrill  was  the  sixth  in  order  and  Mr.  Mallary  the  seventh,  and 
the  former  accordingly  held  a  seat.  Mallarv  contested  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  actually  received  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast.,  which  seems 
to  have  been  conceded.  The  canvassing  committee  had  rejected  one 
return  because  it  was  not  sealed,  and  another  because  it  was  informally 
certified;  some  returns  were  not  presented  to  the  committee  through 
the  neglect  of  representatives  whose  duty  it  was  to  have  so  presented 
them;  and  in  one  return,  by  mistake,  the  names  of  certain  candidates 
for  State  officers  were  inserted  as  having  received  the  votes  for  Con- 
gress which  were  in  fact,  as  shown  by  the  record  in  the  town  clerk's 
office,  cast  for  the  candidates  for  Congress. 

The  committee  found  that  no  fraud  was  alleged  in  the  case  of  the 
unsealed  return;  that  the  certificate  on  the  one  rejected  for  informality 
was  in  sufficient  compliance  with  the  law,  and  that  the  votes  not 
returned  or  wrongly  returned  were  sufficiently  proved  by  the  records 
in  the  town  clerks'  offices  and  should  be  countea.  This  would  give  a 
majority  to  petitioner,  and  the  committee  recommend  that  he  be  given 
the  seat.  After  considerable  discussion  the  resolutions  presented  were 
passed  by  a  vote  of  11()  to  47,  and  Mr.  Mallary  took  his  seat. 

Appended  to  the  report  are  arguments  by  the  sitting  member  and 
petitioner.  The  petitioner  contended  that  an  election  was  complete 
the  moment  the  last  vote  had  been  taken,  and  all  that  took  place  there- 
after was  merely  the  ascertainment  and  proclamation  of  the  result  of 
that  election.     The  House,  under  its  jx)wer  to  judge  of  the  election  of 
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its  members,  had  the  power  to  ascertain,  by  whatever  evidence  it 
chose  to  admit,  how  the  votes  were  actually  cast,  and  to  count  them  as 
cast.  Previous  cases  in  Congress  were  discussed  as  sustaining  this 
position. 

The  sitting  member,  in  a  voluminous  repty,  contended  that  the  right 
of  the  House  to  judge  the  elections  and  returns  of  its  members  must 
be  exercised  in  subordination  to  the  State  laws  prescribing  the  manner 
of  these  elections  and  returns,  until  such  time  as  Congress  should  by 
law  alter  the  laws  of  the  States.  The  only  question  for  the  House  to 
decide  is  whether  or  not  these  laws  have  been  complied  with.  The  act 
of  returning  officers  in  making  and  transmitting  certificates  of  the 
result  is  as  much  the  act  of  the  electors  as  the  depositing  of  the  votes; 
and  if  these  officers  have  neglected  in  any  particular  to  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  the  law  the  voters  have  lost  their  votes  by  their  own 
Uiches, 

LC.  &H.,  328-348.] 

(2)  GuYON  vs.  Sage. 

The  word  ^^jxtnim'y     Seat  given  to  petitioner. 

According  to  the  returns,  Ebenezer  Sage  received  2,085  votes,  James 
Guyon,  junior,  1,701,  and  James  Guyon,  396.  From  the  testimony  of 
the  inspectoi*s  and  clerks  of  election  it  appeared  that  391  of  the  votes 
returned  for  James  Guyon  were  cast  for  eJames  Guyon,  junior.  Count- 
ing these  for  him  would  give  him  a  majority  of  7  votes.  Mr.  Sage  had 
not  appeared  to  claim  the  seat,  and  the  committee  recommended  and 
the  House  voted  that  Mr.  Guyon  was  entitled  to  it. 

[C.  &  H.,  348-352.] 
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SEyENTEENTH  CONGRESS,  1821-1823. 

Comrnittee  on  Elections, 

Mr.  SiiOANE,  Mr.  Walworth, 

Edwards,  Rodoers, 

TuoKER,  Smith, 

Mr.  Moore. 

Casea. 

1^  Philip  Reed  vs,  Jeremiah  Cosden,  Maryland, 

[2)  Cadwallader  D.  Golden  vs,  Peter  Sharpe,  Ne^jo  York, 

[3)  Matthew  Lyon  vs.  James  W.  Bates,  Arkamsas  Territory. 

(1)  Reed  vs.  Cosden. 

In  case  of  a  tie^  the  result  not  to  he  decided  hy  lot.     Dovhle  haUots 
^        and  illegal  votes.     Seat  given  to  petit tAmer. 

The  petitioner  and  sitting  mein})er  were  returned  as  receiving  an 
equal  numlxjr  of  votes,  and  the  governor  and  council,  acting  under  a 
Maryland  law  passed  in  1790  or  1791,  proceeded  to  determine  between 
the  candidates,  and  gave  the  certificate  to  Cosden.  It  is  not  mentioned 
in  the  report,  but  appears  from  the  letter  of  the  sitting  member  that 
this  determination  Was  required  to  be  and  was  by  lot.  The  committee 
expressed  an  opinion  that  the  law  under  which  the  governor  and  coun- 
cil acted  had  been  repealed  by  the  act  of  January  2,  1800,  but  consid- 
ered it  unnecessary  to  argue  this  point,  as  the  law  in  question  was 
clearly  unconstitutional.  The  Constitution  provides  that  Representa- 
tives in  Congress  shall  be  elected  by  the  people,  and  if  the  people  fail 
to  elect  the  State  executive  can  have  no  power  to  appoint,  by  lot  or 
otherwise. 

Petitioner,  however,  claimed  that  there  was  no  tie  of  the  votes  as 
cast,  but  that  he  had  received  a  majority.  In  one  of  the  precincts  two 
tickets  folded  together,  both  containing  the  name  of  petitioner,  had 
been  thrown  away  hy  the  judges  under  the  statute*providing  for  the 
rejection  of  double  ballots.  On  completing  the  count  it  appeared  that 
there  were  2  votes  less  than  the  number  of  names  on  the  poll  book. 
Considerable  testimony  of  a  somewhat  conflicting  nature  was  produced 
bearing  upon  the  question  whether  the  tickets  in  question  actually  had 
the  appearance  of  having  been  ''deceitfully  folded  together."  It 
appeared  that  a  discrepancy  between  the  number  of  votes  and  the 
number  of  names  on  the  poll  book  was  common,  and  all  of  the  judges 
seem  to  have  agreed  at  the  time  that  the  ballot  was  double  and  should 
be  rejected.     But  the  committee  determined  that  it  should  be  counted. 

The  sitting  member  charged  that  illegal  votes  had  been  cast  for  peti- 
tioner, and  tnat  he  had  been  credited  wiflione  vote  on  a  ticket  containing 
his  name  and  four  others  with  the  single  designation  "for  Congress." 
The  committee  rejected  this  latter  vote,  but  expressed  a  doubt  as  to 
entering  into  the  question  of  the  qualifications  of  voters  when  the  elec- 
tion was  by  ballot.  Not  wishing  to  agitate  this  question,  they  had 
examined  the  testimony  presented  and  found  it  insufficient. 

The  testimony  was  all  somewhat  irregularly  taken,  but,  as  both  par- 
ties showed  a  disposition  to  waive  matters  of  form,  the  committee 
admitted  it.     Adding  to  the  votes  of  petitioner  the  two  votes  rejected  as 
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a  double  ballot  and  deducting  the  ballot  containing  five  names,  he  would 
have  a  majority  of  1  vote,  and  the  committee  recommended  that  he  be 
given  the  seat.  After  some  debate  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  an 
amendment  was  reported  to  the  resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Elec- 
tions inserting  the  word  '^  not,"  so  as  to  give  the  seat  to  neither  party. 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to  in  the  House  by  a  vote  of  73  to  71.  A 
few  days  later  the  resolution  declaring  the  sitting  member  not  entitled 
to  the  seat  was  passed.  After  several  other  motions  had  been  made 
and  defeated,  the  question  being  on  the  resolution  as  amended,  declar- 
ing petitioner  not  entitled  to  the  seat,  there  appeared  yeas  74,  nays  76. 

The  Speaker  (Mi\  P.  P.  Barbour)  voted  in  the  affirmative,  thereby 
making  an  equal  division:  and  so,  under  the  rule  which  declares  that 
in  "all  cases  of  ballot  the  Speaker  shall  vote,  in  other  cases  he  shall  not 
vote,  unless  the  House  be  equally  divided,  or  unless  his  vote,  if  given 
to  the  minority,  will  make  the  division  eoual,  and,  in  case  of  such 
equal  division,  the  question  shall  be  lost,"  ne  decided  that  the  resolu- 
tion was  lost,  and,  as  a  necessary  consequence  thereof,  that  the  con- 
verse of  the  proposition  contained  in  the  said  resolution  was  affirmed, 
to  wit,  ''that  Philip  Reed  is  entitled  to  a  seat  in  this  House."  This 
decision  being  appealed  from  was  overruled  by  the  House,  but  a  reso- 
lution was  immediately  passed  by  a  vote  of  82  to  77  giving  the  seat  to 
Mr.  Reed. 

[C.  &H.,  353-369.] 

(2)  Golden  vs,  Sharpe. 

Mistakes  i7i  returns  corrected^  and  seat  given  to  petitioner. 

According  to  the  returns,  Peter  Sharpe  had  received  3,369  votes, 
Cadwallader  D.  Colden  3,339,  Cadwallader  D.  Colder  220,  and  Cad- 
wallader  Colden  395.  Mr.  Sharpe  had  presumably  received  the  cer- 
tificate, but  had  not  appeared  to  claim  the  seat  nor  resist  the  claim  of 
Mr.  Colden.  The  clerks  of  the  counties  in  which  the  votes  were  cred- 
ited to  Cadwallader  D.  Colder  and  Cadwallader  Colden  testified  that 
they  had  been  returned  by  the  precinct  inspectors  as  cast  for  Cadwal- 
lader D.  Colden,  and  had  been  wrongly  returned  to  the  governor  by 
mistakes  in  making  out  the  countv  transcripts.  The  committee  rec- 
ommended, and  the  House  decided,  that  Mr.  Colden  was  entitled  to 
the  seat. 

[C.  &H.,  369-371.] 

(3)  Lyon  vs.  Bates. 

No  testimony  j^rod^cced,    '  Case  dismissed. 

The  petitioner  contested  the  seat  on  the  ground  that  a  nmnber  of 
the  county  returns  were  irregular  and  that  large  numbers  of  illegal 
votes  had  been  cast.  He  asserted  that  he  had  applied  to  the  acting 
governor  and  secretary  of  the  Territory  for  permission  to  inspect  the 
returns,  or  for  copies  of  them,  but  both  these  requests  had  been 
refused;  and  as  there  was  no  law  of  the  Territory  whereby  he  could 
compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  to  testify  in  the  case,  he  waived 
what  he  considered  his  just  right,  and  asked  that  a  new  election  take 
place.  The  committee  reported,  that  inasmuch  as  the  petitioner  had 
presented  no  testimony  whatever  in  support  of  his  memorial,  the  com- 
mittee ought  to  be  discharged  from  further  consideration  of  the  case, 
and  the  House  concurred. 

[C.  &  H.,  372.] 
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EIGHTEENTH  CONGRESS,  182^1825. 

Committee  (m  Elections. 

Mr.  Slo'ane,  Mr.  Standifer, 

Ball,  Mallary, 

Tucker,  South  Carolina,  Thompson,  Kentucky, 

Mr.  Hall,  North  Carolina. 

(kuies, 

(1)  Parmenio  Adams  vs.  Isaac  Wilson,  Ne^o  Yurk. 

(2)  John  Biddle  vs,  Gabriel  Richard,  Michigan  Territory, 
3^  Sundry  electors  vs.  John  Bailey,  Massachusetts. 
4)  John  Forsyth,  Georgia. 

(1)  Adams  vs.  Wilson. 


} 


Mistakes  in  returns^  double  hallots,  erased  ballot.  Seat  gi/ven  to  peti- 
tioner. 

According  to  the  returns,  Isaac  Wilson  had  received  2,093  votes 
and  Parmenio  Adams  2,077.  The  petitioner  rested  his  claim  entirely 
on  the  claim  that  in  the  town  of  China,  by  mistake  of  the  returning 
officers,  both  candidates  had  been  returned  as  receiving  67  votes,  when 
the  vote  in  fa(;t  was  67  for  the  petitioner  and  45  for  the  sitting  mem- 
ber. The  sitting  member  claimed  that  the  evidence  did  not  fully  estab- 
lish this  mistjike,  biit  seems  practically  to  have  conceded  it,  and  set  up 
counter  claims,  viz:  That  a  similar  mistake  of  5  votes  in  favor  of  peti- 
tioner had  occurred  in  the  town  of  Atticji;  that  a  ballot  containing  the 
printed  name  of  sitting  member  struck  through  with  one  stroke  of  the 
pen  but  perfectl}'^  legible,  had  been  considered  a  blank  by  the  officers  of 
election,  and  that  6  votes  for  him  rejected  on  the  ground  of  b(»ing 
fold(»d  together  should  not  have  been  rejected.  The  commitU^'e  found 
the  charges  of  mistakes  in  the  returns  on  lK)th  sides  proved,  which 
would  leave  a  majority  of  1  vote  for  petitioner.  The  judges  of  election 
who  had  the  folded  ballots  and  the  erased  one  before  them  were  much 
better  judges  of  their  condition  than  any  other  body  could  be  from  a 
mere  description,  and  the  committee  were  not  inclined  to  overturn 
their  decision.  This  leaving  a  majority  of  1  for  petitioner,  the  com- 
mittee recommended  that  he  be  given  the  seat,  in  which  conclusion  the 
House  after  full  discussion  concurred,  by  a  vote  of  116  to  85. 

The  testimony,  with  statements  of  both  parties,  is  printed  with  the 
report.  The  mistakes  in  returns  are  proved  by  the  recollections  of 
the  officers,  in  one  case  aided  by  a  written  memorandum  taken  down 
at  the  time;  but  circumstances  are  shown  which  make  itclear  that  such 
mistakes  might  easily  have  occurred.  The  fact  is  brought  out  that  in 
the  two  towns  where  folded  ballots  were  rejected,  if  each  of  the  folded 
ballots  had  been  counted  as  one  vote,  the  number  of  votes  would  have 
corresponded  to  the  number  of  names  on  the  poll  lists.  On  the  other 
hand,  an  attempt  is  made  to  prove  that  they  might  have  slipped 
together  in  the  box,  and  that  discrepancies  between  the  ballots  and 
the  number  of  names  on  the  poll  list  were  not  uncommon. 
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The  ballot  rejected  as  a  blank  contained  no  other  name  or  writing, 
and  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  board  that  the  person  who  cast  it  ''did 
not  intend  to  have  it  count."  If  it  were  counted  the  number  of  votes 
and  of  names  on  the  poll  list  would  correspond.  One  of  the  clerks  of 
the  election,  a  brother-in-law  of  the  sitting  member,  had  contended 
that  it  should  be  counted.  The  testimony  develops  no  other  details  of 
importance. 

[C.  &  H.,  373-406.] 

(2)  BiDDLE  VS.  Richard. 

Legality  of  naturalization.  Length  of  citizenship  required  in  Mich- 
igan.    Sitting  niemhei*  retained  the  seat. 

The  sitting  member,  who  was  }x)rn  in  France,  but  had  lived  in  the 
United  States  since  1792,  was  naturalized  by  the  court  of  Wayne 
County,  in  the  Territory  of  Michigan,  less  than  a  year  before  his  elec- 
tion to  Congress.  His  election  was  contested  on  the  grounds  (1)  that 
the  court  before  which  he  was  naturalized  had  no  authoritv  to  confer 
natumlization,  and  he  was  consequently  still  an  alien,  and  (2)  that  even 
if  the  naturalization  were  legal  ne  could  not  hold  office  under  it  in 
Michigan  until  he  had  been  one  year  a  citizen. 

The  act  of  Congress  of  April  14, 1802,  had  provided  that  aliens  might 
be  admitted  to  citizenship  by  the  ''supreme,  sui^erior,  district,  or  cir- 
cuit court  of  some  one  of  the  States,  or  of  the  Territorial  jurisdictions 
of  the  United  States,  or  a  circuit  or  district  court  of  the  United  States." 
A  later  section  of  the  same  act  declared — 

That  every  court  of  record,  in  any  individual  State,  having  common-law  jurisdic- 
tion, and  a  seal,  and  clerk  or  prothonotary,  shall  be  considered  as  a  district  court 
within  the  meaning  of  this  act. 

The  petitioner  contended  that  the  court  of-  Wayne  County  was  not 
a  district  court,  and  being  in  a  Territory  and  not  "in  any  individual 
State,"  could  not  be  considered  a  district  court  under  the  last-quoted 
section.  The  committee  held  this  section  to  be  merely  declaratory  of 
what  should  be  considered  a  district  court,  and  the  court  in  question 
coming  within  the  description,  except  in  being  in  a  Territory  instead 
of  a  State,  was  authorized  to  grant  natumlization. 

As  to  the  second  question,  the  law  provided  that  every  free  white 
male  citizen  of  said  TeiTitory,  above  the  age  of  21  years,  who  shall 
have  resided  therein  one  year  next  preceding  the  election,  "should  be 
entitled  to  vote  for  Delegate  to  Congress."  A  subsequent  law  provided 
that  anyone  qualified  to  vote  for  Delegate  to  Congress  should  be  eligi- 
ble to  any  office  in  the  Territor3^  Without  deciding  the  question 
whether  the  office  of  Delegate  to  Congress  was  an  office  in  the  Terri- 
tory, the  committee  concluded  that  the  law  only  required  a  residence 
of  one  year  with  citizenship  at  the  time  of  the  election. 

The  petitioner  was  subsequently  given  leave  by  the  House  to  with- 
draw his  papers,  thereby  confirming  the  sitting  member  in  his  seat. 

rC.  &H.,  407-410.] 

(3)  Bailey. 

Meanimj  of  the.  word  '^  inhahitant.'^'^     Seat  va^jatcd. 

The  sittinginember  when  elected  was  and  for  six  years  had  been  a  clerk 
in  the  State  Department  in  Washington.     His  election  was  contested  by 
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a  petition  from  seventeen  citizens  of  Massachusetts,  on  the  ground  that 
he  was  not  at  the  time  of  his  election  an  inhabitant  of  the  State  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Constitution.  The  petitioners  presented  no  testi- 
mony, but  testimony  was  procured  by  the  committee,  under  authority 
of  a  resolution  reported  from  the  committee  and  passed  by  the  House. 
It  appeared  that  Mr.  Bailey  had  been  appointed  a  clerk  m  the  State 
Department  on  October  1,  1817,  and  had  held  his  position  until 
October  21,  1823,  when  he  resigned  it.  On  September  8,  1823,  he 
had  been  elected  to  Congress  from  the  district  in  Massachusetts  from 
which  he  was  appointed,  and  to  which  he  claimed  it  was  his  intention 
to  return.  While  in  Washington  he  had  lived  in  a  public  hotel  until 
about  a  year  prcAdous  to  his  election,  when  he  had  married  in  the  city 
and  had  since  resided  with  his  wife's  mother.  During  the  time  he 
was  in  the  city  he  had  exercised  none  of  the  political  privileges  of 
residents  of  tne  District  of  Columbia,  and  it  seems  to  have  been  con- 
ceded that  his  residence  here  was  anivio  revertendi. 

The  committee  presented  an  elaborate  report,  holding  that  there  is  a 
marked  difference  between  the  words 'inhabitant"  and  "citizen," 
and  that  Mr.  Bailey  could  not  be  considered  an  inhabitant  of  Massa- 
chusetts. It  was  argued,  from  the  presence  of  a  strong  States  rights 
party  in  the  constitutional  convention,  and  their  reluctance  to  concede 
anything  to  the  other  parties,  that  the  word  inhabitant,  as  used  in  the 
Constitution,  is  to  be  strictly  construed.  The  danger  that  Congress 
would  be  filled  with  persons  whose  habits  had  made  them  strongly 
under  Executive  influence  was  doubtless  one  of  the  reasons  for  the 
insei-tion  of  this  provision.  The  word  in  the  earlier  drafts  of  the 
(Constitution  was  "resident,"  but  'inhabitant"  was  substituted  as  a 
stronger  term.  The  word  inhabitant  is  first  defined  by  the  committee 
as  comprehending  those  who  '*  should  be  bona  fide  members  of  the 
State,  subject  to  all  the  requisitions  of  its  laws,  and  entitled  to  all  the 
privileges  and  advantages  which  they  confer."  It  is  thus  distinguished 
from  the  word  citizen: 

The  word  inhabitant  comprehends  a  simple  fact — locality  of  existence;  that  of 
citizen — a  combination  of  civil  privileges,  some  of  which  may  be  enjoyed  in  any  of 
the  States  of  the  Union.  The  word  citizen  may  properiy  be  construed  to  mean  a 
member  of  a  political  society;  and  although  he  might  be  absent  for  years,  and  cease 
to  1)0  an  inhabitant  of  its  territory,  his  rights  of  citizenship  may  not  be  thereby  for- 
feited, but  may  be  resumed  whenever  he  may  choose  to  return. 

The  case  of  ministers  of  the  United  States  representing  the  Govern- 
ment at  foreign  courts  presents  no  analogy,  for  by  international  law 
the  ministers  carry  with  them  the  sovereignty  of  the  government  to 
which  they  belong.  Persons  in  the  employ  of  the  United  States 
within  its  limits  are  not  in  an  analogous  situation,  and  may  acquire 
inhabitancy  in  the  District  of  Columbia  in  the  same  way  as  in  any  of 
the  States. 

The  resolution  appended  to  the  report,  after  a  long  debate  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole,  passed  that  body  by  a  vote  of  105  to  56,  and 
being  reported  to  the  House,  passed  by  a  vote  of  125  to  55;  so  the  seat 
became  vacant. 

The  argument  of  Mr.  Bailey,  submitted  to  the  committee,  and  the 
speeches  in  the  House  and  Committee  of  the  Whole,  contain  an  elaborate 
discussion  of  both  sides  of  the  question.  Against  the  report  it  was 
urged  that  the  whole  question  was  one  of  intention^  that  the  temporary 
presence  of  Mr.  Bailey  in  Washington,  however  long  continued,  did 

H.  Doc.  510 6 
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not  operate  a  loss  of  his  inhabitancy  in  Massachusetts,  so  long  as  he 
retained  his  intention  to  return.  A  liberal  construction  of  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Constitution  is  called  for,  not  only  by  the  character  of  our 
institutions,  and  especially  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  but  also  by  the  fact  that  in  this  case  it  will  operate  to  carry 
out  instead  of  to  defeat  the  expressed  will  of  the  people. 

The  case  of  foreign  ministers  was  claimed  to  be  analogous,  in  its 
essentials,  to  the  present  case,  for  the  privileges  of  the  minister  in  the 
country  to  which  ne  is  accredited  are  the  result  of  international  law, 
which  apply  only  so  long  as  he  is  out  of  his  own  country.  If  inhabi- 
tancy, in  the  words  of  the  committee,  merely  "comprehends  the  simple 
fact,  locality  of  existence"  it  is  impossible  that  the  principles  of  inter- 
national law  should  give  locality  of  existence  in  one  of  the  States  of 
the  Union  to  a  person  actually  outside  of  it.  If  locality  of  existence 
constituted  inhabitancy,  a  person  happening  to  be  in  a  State  on  the 
day  of  election  might  be  returned  from  it,  in  express  opposition  to  the 
purpose  which  it  is  claimed  this  clause  of  the  Constitution  was  intended 
to  carrv  out. 

On  tne  other  hand,  besides  an  elaboi».tion  of  the  arguments  of  the 
report,  it  was  contended  that  if  the'District  of  Columbia  were  entitled 
to  a  delegate  in  Congress,  Mr.  Bailey  would  be  eligible  to  the  position, 
and  hence  could  not  he  eligible  to  a  similar  position  from  Massachusetts. 

[C.  &  H.,  411-496.] 

(4)  Forsyth. 

Reaidence  as  United  States  minister  at  a  foreign  court  no  disqxuxlifi- 
cation.     Sitting  meinber  retained  the  seat, 

Mr.  Bailey,  the  sitting  member  in  the  preceding  case,  introduced  a 
resolution  requiring  the  Committee  on  Elections  to  report  whether  any 
other  members  of  the  House  were  not,  at  the  time  of  their  election, 
inhabitants  of  the  States  from  which  they  were  returned,  defending 
his  resolution  on  the  ground  that  if  mere  being  in  a  place  constituted 
inhabitancy,  foreign  ministers  could  be  no  exception  to  the  rule.  The 
resolution  was  passed,  and  the  committee  reported  that  Mr.  Forsyth 
had  been  elected  to  Congress  while  acting  in  the  capacity  of  minister 
to  Spain.     He  had  resigned  the  latter  office  before  March  4. 

The  committee  are  of  opinion  that  there  is  nothing  in  Mr.  Forsyth's  case  which 
disqualifies  him  from  holding  a  seat  in  this  House.  The  capacity  in  which  he  acted 
excludes  the  idea  that,  by  the  performance  of  his  duty  abroad,  he  ceased  to  be  an 
inhabitant  of  the  United  States;  and,  if  so,  inasmuch  as  he  has  no  inhabitancy  in  any 
other  part  of  the  Union  than  Georgia,  he  must  be  considered  as  in  the  same  situation 
as  before  the  acceptance  of  the  appointment.  The  committee  respectfully  ask  leave 
to  be  discharged  from  the  further  consideration  of  the  subject  referreci  to  them. 

The  report  was  committed  to  the  same  Committee  of  the  Whole  to 
which  Mr.  Bailey's  case  was  committed,  and  after  the  decision  of  the 
latter  case  the  committee  was  discharged  from  further  consideration, 
thus  confirming  the  right  of  Mr.  Forsyth  to  his  seat. 

[C.  &  H.,  497-500.] 
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NINETEENTH   CONGRESS,  1825-1827. 

Coimnittee  on  Elections, 

Mr.  Sloan,  Mr.  Hoffman, 
Hayden,  Powell, 

Tucker,  South  Carolina,  Bryan, 

Mr.  Phelps. 

Cases, 

(1)  Daniel  Hugunin  vs.  Egbert  Ten  Eyck,  New  York. 

(2)  John  Biddle  and  Gabriel  Richard  vs.  Austin  E.  Wing,  Michigan 
Territory. 

(3)  Sundry  citizens  vs.  John  Sergeant,  Pennsylva^iia. 

(1)  Hugunin  vs.  Ten  Eyck. 

'The  ward  ''^jnnlA/r''^  omitteAl.     Seat  give)}  to  petit iinur. 

According  to  the  returns,  Daniel  Hugunin,  jr.,  had  received  5,188 
votes;  Egbert  Ten  Eyck,  5,484,  and  Daniel  Hugunin,  470.  Of  the  votes 
returned  for  Daniel  Hugunin,  412  were  proved  to  have  been  cast  for 
Daniel  Hugunin,  jr.,  and  this  giving  him  a  majority  of  116  votes,  the 
committee  recommended  that  he  be  given  the  seat.  The  resolutions 
passed  without  opposition. 

[C.  H.  501-503.  J 

(2)  Biddle  and  Richard  vs.  Wing. 

Intlinidiitam^  irregularities^  and  ille{/al  voting.  Sitting  delegate 
retainexl  the  seut. 

Of  the  votes  ca^st  at  the  ejection,  John  Biddle  had  732,  Austin  E. 
Wing  732,  and  Ga})riel  Richard  710,  but  certain  votes  had  been  rejected 
by  the  inspectors,  so  that  the  vote  as  returned  to  the  Territorial  board 
of  canvassers  was:  Biddle,  731;  Wing,  724,  and  Richard,  710.  Before 
the  Territorial  l)oard  of  canvassers  Mr.  Wing  objected  to  the  counting 
of  ceilain  votes  given  at  the  Sault  de  Ste.  Marie,  on  the  ground  of  ille- 

fality,  and  presentt*d  affidavits  to  sustain  his  cnarge.  After  several 
ays'  argument  the  board  decided  to  receive  testimony,  and,  at  the 
request  of  Mr.  Biddle,  adjourned  to  give  him  time  to  procure  rebutting 
testimony.  When  the  board  reconvened  it  examined  the  ex  parte 
testimony  thus  collected  by  both,  and  decided  the  votes  illegal.  They 
were  chiefly  for  Mr.  Biddle,  and  being  rejected,  gave  the  majority  to. 
Mr.  Wing,  to  whom  the  certificate  was  given.  The  committee  were 
unanimous  in  their  opinion  that  in  this  proceeding  the  board  had 
exceeded  their  powers,  and  that  they  ought  to  have  adjudged  the  cer- 
tificate to  Mr.  Biddle.  But  the  committee  held  that  this  was  no  reason 
for  giving  him  the  seat  in  advance  of  a  full  determination  of  the  case 
on  its  merits.  An  error  had  been  committed  to  the  prejudice  of  Mr. 
Biddle  in  the  unauthorized  assumption  of  jurisdiction  by  the  board  of 
canvassers,  but  the  committee  would  not  presume  that  equally  impor- 
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tant  errors  to  the  prejudice  of  other  candidates  had  not  been  com- 
mitted by  the  same  or  other  officers,  and  as  the  House  has  jurisdiction 
over  the  whole  matter,  with  power  to  correct  the  mistakes  of  all 
officers,  the  right  to  the  seat  can  not  be  settled  until  the  whole  case 
has  been  examined. 

As  the  case  came  before  the  committee  both  Mr.  Biddle  and  Mr. 
Richard  claimed  the  seat  held  by  Mr.  Wing.  The  claim  of  Mr. 
Richard  was  based  not  on  any  allegation  that  he  had  actually  receiv  ed 
the  greatest  number  of  votes,  but  on  the  claim  that  he  would  have 
received  the  greatest  number  had  not  his  friends,  at  the  election  held  in 
Detroit,  been  intimidated  from  voting  by  the  interference  of  deputy 
sheriffs  and  constables.  The  committee  were  unanimous  in  reporting 
advei'sely  to  the  claim  of  Mr.  Richard. 

The  committee  are  of  opinion  that  the  duty  assigned  to  them  does  not  impose  on 
them  an  examination  of  the  causes  which  may  have  prevented  any  candidate  from 
getting  a  sufficient  number  of  votes  to  entitle  him  to  the  seat.  They  consider  that 
it  is  only  reijuired  of  them  to  ascertain  who  had  the  greatest  number  of  legal  votes 
actually  given  at  the  election.  An  election  is  the  act  of  selecting,  on  the  part  of  the 
electors,  a  person  for  an  office  of  trust.  The  inspectors  of  election  are  constituted 
judges  of  the  qualifications  of  the  electors,  and  exercise,  from  necessity,  a  discretionary 
power;  if  they  err  and  reject  a  legal  vote,'  or  an  elector,  from  any  cause,  should  fail 
m  presenting  his  vote  for  their  reception,  the  nature  of  the  case  precludes  it  from 
entering  into  the  consideration  of  the  general  result  of  the  election;  unless,  indeed, 
corruption  should  appear,  sufficient  to  destroy  all  confidence  in  the  purity  and^fair- 
ness  of  the  whole 
and  the  injured 
the  greatest  uncertainty 
would  l)e  j)lacing  in  the  hands  of  a  few  riotous  individuals  the  power  of  defeating  any 
election  whatever.  The  law  appoints  a  particular  time  and  place  for  the  expression 
of  the  public  voice;  when  that  time  is  past,  it  is  too  late  to  inquire  who  did  not  vote, 
or  the  reasons  whv. 

But  in  justice  to  the  citizens  of  Detroit  the  committee  presented  a  brief 
statement  of  facts,  showing  that  the  election  was  hela  under  circum- 
stances which  made  disturbances  almost  inevitable,  and  that  although 
the  friends  of  Mr.  Richard  alone  entered  complaint,  it  was  by  no  means 
certain  that  the  attention  of  the  sheriff  and  constables  in  preserving 
order  was  directed  entirely  to  them;  indeed,  the  fact  that  they  were 
nearly  as  numerous  as  the  other  two  parties  combined  made  it  improb- 
able that  any  serious  intimidation  could  have  been  practiced  on  them. 

The  committee  being  unanimous  in  the  opinion  that  Mr.  Richard 
was  not  elected,  the  question  remained  between  Messrs.  Biddle  and 
Wing,  on  which  latter  question  they  were  not  unanimous,  though 
what  the  conclusions  of  the  minority  were  docs  not  appear. 

The  testimony  was,  in  part  at  least,  that  on  which  the  Territorial 
board  of  canvassers  had  acted.  It  was  all  taken  c\vpartc\  but  the  com- 
mittee were  of  opinion  that  inasmuch  as  Mr.  Biddle  had  procured  (^x 
parte  testimony  to  rebut  that  produced  by  Mr.  Wing,  he  could  not  be 
neard  to  object  to  the  introduction  of  such  testimony. 

First  (counting  for  the  respective  candidates  the  votes  improperly 
rejected  by  the  inspectors,  it  appeared  that  the  vote  as  it  should  have 
been  returned  and  canvassed  was:  Biddle,  732;  Wing,  728;  Richard, 
722.  To  overcome  the  plurality  thus  shown  for  Mr.  Biddle,  Mr.  Wing 
alleged  that  of  the  61  votes  cast  at  the  Sault  de  Ste.  Marie  51  were 

^  But  the  committee  in  this  case  seem  to  have  overruled  themselves,  so  far  a**  the 
rejection  of  legal  votes  is  concerned,  by  receiving  testimony  as  to  votes  rejecte<l  by 
the  inspectors,  and  counting  such  as  the  testimony  showed  ought  to  have  beeii 
receivea. 
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illegal,  never  having  paid  the  county  or  Territorial  tax  required  by 
law  as  a  qualification  lor  voting.  Twelve  of  these  illegal  votes  were 
also  claimed  to  be  illegal  because  the  voters  were  soldiers  discharged 
from  the  United  States  Army  less  than  a  year  before  the  election, 
3  because  the  voters  were  aliens,  and  3  because  of  nonresidence.  Ten 
also  were  said  to  be  cast  by  half-breed  Indians. 

The  committee  found  all  the  charges  to  be  sustained  except  that  in 
regard  to  the  Indians.  The  51  voters  whose  qualification  was  attacked 
on  the  ground  of  nonpayment  of  taxes  did  not  appear  on  any  tax  list 
and  had  never  paid  a  tex  in  money,  but  had  turned  out  a  few  days 
before  the  election  and  voluntarily  worked  a  road  never  established 
by  law.  This  the  committee  held  was  not  a  paj'^ment  of  taxes.  The 
soldiers  had  been  long  quartered  in  the  Tcrritorv,  but  had  been  dis- 
charged less  than  r.  year  before  the  election,  and  their  residence  could 
not  have  begun  untU  their  discharge. 

Ten  half-breed  Indians  were  proved  to  have  voted.  As  to  them  the 
committee  said: 

With  respect  to  the  first  class  the  committee  are  sensible  that  it  presents  a  question 
very  delicate  and  important.  In  deciding  on  it  they  would  be  governed  oy  two 
facts — the  mode  of  life  and  the  society  to  which  the  party,  by  his  own  voluntary  act, 
attaches  himself.  If,  by  his  manner  of  living  and  place  of  abode,  he  was  assimilated 
to  and  associated  witn  the  great  body  of  the  civilized  community;  had  never 
belonged  to  any  tribe  of  Indians,  as  a  member  of  their  community,  and  being  pos- 
Be»)ed  of  the  other  necessary  qualifications,  no  good  reason  is  perceived  against  such 
a  person  being  considered  as  a  (qualified  elector.*  But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  he 
belongs  to  any  of  the  tribes  of  Indians,  or,  being  an  outcast,  uncivilized  in  his  deport- 
ment, and  not  approaching  the  manners  of  other  citizens,  it  would  be  a  prostitution 
of  the  character  of  an  American  citizen  to  attempt  to  clothe  such  a  person  with  it. 

The  testimony  in  regard  to  these  Indians  being  conflicting,  the  com- 
mittee did  not  decide  flie  question  of  their  qualifications. 

Taking  the  view  of  the  question  most  favorable  to  Mr.  Biddle,  and 
deducting  from  his  vote  only  the  votes  of  discharged  soldiers,  aliens, 
and  nonresidents,  there  was  still  a  majority  of  11  for  Mr.  Wing,  and 
the  committee  recommended  that  he  be  confirmed  in  his  seat.  '  The 
case  was  discussed  one  day,  but  no  vote  was  taken  in  the  House,  so  the 
sitting  member  retained  his  seat. 

[C.  &H.,  504:-515.] 

(3)  Sergeant. 

P(nne7*  of  candidates  to  waive  rights  midefi*  a  tie  election,  Sitti/ng 
Tuierriber  retai/tied  tlie  seat. 

At  the  regular  election  the  result  was  a  tie.  The  governor,  not  con- 
sidering that  he  could  call  a  new  election  without  a  relinquishment  by 
both  candidates  of  their  claims  under  the  first  election,  waited  until 
the  receipt  of  letters  from  both  candidates  relinquishing  their  claims. 
He  then  proclaimed  a  second  election,  at  which  Mr.  Sergeant  was 
elected.  A  petition  was  presented  alleging  that  from  certain  votes 
found  in  the  coroner's  and  other  boxes  for  Henry  Horn  it  appeared 
that  the  intention  of  a  plurality  of  the  electora  was  to  choose  Henry 
Horn  at  the  first  election.  No  testimony  accompanied  the  memorial, 
and  in  answer  to  requests  from  the  committee  the  only  testimony  pre- 

^This  under  a  law  providing  that  "every  free  vMie  male  citizen"  possessing  cer- 
tain qualifications  should  be  entitled  to  vote. 
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sented  was  taken  ex  parte  and  apparently  without  notice.  These  depo- 
sitions the  committee  considered  "entirely  insufficient  to  invalidate  the 
rights  of  the  sitting  member;"  and  they  moreover  did  not  consider  it 
necessary  to  investigate  the  rights  of  the  parties  under  the  first  elec- 
tion, "because,  whatever  these  rights  were,  they  have  been  voluntarily 
relinquished."  They  presented  a  resolution  declaring  Mr.  Sergeant 
entitled  to  his  seat,  which  was  passed  without  debate  or  division. 
[C.  &H.,  516,677.] 
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TWENTIETH    CONGRESS,  1827-1829. 

Committee  on  JElectioris. 

Mr.  SiiOAi  E,  Mr.  Claiborne, 

Anderson,  Pheli^s, 

Alston,  Stower, 

Mr.  TICKER,  South  Carolina. 

There  were  no  cases  in  the  Twentieth  Congress. 


TWENTT-FIBST   GONOEESS,  1829-1881. 

Committee  on  Elections. 

Mr.  Alston,  South  Carolina,  Mr.  Johnson,  Tennessee, 

Tucker,  Beekman, 

Claiborne,  Colman. 

Oases, 

{V\  Silas  Wright,  junior,  vs.  George  Fisher,  New  York. 
(2)  George  Loyall  vs.  Thomas  Newton,  Virginia. 

3)  Thomas  D.  Arnold  vs.  Pryor  Lea,  Tennessee. 

4)  Beuel  Washburn  vs.  James  W.  Ripley,  Maine. 

(1)  Wright  vs.  Fisher. 


i 


Mistakes  in  returns,  and  amission  of  the  word  ^^ junior. ^'^  Seat  given 
to  petitioner. 

Report  by  Mr.  Alston. 

According  to  the  returns  George  Fisher  received  8,939  votes,  and 
Silas  Wright,  junior,  8,932,  but  a  number  of  votes  cast  for  Silas 
Wright,  junior,  were  returned,  by  mistake  of  the  inspectors,  as  cast 
for  Silas  Wright,  and  in  two  returns  the  votes  cast  for  Wright  were 
omitted  by  mistake.  The  committee  corrected  these  mistakes,  and 
recommended  that  the  seat  be  given  to  petitioner.  The  resolution 
was  passed,  but  Mr.  Wright  did  not  appear  to  take  the  seat,  and  some 
time  later  resigned  it. 

[C.  &  H.,  518,  619.] 

(2)  LoYALL  VS.  Newton. 

Power  of  mayors  of  cities  in  Virginia  to  adjourn  the  poll.  Illegal 
votes.     Seat  gi^efi  to  petitioner. 

Report  by  Mr.  Alston. 

According  to  the  returns  the  vote  was:  Loyall,  935;  Newton,  948; 
majority  for  Newton,  13.  Loyall  contested  on  the  ground  of  illegal 
votes,  alleging  that  184  votes  had  been  cast  for  the  sitting  member  oy 
persons  not  qualified  under  the  laws  of  Virginia.  Newton  replied  by 
charging  that  384  votes  of  unqualified  persons  had  been  cast  for 
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petitioner,  and  that  all  the  votes,  being  93  for  Loyall  and  59  for  New- 
ton, cast  in  the  city  of  Norfolk  on  the  second  and  third  days  of  the 
election  were  illegal.  The  election  had  been  adjourned  by  the  mayor, 
and  it  was  contended  that  by  the  laws  of  Virginia  the  mayors  of  cities 
did  not  have  the  power  possessed  by  sheriffs  of  counties  to  adjourn 
the  poll,  and  in  any  case,  the  contingencies  under  which  a  sheriff 
might  adjourn  the  poll  did  not  exist. 

The  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  adjournment  in  Norfolk 
was  legal,  and  that  of  the  184  votes  charged  as  illegal  by  petitioner 
the  charges  were  sustained  as  to  93,  and  of  the  084  votes  charged  as 
illegal  by  the  sitting  member  the  chargers  were  sustained  as  to  50. 
This  would  leave  a  majority  for  petitioner  of  30  votes. 

To  reach  this  result  the  rules  adopted  in  Porterfield  vs,  McCoy  were 
applied.  The  oath  of  the  voter,  or  his  friends,  was  pennitted  to 
establish  the  fact  of  hLs  naturalization,  or  possession  or  a  freehold. 
The  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  this  was  not  in  accordance 
with  the  rule  of  law  that  the  Ibest  evidence  the  case  admits  of  should 
be  required,  but  if  this  rule  should  be  applied,  and  only  documentary 
evidence  of  naturalization  or  title  received,  the  case  of  sitting  mem- 
ber would  be  still  worse.  Under  this  strict  rule  113  of  the  exceptions 
of  petitioner  and  only  42  of  those  of  sitting  member  would  be  sus- 
tained, leaving  petitioner  a  majority  of  58. 

All  the  testimony  taken  by  petitioner  was  excepted  to  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  not  legally  taken.  There  was  no  law  of  Congress  in  force 
providing  a  method  of  taking  testimony,  and  the  petitioner  had  pro- 
ceeded after  the  method  prescribed  for  contests  for  seats  in  the  gen- 
eral assembly  of  Virginia  as  being  the  most  nearly  analogous  case. 
He  had  had  a  conmiission  appointed  by  the  coui*ts,  consisting  of  three 
justices  of  the  peace  or  notaries  public.  He  gave  notice  to  tne  sitting 
member  to  attend,  specifying  the  names  of  the  voters  attacked  and  the 
objection  to  each.  The  sitting  member  refused  to  attend  on  the  ground 
that  the  commission  had  no  authority  of  law.  The  sitting  member 
likewise  gave  the  petitioner  due  notice,  specifying  the  names  of  voters 
attacked  and  the  charges,  and  took  his  testimony  before  two  justices 
of  the  peace.  The  petitioner,  being  absent  as  a  member  of  the  con- 
stitutional convention,  did  not  attend.  The  petitioner  presented  cer- 
tified copies  of  the  land  lists,  the  sitting  member  the  parol  testimony 
of  persons  who  had  examined  the  lists.  The  committee  received  the 
testimony  of  both  parties,  as  the  officers  taking  it  in  each  case  were" 
authorized  to  administer  oaths,  and  it  was  taken  on  due  notice. 

After  being  much  debated,  a  motion  to  recommit  the  report  to  the 
Committee  on  Elections  was  defeated  by  a  call  for  the  previous  ques- 
tion, and  the  resolution  presented  by  the  committee,  declaring  Mr. 
lioyall  entitled  to  the  seat,  was  passed  by  a  vote  of  97  to  84.  Mr. 
Ijoyall  took  the  seat  the  next  day, 

In  the  letters  of  the  sitting  member  presented  to  the  committee,  and 
in  the  debate,  all  the  questions  involved  were  elaborately  argued. 
There  was  no  law  of  Virginia  expressly  empowering  the  mayors  of 
cities  to  adjourn  an  election.  In  tne  counties  the  shentfs  presided,  and 
were  given  the  power,  in  certain  contingencies,  to  adjourn  the  poll, 
through  not  more  than  four  davs.  In  cities  the  election  was  to  be 
presided  over  by  the  mayor.  In  several  statutes  in  regard  to  the 
conduct  of  elections  the  sheriffs  and  mayors  were  both  mentioned,  and 
similar  provisions  made  in  regard  to  both.     From  this  it  was  argued 
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that  it  had  been  intended  to  give  the  mayors  all  the  powers  possessed 
by  the  sheriffs,  including  that  of  adjourning  the  poll,  and  the  com- 
mittee seems  io  have  so  decided.  But  it  was  objected  that  so  impor- 
tant a  power  as  this  could  not  be  srranted  except  by  express  delegation; 
that  the  circumstances  which  rendered  it  necessary  in  the  counties  did 
not  exist  in  cities,  and  that  it  was  a  power  which  no  mayor  before  had 
assumed  to  exercise.  As  to  whether  the  contingency  of  there  being 
more  voters  present  than  could  be  polled  had  occurred,  the  evidence 
was  conflicting.  The  opening  of  the  election  had  been  considei^ably 
delaved  (until  2  p.  m.)  by  speeches  by  the  candidates;  persons  appeared 
as  the  polls  were  closing,  asking  to  vote,  and  a  considerable  number 
of  votes  was  cast  on  the  two  succeeding  days. 

Upon  the  (^^uestion  of  illegal  votes  a  heated  discussion  took  place  in 
which  the  fairness  of  the  committee  was  attacked,  because  tney  had 
merely  announced  the  number  of  votes  decided  as  illegal  on  each  side, 
and  had  not  presented  any  list  of  their  names  or  brief  of  the  testimony. 
The  testimony  w^as  so  voluminous  and  confused  (it  covered  800  pages) 
that  no  member  could  be  expected  to  make  anything  out  of  it  without 
some  aid  from  the  committee,  and  the  fact  that  the  committee  had 
sustained  about  one-half  of  the  exceptions  of  Mr.  Loyall  and  only 
about  one-sixth  of  those  of  Mr.  Newton  was  sufficient  ground  for  ask- 
ing at  least  that  they  give  their  reasons  in  each  individual  case.  The 
committee  were  not  unanimous  in  their  report,  though  what  the  posi- 
tion and  arguments  of  the  minority  were  can  only  be  inferred  irom 
the  debate. 

[C.  &  H.  520-600.] 

(3)  Arnold  v^.  Lea. 

Fraud  and  irregvlarities.     Sitting  inemhefr  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Alston. 

In  nis  memorial  to  the  House  the  specifications  of  petitioner  were: 

That  perjury  and  subornation  of  perjury  were  resorted  to;  that  bribery,  direct  and 
indirect,  were  resorted  to,  and,  in  short,  to  insure  the  defeat  of  your  memorialist, 
the  laws  of  Tennessee,  which  prescribe  in  a  special  manner  the  mode  of  holding 
elections,  were  completely  prostituted  and  trampled  under  foot  by  the  official  authori- 
ties who  conducted  the  election,  and  their  own  partial,  prejuaiced,  and  malignant 
passions  substituted  in  place  of  the  laws  of  the  land. 

The  petitioner  announced  his  belief  that  if  the  election  had  been 

legally  conducted  he  would  have  been  elected,  but  asked  only  that  the 

seat  be  declared  vacant.     The  specifications  in  the  notice  of  petitioner 

to  sitting  member  were: 

1.  Because  the  laws  of  this  State,  which  prescribe  the  mode  of  holding  elections, 
have  been  most  flagrantly  violated  on  the  days  of  election  by  the  official  authorities 
who  conducteil  the  election.  2.  A  vast  number  of  illegal  and  spurious  votes  have 
been  given  for  you  in  the  election  without  as  well  as  with  the  connivance  of  the  offi- 
cial authorities  employed  in  holding  the  election.  3.  Perjury  and  subornation  of 
perjury  have  l)een  employed  to  give  you  your  boasted  majority  of  217.  4.  Bribery, 
it  is  believed,  has  been  employed  to  insure  your  succ^ess.  (See  p  3,  documents 
printed  with  report  32,  Twenty-first  Congress. ) 

In  spite  of  these  manifestl}^  insufficient  allegations  the  committee 

"  chose  to  go  into  an  examination  of  the  documents  submitted  to  them." 

The  specific  charges  as  brought  out  by  the  evidence  were: 

(1)  That  at  Tazewell,  Clail)orne  County,  all  the  oflScers  of  election 

were  partisans  of  the  sitting  member;  that  after  the  polls  were  closed 
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on  the  evening  of  the  first  day  the  inspectors  sealed  up  the  box,  and 
instead  of  taking  charge  of  it,  as  the  law  required,  turned  it  over  to 
the  sheriff,  who  locked  it  up  in  a  trunk  in  a  store,  where  it  had  been 
customary  to  keep  it.  On  learning  of  this  the  friends  of  petitioner 
complained,  but,  tne  inspectors  having  dispersed,  the  sheriff  de<».lined 
to  interfere  further  with  the  box.  The  next  morning  the  trunk  was 
unlocked  by  the  sheriff  in  the  presence  of  one  of  the  inspectors  and  an 
elector,  and  the  box  showed  no  appearance  of  injury.  To  avoid  sus- 
picion the  votes  taken  the  secx)nd  day  were  deposited  in  a  separate  box. 
When  the  ballots  were  counted  they  corresponded  in  number  to  the 
names  on  the  poll  list,  and  the  petitioner  was  found  to  have  received  a 
majority  of  142  votes  in  the  first  day's  box,  and  of  14  votes  in  the  other. 

(2)  In  the  precinct  of  Berry's,  Claiborne  County,  a  large  gourd  was 
used  as  a  box;  on  the  evening  of  the  first  day  it  was  stopped  and  tied 
with  a  handkerchief  and  taken  charge  of  by  one  of  the  inspectors,  who 
locked  it  in  his  house  over  night.  There  was  no  evidence  of  fraud,  and 
the  oflScers  of  election  were  proved  to  be  men  of  good  character. 

(3)  In  Knoxville,  a  witness  swore  that  he  heard  Isaac  Jonas  say  that 
he  had  been  hired  to  vote  for  sitting  member.  Another  witness  swore 
that  two  years  before  the  election  he  had  heard  the  grandmother  of 
Eli  Hill  say  that  he  was  sixteen  years  old.  Hill  swore  to  the  officers 
of  election  that  he  was  of  age. 

(4)  At  McGinniss's,  the  officers  of  election  were  not  sworn.  A 
majority  of  them  were  in  favor  of  petitioner,  and  he  received  a  large 
majority  of  the  votes. 

(5)  At  Tazewell  the  inspectors  had  deducted  a  few  votes  as  iUegal, 
but  more  from  Lea  than  from  Arnold. 

(6)  At  McFarlands  the  officers  of  election  were  distantly  related  to 
the  sitting  member.  The  box  was  kept  over  night  in  the  sheriff's 
house.  One  of  the  inspectors  remained  in  the  house  with  it,  and  the 
key  was  taken  home  by  another  inspector. 

(7)  At  Unitia  one  of  the  inspectors  was  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and 
he  swore  the  other  officers  and  nimself .  The  box  was  locked  up  in  a 
store  over  night. 

The  irregularities  detailed  in  the  first,  second,  fifth,  sixth,  and 
seventh  counts  above  the  committee  found  to  be  insufficient  to  over- 
throw the  returns,  the  election  having  been  honestly  conducted  by 
qualified  officers  according  to  the  spirit,  if  not  the  letter,  of  the  law. 
The  evidence  in  regard  to  the  third  charge  is  inadmissible  and  insuf- 
ficient. The  fact  that  the  officers  of  election  at  McGinniss'  (fourth 
charge)  were  not  sworn  would  not  vitiate  the  whole  election,  and  the 
committee  did  not  decide  whether  the  precinct  election  was  vitiated  or 
not,  as  it  would  not  affect  the  result. 

The  committee  have  not  discovered  the  slightest  ground  for  the  imputation  of 
** perjury,"  or  "subornation  of  perjury,"  "bribery,  either  direct  or  indirect,"  or 
"comiptiou,"  or  any  8i)ecies  of  fraud  whatever,  either  to  the  officers  holding  the 
election  or  the  voters,  and  that  a  full  and  fair  expression  of  public  opinion  has  been 
obtained.  The  committee  are  therefore  unanimously  of  the  opinion  that  the  seat  of 
Pry  or  Lea  ought  not  to  be  vacated. 

A^inst  the  petitioner  it  was  proved  that  he  had  loaned  his  horse  to 
a  mmor  to  go  to  another  precinct  and  vote,  his  vote  having  been 
refused  at  his  home  precinct. 

Ceitain  printed  papers,  appearing  to  be  campaign  documents,  were 
excluded  by  the  committee  on  the  grounds  that  fliey  had  no  connec- 
tion with  tne  case,  and  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  their  publication 
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and  no  notice  to  the  sitting  member  of  an  intention  to  use  them  as 
evidence. 

In  the  course  of  the  hearing  before  the  committee  there  was  such 
an  exhibition  of  feeling  between  the  parties  that  they  were  required 
to  present  their  arguments  in  writing.  Similar  heat  was  exhibited  by 
both  parties  in  the  debate,  and  it  was  explained  by  the  petitioner  that 
they  "  were  not  upon  terms  even  of  common  civilit3\" 

It  was  ordered  by  the  House  that  all  the  written  testimony  of  both 
-parties  should  be  printed,  with  such  of  the  printed  documents  as  should 
be  selected  by  either  party,  and  adjudgea  by  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  ''  to  be  in  any  wise  applicable  to  the  case  before  the  House." 

The  Committee  on  tne  Judiciary  reported  that  all  the  documents 
were  wholly  irrelevant,  and  they  were  not  printed. 

After  several  days  discussion  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  and  in 
the  House,  the  resolutions  presented  by  the  Committee  on  Elections 
were  passed  by  a  vote  of  149  to  20^  and  the  sitting  member  was  accord- 
inglv  confirmed  in  his  seat. 

The  speeches  made  in  the  House  by  Mr.  Arnold  and  Mr.  Lea  are 
very  long,  but  deal  almost  entirely  with  personalities,  and  the  docu- 
ments declared  irrevelant  by  the  Committees  on  Elections  and  the  Judi- 
ciary. These  documents  were  campaign  circuilars  charging  bribery 
against  Mr.  White,  United  States  Senator  from  Tennessee,  and  impli- 
cating Mr.  Lea  as  his  agent.  It  is  unnecessaiy  to  outline  the  argu- 
ment upon  them.  As  to  the  issues  of  the  case,  Mr.  Arnold's  contention 
was  that  any  violation  of  the  laws  of  Tennessee  by  the  election  officers 
should  vitiate  an  election,  and  that  the  irregularities  in  this  case  were 
such  as  indicated  fraud.  Mr.  Lea  contended  that  the  irregularities 
were  of  form  only,  that  fraud  could  not  be  presumed,  and  that  there 
was  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  prove  it,  but  rather  everything  tended 
the  other  way.  Mr.  Ellsworth  announced  the  true  principle  of  deci- 
sion to  be,  whether  the  electors  had  complied  with  the  law,  and  what 
was  the  result  of  their  vote.  If  the  electors  had  complied  with  the 
law,  no  irregularity  on  the  part  of  the  officers  charged  with  the  elec- 
tion and  returns  should  defeat  their  choice,  if  bv  anv  means  that  choice 
could  be  ascertained. 

Mr.  Huntington  delivered  an  elaborate  legal  argument  to  show  that 
the  irregularities  proved  were  sufficient  to  vitiate  the  election.  [C.  &  H. , 
601-678.] 

(4)  Washburn  v.h,  Riplet. 

Where  a  majority  vote  is  required  fw  a  choice^  votes  for  cmxdidates 
for  othei'  offices^  evidently  ])l<i€ed  in  the  Congressional  box  hy  rrdstaks^ 
are  nevertheless  to  he  counted  in  reckoning  the  whole  number  of  votes  of 
which  a  majority  is  necessary.     Decision  in  favor  of  sitting  7nenibet\ 

Report  by  Mr.  Alston. 

Under  the  laws  of  Maine  a  majority  of  all  the  votes  cast  was  neces- 
sary to  a  choice,  and  if  no  candidate  received  a  majority  at  the  first 
election  it  was  the  duty  of  the  governor  and  council  to  order  a  new 
election.  At  the  first  election,  held  on  the  second  Monday  in  September, 
1828,  Reuel  Washburn  received  2,495  votes,  and  James  W.  Ripley, 
2,180,  but  scattering  votes  were  returned  sufficient  to  make  the  whole 
vote  4,994.  Washburn  had  thus  2  votes  less  than  were  necessary 
for  a  choice,  and  a  new  election  was  ordered  at  which  Ripley  was 
elected. 
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Washburn  contested  on  the  ground  that  most  of  the  persons  for 
whom  scattering  votes  were  returned  were  candidates  for  other  oflSces, 
some  of  them  were  ineligible  to  Congress,  and  the  votes  for  all  of  them 

Eut  in  the  Congressional  box  were  evidently  so  placed  by  mistake. 
[e  proved  that  in  one  precinct  a  ballot  containing  the  names  of  two 
canaidates  for  the  State  senate  was  placed  in  the  Congressional  box 
by  mistake,  and  the  voter,  discovering  his  mistake,  requested  to  have 
it  changed,  but  the  selectmen  refused  him  permission  and  counted  the 
ticket  as  2  votes.  A  majority'  of  the  committee  were  in  favor  of 
counting  it  as  1  vote,  a  minority  in  favor  of  not  counting  it  at  all. 
In  another  precinct  it  was  charged  that  a  ballot  containing  throe  names 
was  similarly  deposited  and  counted,  but  the  proof  did  not  satisfy  a 
majority  of  the  committee.  It  was  also  proved  that  a  vote  intended 
to  ])e  cast  for  petitioner  for  Representative  in  Congress  was  by  mis- 
take put  into  the  box  for  the  election  of  State  senator.  As  to  this 
ballot  and  the  ballots  in  the  Congressional  box  alleged  to  have  been 
placed  there  b}^  mistake,  the  committee  were  ^manimously  of  the 
opinion — 

That  when  the  votes  are  taken  by  ballot  and  separate  boxes  used,  after  they  are 
deposited  in  the  box  it  is  not  competent  or  proper  for  the  voter  or  selectmen  to  alter 
or  change  the  ballot  as  delivered  into  the  boxes,  and  that  the  intention  of  the  voter 
is  to  be  ascertained  alone  from  the  box  in  which  his  ticket  is  deposited,  and  that  the 
selectmen  conducting  the  elections  at  the  places  above  specified  acted  correctly  in 
making  out  their  return  to  the  governor  and  council  of  all  the  ballots  they  found  in 
the  box  which  was  used  for  the  reception  of  tickets  for  a  member  of  Congress,  and 
in  refusing  to  count  the  votes  they  found  in  other  boxes  with  the  name  of  Washburn 
on  it  and  adding  them  to  his  list  of  votes  given  for  him  as  a  member  to  Congress. 
The  adoption  of  any  other  rule  would  be  fraught  with  danger  to  the  purity  of  the 
elective  franchise. 

This  whether  the  persons  whose  names  were  on  such  ballots  would 
have  been  eligible  to  Cong-ress  or  not. 

The  sitting  member  insisted  that,  inasmuch  as  the  whole  matter  had 
been  referred  to  the  people  by  the  governor  and  council,  it  was  incom- 
petent for  the  House  to  go  behind  the  last  election.  A  majority  of 
the  committee  overruled  this  objection. 

It  was  further  insisted  that  Mr.  Washburn  had  waived  any  rights 
he  might  have  had  under  the  first  election  by  accepting  the  office  of 
one  of  the  counselors  of  the  State  of  Maine,  from  which  office,  by  the 
constitution  of  Maine,  a  member  of  Congress  was  disqualified.  He 
had  accepted  this  office  in  January,  1829,  and  resigned  it  in  February, 
and  as  tne  term  of  service  as  a  Member  of  Congress,  to  which  he 
claimed  to  have  been  elected  in  September,  did  not  commence  until 
March  4,  1829,  a  majority  of  the  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that 
any  rights  he  may  have  had  were  not  destroyed. 

The  whole  number  of  votes  cast  being  4,994,  necessar>^  to  a  choice 
2,497;  if  the  double  ballot  counted  as  2  votes  be  counted  as  one,  the 
number  of  votes  cast  would  be  4,993,  necessary  to  a  choice  still  2,497. 
But  if  the  fact  of  a  ballot  with  three  names  on  it  having  been  counted 
be  taken  as  proved,  then  2  more  votes  will  have  to  be  deducted  from 
the  total  number,  and  2,496  votes  will  be  necessary  to  a  choice,  one 
more  than  Mr.  Washburn  received.  A  minoritv  of  the  committee 
were  of  the  opinion  that  all  5  of  these  votes  should  be  deducted,  which 
would  leave  2,495  votes — just  the  number  received  b}^  Mr.  Washburn — 
sufficient  to  a  choice. 
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After  being  several  days  discussed  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole, 
the  resolution  appended  to  the  report  was  passed  by  the  House  by  a 
vote  of  111  to  79. 

Mr.  Washburn,  in  his  argument  to  the  committee,  rested  his  case 
on  the  ground  that  the  intention  of  the  voters  who  cast  the  votes  being 
plain,  and  the  mistake  by  which  thev  were  placed  in  the  wrong  box 
evident,  the  votes  should  be  counted  according  to  the  plain  intention 
of  the  voters.  In  answer  to  the  argument  that  the  question  had  been 
referred  to  the  people  and  settled  by  them,  he  answered:  (1)  That  the 
new  election  had  been  ordered  without  his  knowledge  or  consent,  and 
he  had  yielded  none  of  his  rights;  (2)  according  to  the  usage  of  former 
executives,  returns  not  properly  certified  or  otherwise  informal  should 
not  have  been  counted  m  making  up  the  final  canvass;  if  the  precinct 
returns  containing  fatal  informalities  had  been  rejected  there  would 
have  been  a  choice,  and  the  second  election  ought  never  to  have  been 
ordered;  (3)  in  a  memorial  to  the  governor  and  council  he  had  claimed 
at  their  hands  a  certificate  of  election,  and  they  had  virtually  admitted 
that  if  he  could  establish  the  facts  claimed  in  his  memorial  he  would 
be  entitled  to  the  certificate.  But  while  they  received  evidence  to 
cure  irregularities  in  the  returns,  they  did  not  consider  themselves 
authorized  to  go  into  the  investigation  of  charges  such  as  those  made 
by  the  petitioner. 

Mr.  Ripley,  in  his  answer,  conceded  that  the  votes  for  candidates  for 
various  other  offices  found  in  the  Congressional  box  were  probably 
placed  there  by  mistake,  but  claimed  that  such  mistakes  occurred  in 
every  election,  and  it  would  be  a  very  dangerous  practice  to  attempt 
to  determine  the  intention  of  the  elector  from  anything  but  the  ballot 
itself  and  the  box  in  which  it  was  deposited.  The  propriety  of  enter- 
ing into  an  inquiry  in  regard  to  the  tickets  said  to  have  contained  two 
and  three  names  was  doubted;  but  if  it  were  to  be  entered  into,  the 
proof  in  regard  to  the  one  said  to  contain  three  names  was  entirely 
insufficient,  and  the  ballot  containing  two  names  should  at  least  be 
counted  as  one  vote,  which  would  not  affect  the  result.  He  also  charged 
that  petitioner  was  disqualified  by  accepting  the  office  of  one  of  the 
counselors  of  the  State  of  Maine  for  a  term  which  if  he  had  served 
it  out  would  have  extended  into  the  Congressional  term,  and  which  he 
had  resigned  on  account  of  sickness  in  his  family  and  without  refer- 
ence to  tne  Congressional  contest. 

Mr.  Ripley  asked  for  time  to  procure  further  testimony,  which  the 
committee  refused,  on  the  ground  that,  having  already  decided  the  case 
in  his  favor,  it  was  unnecessary. 

rC.  &  H.,  679-701.1 
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TWENTY-SECOND   CONGRESS,  1831-1833. 

Committee  on  Electimis, 

Mr.  Claiborne,  Virginia,  Mr.  Bethune, 
Randolph,  Collier, 

Holland,  Arnold, 

Mr.  Griffin. 

Cases, 

(1)  David  Crockett  vs,  William  Fitzgerald,  Tenn-essee^ 

(2)  Joseph  Draper  vs,  Charles  C.  Johnston,  Virghila, 

(1)  Crockett  m,  Fitzgerald. 

Case  (lisvussed. 

The  Speaker  laid  before  the  House  certain  depositions  in  regard  to 
the  election  of  William  Fitzgerald,  of  Tennessee,  taken  on  benalf  of 
David  Crockett.  No  memorial  was  presented  by  Crockett.  The  papers, 
whose  object  seems  to  have  been  to  prove  certain  irregularities  at  the 

Eolls  and  a  disregard  of  the  law  in  regard  to  the  custody  of  the  ballot 
ox,  were  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Elections,  but  no  report  was 
ever  made,  and  on  February  6,  1832,  the  committee  was,  by  order  of 
the  House,  discharged  from  the  further  consideration  of  the  subject. 
[C.  &H.,703.] 

(2)  Draper  vs,  Johnston. 

Illegal  votes  arid  irregularities.  The  committer  recommeiid<'d  that 
the  seat  he  declared  vacant^  but  the  House  confirmed  tlie  title  of  sitting 
member. 

Report  by  Mr.  Collier. 

The  grounds  upon  which  the  election  was  contested  were: 

First.  That  the  petitioner  received  a  greater  number  of  votes  from  voters  legally 
qualified. 

Second.  That,  by  the  laws  of  Virginia,  an  elec^tion  c»n  only  he  continued  for  three 
days,  whertias,  in  the  county  of  Washington,  in  said  district,  the  jwlls  were  kept 
open  for  four  days;  and  that  if  the  votes  given  on  the  fourth  day  were  excluded, 
the  petitioner  would  have  a  majority  over  the  sitting  member. 

Third.  That  the  officers  conducting  the  election  in  that  county  were  not  duly 
qualified  ac(!ording  to  law. 

Fourth.  That  the  polls  in  Washington  County  were  not  adjourned  from  day  to  day, 
byproclamation,  as  recjuired  by  law. 

Fifth.  That  the  suj)erintendents  of  the  different  precinct  elections  in  Washington, 
Russell,  Lee,  and  Scott  counties  were  not  legally  appointed  and  sworn. 

Sixth.  That  the  poll  books  in  Russell  County  were  notreiunmi  to  the  clerk's  office 
of  that  county  according  to  law. 

Seventh.  That  the  mode  of  conducting  the  election  in  Washington  County  was  not 
uniform,  for  at  the  court-house  and  at  the  Three  Springs  persons  residing  out  of  the 
county  were  permitted  to  vote,  although  not  freeholdei's  in  the  countif^  while  at  the 
precinct  election  in  another  part  of  the  county  persons  similarly  situated  were  not 
permitted  to  vote. 

Eighth.  That,  by  the  laws  of  Virginia,  when  voters  fail  to  appear  and  give  their 
votes,  proclamation  having  been  made  three  times  at  the  door  of  the  court-house,  or 
other  place  of  holding  such  election,  by  the  officers,  requiring  those  w^ho  had  not 
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been  polled  to  come  in  and  give  their  votes,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  oflScera  to  conclude 
the  poll.  That  on  the  fourth  day  of  election  in  Washington  County,  after  12  votes 
had  Deen  polled,  more  voters  failed  to  appear,  and  the  oflBcer  conductmg  the  election, 
although  requested,  refused  to  close  his  poll,  at  which  time  the  petitioner  had  a 
majority. 

According  to  the  returns,  2,749  votes  were  cast  for  Mr.  Johnston, 
and  2,671  for  Mr.  Draper,  a  majority  of  78  for  sitting  member. 

In  all  the  counties  except  Washington  the  polls  were  closed  on  or 
before  the  evening  of  the  third  day,  but  in  Washington,  on  th^  fourth 
day^  86  votes  were  cast  for  Mr.  Johnston- and  1  for  Mr.  Draper.  The 
law  (passed  in  1831)  provided  that,  in  certain  contingencies,  the  sheriff 
might  adjourn  the  poll  ''until  the  next  day,  and  so  from  day  to  day 
for  three  days  *  *  *  but  if  the  poll  *  *  *  is  not  closed  on 
the  first  day  the  same  shall  be  kept  open  two  days  thereafter." 

Another  section  of  the  same  act  provided  that  the  election  for  mem- 
bers of  Congress  should  be  held  "in  the  manner  and  according  to  the 
principles  prescribed  by  the  law  now  in  force  in  relation  thereto." 
According  to  the  law  in  force  previous  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
which  this  was  a  section,  elections  might  be  kept  open  for  four  days, 
and  the  sitting  member  contended  that  even  if  (which  he  denied)  the 
act  of  1831  must  be  construed  to  prohil)it  the  adjournment  of  the  polls 
beyond  the  third  day,  the  elections  for  member  of  Congress  were 
excepted  and  to  be  held  under  the  old  law.  The  committee  held  that 
it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  authorize  the  polls  for 
Representative  in  Congress  to  be  kept  open  longer  than  those  for  the 
elec^tion  of  State  oflScers  chosen  at  tne  same  election,  and  that  under 
the  law  of  1831  the  first  day  was  to  be  counted  in  computing  the  three 
days  on  which  the  election  could  be  held.  They  were  strengthened  in 
this  conclusion  by  another  section  of  the  same  act,  providing  that  can- 
vasser in  certain  special  elections  were  to  meet  on  the^faurth  day  and 
canvass  the  votes,  and  by  the  fact  that  the  Virginia  senate,  in  a  recent 
(tase,  had  decided  that  polls  could  be  kept  open  only  three  days. 

If  this  were  the  only  question  involved  the  seat  would  be  given  to 
the  petitioner,  but  both  parties  had  attacked  many  votes  for  illegalitjr 
and  some  polls  for  irregularity.  Eliminating  the  illegal  votes,  peti- 
tioner would  be  entitled  to  the  seat;  but  excluding,  also,  the  irregular 
polls,  the  sitting  member  has  the  most  votes  remaining. 

The  decision  of  the  question  of  illegal  votes  was  complicated  by  a 
false  assumption  of  the  parties.  It  was  assumed  by  them  that  if  a  vote 
was  (charged  to  be  illegal  the  burden  was  on  the  party  claiming  the 
vote  to  prove  it  legal.  Written  stipulations  were  enterea  into  as  to  two 
counties,  admitting  all  votes  charged  to  be  bad  until  proved  to  be  good, 
and  in  the  other  counties  there  was  no  reservation,  and  the  votes  were 
unconditionally  admitted  to  be  bad.  The  committee  were  of  the  opin- 
ion that  all  votes  received  by  the  election  oflScers  should  be  taken  as 
'prima  facie  good,  but  as  the  testimony  had  been  taken  on  the  contrary 
assumption,  the  votes  had  to  be  estimated  in  a  different  way.  It  was 
found  that  Mr.  Johnston  had  admitted  307  votes  to  be  illegal  and  Mr. 
Draper  313.  Upon  agreed  statements  of  cases  the  committee  further 
rejected  23  votes  from  Mr.  Johnston's  poll  and  27  from  Mr.  Draper's. 
The  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  in  spite  of  the  stipulations  of 
the  parties,  if  evidencecould  be  produced  showing  that  any  of  the  votes 
rejected  were  in  fact  cast  by  qualified  voters,  they  should  be  counted. 
Time  was  accordingly  given  to  the  parties  to  take  testimony,  and  the 
committee  found  that  this  testimony  established  the  legality  of  54 
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votes  for  Mr.  Johnston  and  82  for  Mr.  Draper  of  those  previously 
deducted  upon  the  admission  of  the  parties. 

The  objections  made  by  the  petitioner  to  various  polls  were  all  over- 
ruled. The  officers  of  election  in  certain  counties  were  charged  not 
to  have  been  sworn  and  appointed  according  to  law.  The  fact  of  tak- 
ing the  oath  was  affirmatively  shown  in  all  these  counties  except  one, 
and  in  that  one,  there  being  no  proof  either  waj^,  it  was  presumed  to 
have  been  taken.  The  committee  did  not  examine  into  tne  regularity 
of  the  proceedings  by  which  the  officers  had  been  appointed,  as  they 
had  acted  colore  officii^  and  had  been  appointed,  regularly  or  irregu- 
larly, by  a  court  having  the  general  power  to  make  such  appointments. 
The  objection  to  the  regularity  of  the  adjournment  on  the  fourth  day, 
in  Washington  Count}^,  was  no  longer  material,  as  the  votes  had 
already  been  rejected  for  another  reason.  The  neglect  to  return  the 
poll  books  of  Russell  County  within  the  legal  time  was  held  not  to 
vitiate  the  election. 

The  petitioner  would  thus  have  a  majority  of  the  votes  were  it  not 
for  the  irregularities  charged  by  the  sitting  member.  Of  these  objec- 
tions, the  only  ones  considered  by  the  committee  were  (1)  that  the 
deputy  sheriff  conducting  one  of  the  elections  was  not  sworn,  and  (2) 
that  at  another  poll  the  deputy  sheriff  conducting  the  election,  during 
a  portion  of  the  time,  when  the  clerk  or  "writer"  was  absent,  per- 
formed the  duties  of  the  writer  as  well  as  those  of  his  own  office. 

The  deputy  sheriff,  who  was  proved  by  his  own  deposition  not  to 
have  been  sworn,  swore  in  the  same  deposition  that  he  had  ''conducted 
the  election  impartially  and  legally,  according  to  the  best  of  his  knowl- 
edge," but  the  committee  held  that  his  failure  to  be  sworn  vitiated  his 
proceedings,  "a  decision  which  they  suppose  to  be  in  conformity  with 
the  previous  decisions  of  this  House."  They  also  held  that  when  the 
sheriff  was  required  to  appoint  a  clerk  or  ''writer"  to  take  down  the 
names,  the  requirement  was  imperative,  and  all  votes  taken  by  the 
sheriff  in  the  absence  of  the  writer  should  be  rejected.  Rejecting 
these  votes  would  give  a  majority  to  the  sitting  member. 

It  will  be  perceived  that,  from  the  erroneous  principle  assumed  by  the  parties  in 
the  outset,  disfranchising,  by  stipulation,  upward  of  600  voters  in  a  closely  contested 
election,  many  of  whom  are  now  proved  to  have  been  duly  (jualified,  and  a  maiority 
of  whom  may  have  Ihh^u,  and  by  reason  of  the  technical  objections  upon  which  185 
votes  have  been  rejected,  exclusive  of  the  votes  polled  on  the  fourth  day  in  Wash- 
ington County,  giving  the  seat  to  either  of  the  candidates  might  l^e  doing  mjustice  to 
the  electors  of  the  district,  for  it  is  impossible  to  determine  which  of  the  candidates 
did,  in  fact,  rtveive  a  majority  of  the  legal  votes. 

A  majority  of  the  committee  therefore  recommended  that  the  seat 
be  declared  vacant.  A  minority,  while  free  to  confess  that  under  the 
peculiar  circuinstjinces  in  this  case  they  would  be  better  satisfied  with 
such  a  result,  were  nevertheless  of  the  opinion  that  the  sitting  mem- 
ber, having  receiving  a  majority  of  the  legal  votes,  upon  the  principle 
adopted,  should  retain  the  seat.  The  House,  after  much  debate,  agreed 
with  the  minority  and  confirmed  the  title  of  the  sitting  member  by  a 
vote  of  85  to  35. 

The  report  contains  a  full  statement  of  all  the  legal  principles 
involved  in  the  decisions  of  the  committee,  but  these  being  given  in 
full  elsewhere  (see  under  proper  heads  in  Part  11),  it  is  not  necessary 
to  abstract  them  here. 

[C.  &H.,  702-714.] 
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TWBNTT-THI&D  CONGBESS,  1833-1835. 

Committee  on  JHections, 

Mr.  Claiborne,  Virginia.  Mr.  Jones,  Georgia. 

Griffin,  Peyton, 

Hawbins,  Hamer, 

Banks,  Hannegan, 

Mr.  Vanderfoel. 

Cases. 

{!)  William  Allen,  Ohio. 

(2)  Robert  P.  Letcher  vs.  Thomas  P.  Moore,  Kentucky. 

(1)  Allen. 

Testimxmy  taken  ex  parte^  and  upon  unreasoiwhle  notice.  Case 
dismissed. 

Repoili  by  Mr.  Claiborne. 

This  case  is,  by  a  curious  oversight,  omitted  from  Clarke  and  HalFs 
compilation.  Tne  only  document  ever  printed  in  connection  with  it  is 
the  report  (House  Repoil  110,  first  session  Twenty -third  Congress), 
and  as  this  report  does  not  state  the  grounds  of  the  contest,  and  the 
case  was  not  debated,  it  is  impossible  to  tell  upon  what  grounds  the 
election  was  contested.  From  the  Journal  of  the  Twenty-third  Con- 
gress it  appears  that  on  December  11,  1833:  , 

The  Speaker  presented  a  memorial  of  Abraham  Hyler  and  John  Mace,  on  behalf 
of  themselves  and  others,  residents  of  the  Seventh  Congressional  district,  in  the  State 
of  Ohio,  complaining  of  illegality  in  the  election  and  return  of  William  Allen  as  the 
member  for  said  district,  and  declaring  that  Duncan  McArthur  received  a  majority  of 
the  legal  votes  in  said  district,  and  praying  that  said  Duncan  McArthur  may  be 
declared  entitled  to  the  seat  now  held  by  said  William  Allen. 

The  memorial  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Elections.  On 
December  23  and  30  Mr.  Vance  presented  documents  in  relation  to 
the  case,  which  were  also  refeiTed  to  the  Committee  on  Elections,  and 
on  December  30  the  committee  reported  that  the  election  was  held  on 
the  second  Tuesday  in  October,  1832,  and  that  some  time  later  the 
governor,  agreeably  to  law,  examined  the  votes  in  the  presence  of 
the  senate  and  declared  William  Allen  elected  by  a  majority  of  1  vote. 
After  the  election,  and  before  the  declaration  of  the  result,  notices 
were  served  on  Mr.  Allen  notifying  him  that  in  the  event  of  his  being 
declared  elected  his  election  woulube  contested,  and  that  depositions 
would  be  taken  at  specified  times  and  places.  These  times  were  all 
previous  to  the  declaration  of  the  result,  and  the  times  were  so  close 
together,  ^nd  the  places  so  far  apart,  that  it  would  have  been  phys- 
ically impossible  for  Mr.  Allen  to  have  attended.  Indeed,  depositions 
were  in  some  cases  being  taken  in  two  places  remote  from  each  other 
at  the  same  time.  Depositions  were  taken  at  the  times  specified,  but 
Mr.  Allen  did  not  attend  at  the  taking  of  any  of  them.  The  conMnittee 
considered  it  extraordinary  that  notice  should  be  served  on  a  candi- 
date that  in  the  event  he  should  be  declared  elected  his  seat  would  be 
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contested  and  that  depositions  should  be  taken  before  the  declaration 
of  the  result,  but  would  nevertheless  have  examined  the  testimonv 
were  it  not  for  the  circumstances  of  time  and  place  above  mentioned. 
The  committee  unanimously  recommended  resolutions  declaring  the 
testimony  ex  parte  and  inadmissible,  and  that  William  Allen,  being 
duly  returned,  was  entitled  to  his  seat  unless  it  should  afterwards 
appear,  by  competent  testimony,  that  he  had  not  received  a  majority 
or  the  qualified  votes.  The  report  was  laid  on  the  table,  and  no  further 
action  had,  so  Mr.  Allen  retained  the  seat. 

[House  Report  No.  110,  first  session  Twenty-third  Congress; 
Journal  Twenty-third  Congress,  pp.  49,  114,  138,  146.] 

(2)  Letcher  i^s,  Mookb. 

Prirria  facie  case^  irregnlai^Ui^iS^  and  illegal  votes.  The  partUis  waived 
a  decision  on  the  pinina  facie  case;  the  committee  unantmoiLsly  found 
that  Mr,  Letcher  had  a  majority  on  the  face  of  the  returns;  the  in/tjority 
found  that  Mr,  Moore  had  the  majority  after  elivihmting  illegal  and 
irregularly  received  votes;  the  minority  found  that  Mr,  Letcher  had 
tlie m ajority  aftei^  the  elimination.  The  House  disregarded hoth  reports^ 
attempted  to  decide  the  case  itself  from  the  evidejice^  andjinally  ordered 
a  new  election^  it  heiiig  impossible  to  determine  whi^h  candidate  was 
elected. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Jones,  of  Georgia;  minority  report  by  Mr. 
Banks. 

Under  the  laws  of  Kentucky  it  was  the  duty  of  the  sheriffs  of  the 
several  counties  of  a  district  to  meet  at  a  specified  time  and  place,  with 
the  poll  books  of  the  several  elections,  ^'and  there,  by  faithful  compar- 
ison and  addition,  ascertain  the  person  elected  in  their  districts."  It 
was  further  provided  that: 

After  having  ascertained,  as  before  directed,  the  person  elected  in  such  district, 
the  sheriffs  thereof  shall  make  out  a  certificate  of  the  election  of  the  person  in  their 
district,  which  shall  ])e  signed  by  all  the  sheriffs  of  the  district,  and  which  shall  be 
lodged  with  the  sheriff  of  the  county  wherein  the  polls  are  compared,  and  by  him, 
together  with  a  copy  of  the  polls,  transmitted  to  the  secretary  of  state. 

On  the  appointed  day  the  sheriffs  of  all  the  counties  met.  Mr.  Letcher 
had  a  majority  of  44  or  41)  votes  on  the  face  of  the  poll  books.  So  far 
as  can  be  gathered  from  the  evidence  and  the  statements  of  the  parties 
(it  is  not  described  in  the  reports),  their  proceedings  were  about  as 
follows:  In  one  of  the  precincts  of  Gari*ard  County  there  had  been 
irregularities  (to  be  hereafter  described),  which,  in  the  opinion  of 
many,  ought  to  cause  the  rejection  of  part  or  all  of  the  poll.  If  this 
rejection  were  made,  Mr.  Moore,  instead  of  Mr.  Letcher,  would  have 
the  majority-.  When  the  sheriffs  met,  the  question  seems  to  have  been 
discussed  for  two  or  three  days,  and  a  majority  coming  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  they  had  no  right  to  inquire  into  the  irregularities  complained 
of,  the  sheriff  of  Lincoln  County  left  the  meeting,  carrying  away  with 
him  the  poll  books  of  his  county.  Mr.  Moore  had  a  majority  of  the 
votes  in  the  remaining  counties,  and  a  certificate  of  his  election  was 
made  out.  It  began  bv  describing  the  ''  undersigned  sheriffs,"  naming 
all  the  counties,  as  if  it  were  to  be  signed  by  all  five,  but  one  of  the 
four  remaining  sheriffs  refused  to  sign  it,  and  another  refused  to  sign 
it  until  the  words  "the  vote  of  Lincoln  County  not  taken  into  calcu- 
lation" were  written  in  just  above  the  signatures.     This  certificate  was 
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deposited  with  the  secretary  of  state  and  forwarded  by  the  governor 
to  the  Clerk  of  the  House. 

On  the  first  day  of  the  session,  when  the  Clerk  was  in  process  of 
calling  the  roll,  wnen  the  State  of  Kentucky  was  reached  considerable 
discussion  arose  as  to  the  right  of  Mr.  Moore  to  take  his  seat  upon  the 
certificate  in  the  Clerk's  hands.  Mr.  Letcher  and  Mr.  Moore  finally 
agreed  to  withdraw  until  the  completion  of  the  roll  and  the  election  of 
a  Speaker.  Two  days  afterwards  the  discussion  was  renewed,  the 
right  of  Mr.  Moore  to  be  sworn  in  being  opposed  on  the  two  grounds, 
(1)  that  the  certificate  was  signed  by  only  three  sheriffs,  whereas  the  law 
expressly  required  it  to  be  signed  by  all,  and  (2)  that  it  showed  upon  its 
face  that  the  votes  of  only  four  counties  were  included  in  it,  and  there- 
fore, even  if  it  should  be  considered  competent  for  the  three  sheriffs  to 
sign  for  five,  the  certificate  only  purported  to  show  that  Mr.  Moore  had 
a  majority  of  the  votes  in  a  portion  of  the  district,  and  there  was  no 
j)r!mafaeie  evidence  to  show  who  had  the  majority  in  the  whole  dis- 
trict. On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended  that  whenever  any  power 
was  confided  to  a  board  of  oflScers  a  majority  constituted  a  quorum 
and  its  acts  were  binding.  On  a  prlnta  facie  question  the  House  had 
no  right  to  go  behind  the  face  of  the  returns,  and  while  the  certificate 
did  show  on  its  face  that  the  vote  of  Lincoln  County  was  not  included, 
it  did  not  show  that  an}'^  votes  were  cast  in  Lincoln  County  which  could 
have  been  included  or  that  the  sheriff  had  been  present  with  the  poll 
books.  After  two  days  had  been  spent  in  debate  and  many  motions 
had  been  made  and  withdrawn  or  defeated*  the  House  finally  agreed 
to  resolutions  instructing  the  Committee  on  Elections,  when  appomted, 
to  inquire  and  report  which  party  was  the  member  electea  and  to 
receive  as  evidence  all  testimony  which  had  been  or  should  be  taken 
by  either  party  on  due  notice  to  the  other.  The  resolutions  also  pro- 
vided that  pending  the  investigation  neither  of  the  parties  should  be 
qualified  as  a  member.  The  committee  instructed  the  parties  to  pro- 
cure their  testimony  prior  to  the  1st  of  January,  and  about  the  middle 
of  Januarv,  the  testimony  having  been  received,  the  parties  were  given 
leave  to  take  the  papers  from  the  committee  room  ana  prepare  abstracts 
and  })rief.s.  About  the  middle  of  March  the  abstracts  and  arguments 
of  the  parties  were  presented,  and  on  May  6  and  9  the  majority  and 
minority  reports  were  respectively  presented.  As  stated  above,  the 
majority  report  was  in  favor  of  Mr.  Moore  and  the  minority  report  in 
favor  of  Mr.  Letcher,  though  both  reports  agreed  that  upon  tne  face 
of  the  poll  books,  which  the  sheriffs  ought  to  have  counted,  Mr.  Letcher 
would  have  been  entitled  to  the  certificate.  The  House  disregarded 
both  reports  and  attempted  to  go  into  a  detailed  examination  of  the 
evidence.  The  case  was  debated  most  of  the  time  from  Mav  13  to  June 
12,  when  the  seat  was  declared  vacant,  the  House  being  unable  to 
decide  between  the  parties. 

The  majority  report,  after  condemning  the  action  of  the  sheriff  jof 
Lincoln  County  in  withholding  the  poll  book  of  his  county  and 
describing  the  times  and  manner  in  which*  the  testimony  had  been 
taken,  proceeds  to  state  eight  principles  which  the  committee  had 
agreed  upon  to  guide  them  in  the  determination  of  illegal  votes. 
(These  are  given  in  full  elsewhere.)  Upon  these  principles  81  votes 
must  be  rejected  from  the  poll  of  Mr.  Letcher  and  26  from  that  of  Mr. 
Moore,  leaving  a  majority  for  Mr.  Moore  of  6  or  11  votes,  according 
to  whether  the  original  vote  l>e  counted,  as  shown  by  the  certificates 
of  the  sheriffs  or  by  certified  copies  of  the  poll  books.     In  addition  to 
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the  above,  the  committee  deducted  54  votes  cast  for  Mr.  Letcher,  atid 
16  for  Mr.  Moore  at  Lancajster,  in  Garrard  County,  on  account  of  the 
following-described  irregularities: 
According  to  the  law  of  Kentucky — 

The  justices  of  the  county  court  shall  at  their  court  next  preceding  the  first  Mon- 
day in  August  in  every  year  appoint  two  of  their  own  body  as  judges  of  the  election 
then  next  ensuing,  and  also  a  proper  person  to  act  as  clerk. 

And  in  case  the  county  court  shall  fail  to  make  such  appointments,  or  the  persons 
appointed,  or  any  of  them,  fail  to  attend,  the  sheriff  snail  immediately  preceding 
every  election,  appoint  proper  persons  to  act  in  their  stead. 

The  sheriff  or  other  presiding  officer  shall  on  the  day  of  everj^  election  open  the 
polls  by  10  o'clock  in  tne  morning. 

The  ludges  of  the  election  and  clerk,  before  they  proceed  to  the  execution  of  their 
dutjr,  shall  take  the  oath  prescribed  by  the  CJonstitution.  They  shall  attend  to  the 
receiving  until  the  election  is  completed  and  a  fair  statement  make  of  the  w^hole 
amount  thereof. 

The  persons  entitled  to  suffrage  shall,  in  the  presence  of  said  judges  and  sheriff, 
vote  personally  and  publicly  viva  voce. 

One  of  the  judges  selected  by  the  county  court  declined  to  serve, 
and  the  sheriff  appointed  a  substitute.  About  9  o'clock  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  first  day  of  the  election,  the  other  appointed  judge  not  hav- 
ing appeared,  the  sheriff  appointed  a  substitute  for  him  also  and 
opened  the  polls.  About  10  o'clock,  after  twenty  or  thirty  votes  had 
been  taken,  the  regularly  appointed  judge  appeared  and  served  through 
the  rest  of  the  election,  the  first  judge  giving  way  to  him.  The  return 
and  poll  books  were  signed  by  the  judge  appointed  by  the  court. 

On  the  second  day  of  the  election,  shortly  after  10  o'clock,  the 
sheriff  was  called  awa^  by  the  sudden  and  severe  illness  of  his  wife, 
and  the  deputy  sheriff  being  absent  the  duty  of  crying  the  votes, 
which  the  sheriff  had  been  performing,  was  performed  by  two  other 
persons,  one  of  whom  had  formerly  been  deputy  sheriff.  About  1 
o'clock  the  deputy  sheriff  arrived  and  presiaed  at  the  rest  of  the 
election. 

The  committee  rejected  all  the  votes  taken  previous  to  the  arrival  of 
the  judge  appointed  by  the  court  on  the  first  day  and  during  the 
absence  of  the  sheriff  or  his  deputy  on  the  second  day.^  Whife  the 
law  only  provided  that  the  polls  should  be  opened  "  by  10  o'clock,"  and  it 
had  been  customary  for  the  sheriffs  to  open  them  before  that  time,  and 
on  that  account  the  committee  would  not  be  inclined  to  reject  votes 
taken  before  10  o'clock  by  the  judges  appointed  by  the  court,  yet  as 
the  power  of  the  sheriff  to  appoint  was  conditioned  on  the  failure  of 
the  regularly  appointed  judges  to  appear,  and  they  could  not  be  said 
to  have  failed  to  appear  until  10  o'clock,  any  appointment  by  the  sheriff 
before  that  time  was  manifestly  illegal.  But  the  committee  might 
even  vet  have  counted  the  votes  were  it  not  that  in  this  case  the  other 
judge  did  appear  at  10  o'clock  and  acted  during  the  remainder  of  the 
election.     Both  judges  could  not  have  been  legally  appointed. 

Under  the  law  providing  that  the  voters  should,  "in  presence  of  said 
judges  and  the  sneriff,  vote  personally  and  publicly  t^iva  voce^^  the 
presence  of  the  sheriff  is  indispensable,  and  all  votes  taken  in  his  absence 
must  be  rejected. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  inquire  whether  the  persons  thus  voting  were  qualified  and 
entitled  to  vote  if  the  officers  or  pKjrsons  presiding  were  not  qualified  to  hold  the 


*  Although,  as  appeared  from  the  minority  report,  there  was  proof  that  most  of 
them  had  been  cast  by  legally  qualified  electors. 
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election  and  receive  the  votes.  The  State  has  the  rieht  to  prescribe  the  manner  of  hold- 
ingthe  election,  and  those  votes  were  not  taken  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  laws 
of  Kentucky,  and  were  therefore  ill^ally  received. 

The  cases  of  Jackson  vs.  Wayne,  Latimer  vs,  Patton,  John  Richards, 
Lyon  v8.  Smith,  McFarland  vs.  Purviance,  Spaulding  vs.  Mead, 
McFarland  vs.  (Julpepper,  Bassett  vs.  Bay  ley ,  and  Easton  vs.  Scott 
were  cited  as  confirmmg  similar  views. 

Deducting  these  votes,  in  addition  to  those  already  deducted,  would 
give  a  majority  to  Mr.  Moore  of  44  or  49  votes,  just  the  amount  shown 
for  Mr.  Letcher  on  the  face  of  the  returns. 

The  minority  report,  by  Mr.  Banks,  is  signed  by  him  and  Mr.  Griffin, 
and  was  also  understood  to  represent  in  general  the  views  of  the  chair- 
man, Mr.  Claiborne,  who  was  prevented  from  drawing  it  up  by  seri- 
ous illness.  It  contains  an  elaborate  argument  (a  portion  of  which 
will  be  quoted^  against  the  doctrine  that  irregularities  on  the  part  of 
ministerial  officers,  not  affecting  the  substance  of  the  election,  can 
cause  the  rejection  of  the  votes  of  Qualified  electors.  Mr.  Letcher  is 
shown  to  have  a  majority  on  the  poll  books,  and — 

This  majority  appearing  on  the  poll  books  is  decisive  in  favor  of  Mr.  Letcher's 
right  permanently  to  occupy  the  seat  as  the  chosen  representative  of  the  district, 
unless,  from  the  facts  proved  in  the  case,  the  House  should  decide  that  there  has 
been  no  election,  or  should  determine  to  make  such  deductions  from  the  poll  as 
will  leave  the  majority  of  legal  voters  in  favor  of  Mr.  Moore. 

It  is  difficult  to  perceive  the  exact  ground  on  which  the  votes  given  at  Lancaster 
before  10  o'clock  on  the  first  morning  of  the  election  are  rejected  by  the  majority. 

The  majority  say  they  would  not  reject  them  on  the  ground  that 
they  were  given  too  early  if  the  judge  apjyointed  by  the  court  had 
attended  when  the  polls  were  opened,  ana  intimate  that  they  would 
not  have  rejected  them  if  the  judjje  appointed  by  the  sheriff  had  served 
throughout  the  election.  On  this  basis  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  the 
votes  given  after  10  o'clock  ought  not  just  as  reasonably  to  be  rejected 
as  those  given  before  10  o'clock:.  Under  the  law  the  sheriff  had  dis- 
cretion to  open  the  polls  before  10  o'clock,  which  in  this'case  was  exer- 
cised in  good  faith.  On  account  of  the  prevalence  of  the  cholera  it 
was  thought  advisable  not  to  collect  large  crowds,  and  the  sheriff  very 
properly  opened  the  polls  early  so  as  to  give  the  voters  as  much  time 
as  possible.  To  say  that  the  sheriff  had  discretionary  power  to  open 
the  polls  before  10  o'clock,  but  could  not  exercise  nis  power .  of 
appointment  unless  he  waited  to  open  them  until  10  o'clock,  was  to 
limit  his  power  in  a  way  not  intended  by  the  laws.  And  even  if  the 
sheriff  had  opened  the  polls  at  an  unreasonably  early  hour  or  from 
less  laudable  motives,  this  could  not  make  illegal  the  votes  of  duly 
qualified  electors  unless  the  circumstances  were  such  as  to  vitiate  the 
whole  election. 

The  motives  of  the  officers  of  the  election  can  have  no  effect  upon  the  rights  of 
the  electors;  and  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  how  their  rights  could  be  affected  even  by 
the  conduct  of  the  officers,  unless  that  conduct  had  defeated,  or  was  at  least  calcu- 
lated to  defeat,  the  great  object  of  the  law — a  full,  fair,  and  free  election. 

If  the  subject  of  controversy  were  a  dispute  as  to  some  of  the  emolu- 
ments of  the  judges,  the  dispute  as  to  which  judge  had  the  technically 
legal  appointment  might  be  important. 

But  neither  the  right  of  election  nor  the  right  of  the  person  elected  is  derived  from 
the  sheriff.  The  election  itself  is  not  his  act,  but  the  act  of  the  people,  who  have  a 
preexisting  right  to  make  the  election.  And  the  agency  of  the  sheriff,  judges,  and 
clerk  is  creat^  for  the  sole  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  exercise  that  right  in  a  rega- 
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lar  and  orderly  manner,  and  to  make  out  and  preserve  the  proper  evidences  of  their 
act.  The  subject  of  inquiry  is  an  election  by  tne  people;  the  fact  to  be  ascertained 
is  who  has  been  chosen  by  the  majority  of  the  qualified  electors. 

All  but  one  or  two  of  the  votes  received  before  10  o'clock  are  found 
to  have  been  cast  by  legally  qualified  electors.  Now,  if  the  judge  had 
been  the  merest  usurper  instead  of,  as  in  this  case,  acting  at  least 
under  color  of  authority,  the  effect  of  his  action  could  have  been  no 
more  than  to  destroy  tne  prima  facie  character  of  the  record  made 
under  his  supervision.  Even  then  actual  proof  of  the  legality  of  the 
votes  would  DC  all  that  could  be  requirea  to  sustain  them.  But  the 
majority  of  the  conmiittee  have  decidfed  the  votes  void  and  incapable 
of  being  made  valid  by  proof. 

But  whether  the  proceedings  of  the  sheriff  were  strictlv  r^ular  or  not,  we  had  not 
anticij>ated  that  the  legal  votes  given  before  10  o'clock  on  the  first  day,  or  those 
given  in  the  absence  of  the  sheriff  on  the  second  day,  would  be  rejected  by  the  com- 
mittee, because  the  alleged  irregularities,  if,  indeed,  they  were  irreffularities,  did  not 
affect  the  substance  of  the  election  nor  the  rights  of  the  electors,  whilst  he  rejection 
of  these  votes  would  affect  the  substance  of  the  election,  and  vitally  affect  the  elective 
franchise,  because  the  disfranchisement  of  these  legal  voters  would  change  the 
majority  in  the  present  case.  It  would  thereby  defeat  the  whole  object  of  the  consti- 
tution and  laws  of  Kentucky,  and  of  the  right'of  suffrage  itself,  by  giving  the  choice 
of  the  Representative  to  the  minority  of  the  qualified  electors  who  actually  voted; 
and  because  if  it  did  not  change  the  majority,  and  therefore  would  not  affect  the  result 
in  the  present  case,  it  would  establish  a  precedent  by  which  that  effect  might  be 
produced  in  future,  and  one  by  which  the  oflBcers  of  election,  the  mere  instruments 
of  the  law  for  giving  facilities  and  effect  to  the  right,  might  at  any  time,  by  an  acci- 
dental or,  what  is  worse,  by  an  intentional  variation  from  the  law  in  some  formal 
particular,  unobserved  or  deemed  unimportant  by  others,  virtually  disfranchise  a 
portion  of  the  electors,  and  at  their  pleasure  give  the  choice  to  the  minority,  by 
which  means  the  election  would,  in  effect,  be  taken  out  of  the  hands  of  the  people 
and  placed  wholly  in  the  power  of  the  ministerial  officers. 

The  votes  given  on  the  second  day,  during  the  temporar}'^  absence 
of  the  sheriff,  ought  equally  to  be  considered  legal.  AH  but  one  or 
two  of  these  are  also  proved  to  have  been  cast  oy  qualified  ele(^toi*s. 
The  presence  of  the  sheriff  is  not  in  any  case  essential.  He  is  not  required 
to  be  especially  sworn.  He  is  not  expressly  required  to  attend  through- 
out the  election,  as  the  judges  are.  The  onlv  dut}^  expresslj^  enjoined 
on  him  is  that  of  opening  and  closing  the  polls  and  appointmg  judges 
in  case  of  vacancy.  The  voters  are  required  to  givetneir  votes  in  the 
presence  of  the  judges  and  the  sheriff,  which  shows  that  the  presence 
of  the  sheriff  is  presumed,  but  does  not  imply  that  it  is  essential.  It 
is  provided  that  unless  the  sheriff  or  one  of  the  judges  knows  the 
voter  to  be  qualified  he  shall  take  a  certain  oath.  The  presence  of 
the  sheriff  as  an  accredited  witness  is  thus  convenient,  but  not  imper- 
ative. In  his  capacity  as  sheriff  there  is  no  imperative  reason  why 
the  sheriff'  may  not  be  temporarily  absent,  and  if  ne  is  to  be  construed 
as  constituting,  with  the  two  judges,  a  board  of  election  officers,  a 
majority  of  the  board  can  act  in  the  absence  of  one  member. 

A  further  answer  to  the  objection  is  that  we  are  not  merely  to  inquire  what  are 
the  strictlv  legal  duties  of  the  several  officers  of  the  election,  and  whether  they  have 
performed  them  with  exactness,  but  that  a  far  more  important  part  of  the  inquiry 
18  to  determine  what  effect  a  departure  from  the  formal  line  of  their  duty  by  the 
officers  is  to  have  upon  the  rights  of  electors  whose  votes  have  been  given  at  the 
times  and  places  and  substantially  in  the  manner  prescril>ed  by  the  constitution 
and  laws.  The  true  question  is  not  whether  every  officer  appointed  to  give 
security  and  convenience  to  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  suffrage  has  done  every- 
thing that  by  law  he  ought  to  do,  but  whether  everything  has  been  done  that 
was  in  fact  necessary  to  secure  the  full  and  free  exercise  of  the  right;  whether 
the  right  has  been,   in  fact,   so  exercised.     If  it  has  been  so  exercised,  and  the 
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suf&affes  of  a  majority  of  qualified  electors  have  been  given  in  favor  of  any  indi- 
vidual, an  election  has  been  made,  and  that  individual  is  the  person  elected.  His 
right  is  identified  with  the  election  itself  and  the  rl^ht  of  the  electors;  all  must  be 
sustained  or  sacrificed  together.  If,  then,  in  a^  ordinary  transaction  it  is  a  maxim 
of  reason  and  of  law  that  a  thing  fairly  done  and  lawful  in  itself  is  entitled  to  a 
favorable  construction,  that  it  may  rather  prevail  than  perish,  how  strong  is  our 
obligation,  when  an  election  has  been  fairly  made  by  the  full  and  free  exercise  of 
the  elective  franchise,  to  sustain  it  even  by  the  most  favorable  constructions,  rather 
than  to  destroy  it,  and  with  it  the  most  important  of  human  rights,  and  by  nice  and 
technical  objections?  When  such  an  election  has  in  fact  been  made,  no  decision 
which  sustains  the  election,  and  the  individual  rights  of  the  electors,  and  the  choice 
of  the  majority  can  furnish  so  dangerous  a  precedent  as  that  will  afford  which 
defeats  all  or  any  of  their  rights  on  account  of  a  mere  technical  breach  of  duty  on  the 
part  of  the  oflicers  or  of  any  minute  variation  from  the  formal  requisitions  of  the  law. 

As  this  is  the  first  case  in  which  the  effect  of  technical  violation  of 
the  law  on  the  validity  of  the  election  was  elaboratel.y  discussed,  and 
as  the  decision  of  the  minority  on  this  point  was  adopted  by  the  House 
(though  neither  report  was  adopted  as  a  whole)  and  nas  been  followed 
in  the  majority  of  subsequent  d!ecisions,  it  has  been  thought  proper  to 
quote  thus  fully. 

The  minority  report  then  goes  into  an  elaborate  review  of  all  the 
illegal  votes  charged,  and  comeo  to  the  conclusion  that  after  the  proper 
deductions  have  been  made  on  both  sides,  Mr.  Letcher's  true  majority 
is  105. 

All  the  testimony  was  ordered  printed,  and  the  House  proceeded  to 
an  examination  of  the  details  of  the  case.  The  votes  taken  in  Lan- 
caster, Garrard  County,  before  10  o'clock  on  the  first  day,  and  in  the 
absence  of  the  sheriff  on  the  second,  were  declared  legal,  on  motion  of 
Mr.  Banks.  The  votes  of  theological  students  in  Centre  College, 
which  had  been  rejected  bv  the  majority  of  the  committee,  were  also 
counted.  The  committee  liad  held  that  where  persons  who  appeared 
on  the  polls  as  voting  for  Moore  made  oath  that  th©y  voted  for  Letcher, 
"yotes  recorded  upon  the  poll  books  as  given  to  one  candidate  can  not 
be  changed  and  transferred  to  the  other  by  oral  testimony."  This 
decision  was  overruled  by  the  House,  and  the  votes  counted  for  Letcher. 
The  committee  had  refused  to  reject  votes  upon  the  testimon}^  of  one 
witness  that  a  voter  was  unknown  in  the  county,  but  had  rejected  a 
number  on  the  testimony  of  more  than  one  witness.  These  were  all 
restored  by  the  House.  The  decisions  of  the  committee  in  regard  to 
a  large  number  of  individual  cases  were  also  overruled.  Finally,  on 
the  11th  of  June,  Mr.  McKay,  of  North  Carolina,  moved  that  the 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Elections  be  committed  to  a  Committee  of 
of  the  Whole  House,  with  instructions  ''to  report  a  resolution  for  a 
new  election  for  a  member  of  this  House  from  the  Fifth  Congressional 
district  in  Kentucky,  it  being  impracticable  for  this  House  to  deter- 
mine with  any^ certainty  who  is  the  rightful  Representative  of  the  said 
district."  Thfs  resolution  was  passed,  after  a  debate  of  two  days,  by 
a  vote  of  114  to  103,  so  the  seat  was  declared  vacant. 

Among  the  many  motions  made  during  the  last  two  days'  debate 
was  one  to  prefix  to  the  resolution  a  preamble  reciting  thatr— 

Whereas  on  the  face  of  the  returns  Mr.  Letcher  had  a  majority  of  49  votes,  and 
the  Committee  on  Elections  had  reported  a  majority  for  Mr.  Moore  of  44  votes; 

And  whereas  this  House,  by  sundry  resolutions,  lias  addeii  to -and  subtracted  from 
the  votes  of  each  party  in  the  foUowinj?  manner,  to  wit:  [giving  a  detailed  tabular 
statement  showing  that  up  to  the  present  point  of  consideration  Mr.  Letcher  had  a 
majority  of  1 1  votes] ; 

And  whereas  it  appears,  by  motions  now  pending  Ijefore  this  House,  that  sundry 
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other  votes  are  yet  in  controversy  between  the  parties,  and  the  House  having  stopped 
the  investigation  upon  those  votes  which  were  alleged  to  have  been  illegally  received 
by  T.  P.  Moore. 

This  motion  was  characterized  as  '*  a  direct  insult  upon  the  majority 
of  the  House,"  but  the  accuracy  of  the  table  ^ven  was  not  disputed. 
So  it  seems  to  have  been  charged  that  the  majority,  finding  the  detailed 
investigation  too  favorable  to  Mr.  Letcher,  aetermined  to  cut  the  mat- 
ter short.  The  parties  submitted  voluminous  arguments  to  the  com- 
mittee, but  they  contain  nothing  important  to  an  understanding  of 
the  merits  of  the  case  beyond  the  facts  and  arguments  here  given. 

[C.  &  H.,  715-850.1 
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Committee  on  Elections. 

Mr.  Claiborne,  Virginia,  Mr.  Kilgore,  Ohio, 

Griffin,  South  Carolina,  A.  Buchanan,  Pennsylvania, 

Hawkins,  North  Carolina,  Maury,  Tennessee, 

Hard,  New  York,  Boyd,  Kentucky, 

Mr.  Burns,  New  Hampshire. 

Ca%e, 
David  Newland  v,  James  Graham,  North  Carolina. 

Newland  v8.  Graham. 

Illegal  votes.  Ballots  in  vrrong  boxes.  Time  oj^  service  of  notice  of 
contest^  and  application  for  extension  oftims  to  tahs  testimony.  Com- 
mittee report  for  petitioner.     Seat  declared  vacant. 

Report  by  Mr.  Boyd. 

The  sitting  member  objected  to  the  depositions  on  the  ground  of  the 
fateness  of  the  service  of  notice  of  contest  and  the  insumcioncv  of  the 
/  notices  to  take  depositions;  but  the  committee  held  that  as  the  pro- 
ceedings had  been  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  North  Carolina,  and 
both  sides  had  taken  testimony  in  the  same  way  and  had  been  repre- 
sented at  the  taking  of  all  the  testimony  the  depositions  ought  to  be 
received.*  The  sitting  member  then  asked  for  an  extension  of  time  to 
take  testimon^%  but  as  it  appeared  to  the  committee  that  he  had  already 
had  enough  tmio  the  application  was  refused. 

The  majority  of  7  votes  returned  for  the  sitting  member  was  attacked 
chiefly  on  the  ground  of  illegal  votes.  The  only  evidence  that  35  of 
these  voters  voted  for  the  sitting  member  consisted  of  proof  of  state- 
ments made  by  the  voters  after  the  election.  As  under  the  law  of  the 
State  the  election  was  by  ballot,  and  voters  could  not  be  compelled  to 
testify  how  they  voted,  contestant  contended  that  this  was  the  best 
evidence  the  case  admitted  of;  but  the  committee  held  that  it  was 
inadmissible.  On  the  other  evidence  the  committee  found  enough 
illegal  votes  to  give  the  petitioner  a  majority  of  4  votes,  and  by  count- 
ing votes  illegally  rejected  this  majority  was  increased  to  12.  Certain 
ballots  for  Congress  were  alleged  to  have  been  placed  by  the  voters  in 
the  legislative  box,  and  ballots  for  candidates  for  the  State  legislature 
in  the  Congressional  box.  The  judges  of  election,  deeming  the  matter 
a  mere  mistake,  changed  the  ballots  to  the  proper  boxes  and  counted 
them.  The  committee  found  that  the  precedents  favored  not  inter- 
fering with  the  decision  of  the  judges  in  such  cases,  and  argued  that 
this  was  the  proper  course,  but  left  the  que^rtion  to  the  House  to 
decide. 

In  the  House  a  motion  to  extend  the  time  for  taking  testimony  was 
lost.  The  case  was  debated  at  various  times  for  several  months.  On 
the  final  vote  the  resolution  declaring  the  sitting  member  not  elected 
was  passed  by  a  vote  of  114  to  87.  The  resolution  declaring  petitioner 
elected  was  defeated,  99  to  100.     The  seat  was  then  declared  vacant. 

[1  Bart.,  5-9.] 

'There  was  no  law  of  Congress  on  the  subject  in  force  at  this  time. 
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TWEKTY-FIFTH  COHORESS,  1887-1889. 

Committee  07i  Elections, 

Mr.  A.  Buchanan,  Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Townes,  Georgia, 

Griffin,  South  Carolina,  Bronson,  New  York, 

Hawkins,  North  Carolina,    '  Pennybacker,  Virginia, 

EiLGOBE,  Ohio,  Hastings,  Massachusetts, 

Mr.  Maury,  Tennessee. 

(At  the  third  session  Messrs.  Rives,  of  Virginia,  and  Swearingen, 
of  Ohio,  took  the  places  of  Messrs.  Kil.gor£  and  Pennybacker.) 

Cases. 

{V\  Samuel  J.  Gholson  and  John  F.  H.  Claiborne,  Mississippi, 
(2)  James  D.  Doty  vs,  George  W.  Jones,  Wisconsin  Temtory, 

(1)  Gholson  and  Claiborne. 

Called  election  to  fill  vax^ancy  pending  regular  election.  The  commit- 
tee reported  and  the  House  voted  that  the  inewibefrs  elected  at  tJve  called 
election  were  laenibers  of  the  Ticenty -fifth  Congress.,  hut  at  tlie  second 
session  this  deci&ion  ivas  rescinded^  ana  the  sea;t  vacated^  the  House  refus- 
ing also  to  seat  the  persons  elected  atrthe  regvlar  election. 

Reports  by  Mr.  Buchanan. 

Under  the  laws  of  Mississippi  Representatives  in  Congress  were 
elected  in  November  of  the  odd-numbered  years,  and  there  were  con- 
sequently no  regularly  elected  Representatives  from  the  expiration  of 
a  Congress  on  March  3  until  shortly  before  the  usual  time  of  the  meet- 
ing of  the  next  Congress  in  December.  The  Twenty-fifth  Congress, 
however,  was  called  by  the  President  to  meet  in  extra  session  in  Sep- 
tember, and  the  governor,  deeming  the  existing  vacancy  one  which  he 
was  authorized  by  the  Constitution  to  issue  writs  of  election  to  fill, 
issued  writs  in  due  form,  appointing  an  election  for  membei'S  of  the 
Twenty-fifth  Congress,  to  serve  until  superseded  by  the  members 
elected!  at  the  regular  election  in  November.  The  members  elected  at 
this  election  were  sworn  in,  but  at  their  own  request  the  question  of 
the  regularity  of  their  election  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Elec- 
tions. The  committee  reported  the  above  facts,  and  also  that  they  were 
(with  one  exception)  of  the  opinion  that  the  governor  in  restricting  the 
election  to  the  time  remaining  before  the  regular  election  had  tran- 
scended his  power,  and  that  if  the  members  were  elected  at  all  thej^ 
were  elected  for  the  whole  term.  The  restricting  words  in  the  writ 
might,  however,  be  regarded  as  mere  surplusage,  and  did  not  invalidate 
the  election.  The  election  was  valid  if  a  vacancy  had  "occurred"  so 
as  to  authorize  the  governor  to  issue  writs  of  election  to  till  it.  A 
majority  of  the  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  election  was 
valid,  and  reported  resolutions,  which  were  passed  by  the  House  by  a 
vote  of  118  to  101,  declaring  that  the  sitting  members  wore  elected 
membei'S  of  the  Twenty-fifth  Congress,  and  were  entitled  to  their 
seats. 
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On  account  of  this  decision  of  the  House,  Messrs.  Gholson  and  Clai- 
borne announced  to  the  people  of  Mississippi  that  they  would  not  be 
candidates  at  the  November  election.  When  thai  election  was  held, 
however,  about  half  of  the  voters  cast  votes  for  Coiigress,  and  Messrs. 
Prentiss  and  Ward,  having  received  a  niajorit}^  of  these  votes,  pre- 
sented their  credentials  and  applied  for  seats.  The  committee  reported 
the  facts  in  the  case,  without  any  conclusions.  The  only  new  fact 
brought  out  in  this  report  was  that  the  proclamation  of  the  secretary 
of  state  and  the  credentials  of  Messrs.  (jholson  and  Claiborne  had  only 
declared  them  elected  "for  the  called  session."  The  committee,  how- 
ever, said  that  this  would  not  have  changed  their  former  report. 
After  a  somewhat  lengthy  debate  the  House  '*  rescinded"  its  former 
resolution,  and  declared — 

That  Messrs.  Gholson  and  Claiborne  are  not  duly  elected  members  of  the  Twenty- 
fifth  Congress. 

This  resolution  was  passed  by  a  vote  of  119  to  112.  A  resolution 
was  then  passed  by  a  vote  of  118  to  116  declaring  that  Messrs.  Pren- 
tiss and  Ward  were  not  entitled  to  seats.  This  latter  decision  was 
apparently  based  on  the  groupd  that,  owing  to  misunderstanding,  the 
election  at  which  these  gentlemen  nad  been  elected  was  not  a  full 
expression  of  the  popular  will.  The  governor  of  Mississippi  was 
notified  that  the  seats  were  vacant. 

[1  Bart,  9-16.] 

(2)  Doty  iw.  Jones, 

Date  of  commeiwem^nt  of  term  of  Delegate  fn mi  Wi^comnn,  Report 
for  contestant.     Cmitestant  seated. 

In  October,  1835,  Mr.  Jones  was  elected  a  Delegate  from  Michigan 
Territory,  for  a  term  of  two  years,  and  took  his  seat  in  the  December 
following,  at  the  first  session  of  the  Twent^^-tourth  Congress.  In  1886 
Michigan  became  a  State  and  the  Territory  of  Wisconsin  was  created. 
Mr.  Jones  was  elected  Delejmte  from  the  new  Territorv,  for  a  term 
of  two  years,  and  in  December,  1836,  after  havmg  served  only  one 
year  as  Delegate  from  Michigan,  he  qualified  as  Delegate  from 
Wisconsin.  Under  this  election  he  served  two  years — the  last  year 
of  the  Twenty-fourth  Congress  and  the  first  year  of  the  Twenty-fifth. 
In  September,  1838,  Mr.  Doty  was  elected  Delegate  from  Wisconsin, 
for  a  term  of  two  years,  and  in  December  at  the  third  session  of  the 
Twenty-fifth  Congress  he  presented  his  credentials  and  asked  to  be 
qualified  immediately  for  his  two  years  term,  which  would  thus  run  until 
the  middle  of  the  Twenty-sixth  Congress.  There  was  no  question  of 
his  election  and  of  his  right  to  serve  for  two  years,  but  the  question 
was  whether  his  term  began  immediately  or  not  until  the  beginning 
of  the  next  Congress.  If  his  term  did  not  immediately  begin,  either 
Mr.  Jones  would  have  to  serve  three  years  from  the  date  of  his  qual- 
ification, under  one  election,  or  the  Territory  would  have  to  go  for  a 
year  unrepresented.  Mr.  Jones  claimed  that  although  he  had  qual- 
ified as  Delegate  from  Wisconsin  in  December,  1836,  he  had  at  that 
time  still  one  year  to  serve  as  Delegate  from  Michigan,  and  that  his 
term  as  Delegate  from  Wisconsin  aid  not  really  begin  until  the  fol- 
lowing March.  Counting  from  this  time,  he  could  serve  through  the 
Twenty-fifth  Congress  without  going  beyond  the  two  years.  But 
the  committee  held  that  the  corporation  of  the  Territory  of  Michigan 
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having  expired  in  1836,  all  the  oflSces  connected  therewith  expired, 
and  that  Mr.  fTones  had  already  ser^'^ed  two  years  as  Delegate  from 
Wisconsin.  The  oflEice  of  delegate  was  wholly  a  creation  of  law,  and 
there  was  no  necessity  for  the  term  to  begin  and  end  at  the  same  time 
as  the  terms  of  Representatives.  It  was  claimed  that  the  act  of  3d  of 
March,  1817,  which  provided  that  Territorial  Delegates  should  be 
elected  "every  second  3^ ear  for  the  same  term  of  two  years,  for  which 
members  of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  are 
elected,"  required  that  the  term  should  begin  at  the  same  time  as  that 
of  Representatives.  The  committee  were  (but  somewhat  doubtfully) 
of  the  opinion  that  this  was  merely  a  requirement  that  the  terms  of 
Delegates  should  be  of  the  same  length  as  those  of  Representatives, 
and  not  that  they  should  begin  and  end  at  the  same  time.  But  at  any 
rate  the  act  of  1817  was  simply  legislation,  and  might  be  superseded 
by  subsequent  legislation,  and  the  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that 
the  act  creating  the  Territory  of  Wisconsin  contemplated  that  the 
Territory  should  have  immediate  representation  in  Uongress.  Mr. 
Jones's  term  thus  began  legally  on  the  date  on  which  he  actuall}^ 
qualified,  December,  1836;  he  had  served  two  years,  and  his  term  had 
consequently  expired  and  that  of  his  successor  begun.  The  committee 
accordingly  recommended  resolutions  declaring  Mr.  Doty  entitled  to 
the  seat,  which,  after  a  short  debate,  were  passed  bv  the  House  by  a 
vote  of  165  to  25. 
[1  Bart.  1&-18.] 
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TWENTY-SIXTH  CONGRESS,  1889-1841. 

.  Committee  on  Elections, 

Mr.  Campbell,  South  Carolina,  Mr.  Brown,  Tennessee, 

Rives,  Virginia,  Fisher,  North  Carolina, 

Fillmore,  rfew  York,  Smith,  Connecticut, 

Medill,  Ohio,  BoTTS,  Virginia, 

Mr.  Crabbe,  Alabama. 

Cases, 

(1^  The  New  Jersey  case. 

(2)  C.  J.  IngersoU  vs,  Charles  Naylor,  Pennsylvania. 

(1)  The  New  Jersey  Case. 

Ri^jht  to  seats  pending  contest.  Illegal  votes;  irregularities.  Con- 
testing members  admitted  pending  the  contest^  and  their  title  confirmed 
on  final  detenninati<yn. 

This  celebrated  case  has  a  historical  importance  and  interest  out  of 
all  proportion  to  its  value  as  a  legal  precedent,  and  to  treat  it  in  a 
manner  at  all  commensurate  with  that  historical  importance  would 
require  more  space  than  the  purposes  of  this  work  would  justify.  No 
attempt  will  therefore  be  made  to  outline  the  facts  and  history  of  the 
case  in  much  more  detail  than  has  been  done  with  other  cases;  and  the 
q^uotations  from  the  reports  will  be  chiefly  confined  to  the  legal  ques- 
tions involved.  The  importance  of  this  case  is  not  derived  from  any 
particular  novelty  or  importance  in  its  issues,  but  simply  from  the 
fact  that  the  political  control  of  the  House  turned  on  its  determina- 
tion, and  that  on  this  account  it  received  a  more  elaborate  discussion, 
both  in  the  committee  and  in  the  House,  than  has  ever  been  given  to 
any  other  case.  It  is  interesting  also  to  note  that  this  is  the  first  case 
in  which  the  charge,  now  so  common,  that  the  majority  of  the  com- 
mittee were  controlled  in  their  determinations  by  partisan  considera- 
tions, was  solemnly  and  directly  made  by  a  minority  of  the  committee 
in  a  report  to  the  House.' 

The  otate  of  New  Jersey  was  entitled  to  six  Representatives  in  Con- 
gress, which,  under  the  State  law,  were  elected  from  the  State  at  large. 
At  the  election  for  members  of  the  Twenty-sixth  Congress,  Joseph  F. 
Randolph  received  an  undisputed  majority  as  one  of  tnese  Represent- 
atives, but  as  to  the  other  five  there  was  a  dispute.  Counting  the 
votes  as  actually  cast  at  all  the  various  voting  places  in  the  State  the 
Democratic  candidates,  Messrs.  Vroom,  Dickerson,  Kille,  Cooper, 
and  Ryall  had  majorities  ranging  from  30  to  200  votes.  But  the 
countv  clerks  of  Middlesex  and  Cumberland  counties  refused  to  in- 


^  A  similar  charee  had  been  publicly  made  in  debate  against  the  majority  of  the 
House  (but  not  oi  the  committee)  in  the  elaborately  discussed  case  of  Letcher  w. 
Moore,  in  the  Twenty-third  Congress;  but  otherwise  the  custom  of  imputing  none  but 
judicial  motives  to  the  committee  seems  to  have  been  studiously  followed.  Since 
this  caj«  the  partisan  element  has  generally  been  frankly  conceded,  and  in  recent 
times,  as  is  well  known,  even  greatly  exaggerated. 
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elude  in  their  certificates  of  the  votes  of  their  counties  the  votes 
returned  to  them  from  the  townships  of  Millville  and  South  Amlx)y. 
As  these  townships  gave  the  Democratic  candidates  majorities  of  about 
350  votes,  the  Wnig  candidates,  Messrs.  Aycrigg,  Maxwell,  Halsted, 
Stratton,  and  Yorke,  had  majorities  of  200  or  300  votes  in  the  rest  of  the 
State.  These  gentlemen  presented  themselves  to  the  House  with  the 
usual  certificates  of  election  from  the  governor;  the  rival  delegation 

E resented  certificates  from  the  secretary  of  state  certifying  that  they 
ad  received  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast.  The  House  at  the  time  was 
so  closely  divided  politically  that  if  either  set  of  claimants  was  admitted 
it  would  give  the  majority  to  the  jmrty  to  which  they  belonged;  if 
neither  set  was  admitted  the  Democrats  would  have  a  majority.  The 
House  remained  unorganized  for  two  weeks,  with  the  Question  of  the 
titles  of  the  New  Jersey  claimants  continuously  under  debate.  At  the 
end  of  this  time  it  was  decided  to  permit  neither  set  of  claimants  to  be 
recognized  by  the  clerk  as  members,  thus  giving  the  organization  of 
the  House  to  the  Democrats.  A  Committee  on  Elections  was  appointed, 
and  on  January  13,  lvS4rO,  the  committee  were  instructed  ''to  inquire 
and  report  who  are  entitled  to  occupy,  as  members  of  this  House,  the 
five  contested  seats  from  that  State,"  and  given  power  to  send  for 
persons  and  papers. 

The  parties  presented  to  the  committee  written  arguments  and  state- 
ments of  the  facts  they  expected  to  prove  and  also  a  lar^e  amount  of 
testimon3\  The  committee  examined  this  testimony  with  reference 
to  its  competency,  and  threw  out  a  large  portion  of  it  sa  being  crjjart^ 
and  taken  without  notice.  It  was  then  proposed  to  make  a  prelimi- 
nary report  upon  the  question  of  the  right  to  the  seats  pending  the  final 
determination  of  the  case  on  its  merits,  and  8  of  the  9  members  were 
in  favor  of  this  proposition,  but  it  was  found  that  there  was  a  majority 
of  5  to  4  against  reporting  in  favor  of  each  set  of  claimants,  and  it  was 
therefore  determined  to  set  the  second  Monday  in  April,  1840,  for 
proceeding  to  a  final  determination  of  the  case  on  the  merits,  the  parties 
in  the  meanwhile  going  to  New  Jersey  to  take  testimony. 
On  Februarv  28,  1840,  the  House  instructed  the  committee — 

To  report  forthm'th  which  5  of  the  10  individuals  claiming  eeata  from  the  State  of 
New  Jersey  re<'eived  the  greatest  number  of  lawful  votes  from  the  whole  State  for 
Representatives  in  the  CongreHS  of  the  United  States  at  the  election  of  1838,  in  said 
State,  with  all  the  evidence  of  that  fact  in  their  possession:  Provided,  That  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  he  so  construed  as  to  prevent  or  delay  the  action  of  said  com- 
mittee in  taking  testimony  or  deciding  the  said  case  upon  tlie  merits  of  the  elei-tion. 

The  words  '* forthwith"  and  ''lawful/' italicised  above,  were  the 
subjects  of  a  heated  controversy  in  the  House.  The  word  ''lawful" 
was  not  in  the  resolution  as  originally  introduced  in  the  House,  and 
was  introduced  by  a  vote  of  97  to  9(5,  decided  by  the  casting  vote  of 
the  Speaker.  An  unsuccessful  attempt  was  also  made  to  strike  out  the 
word  "'forthwith." 

The  committee  were  divided  upon  the  question  of  the  proper  con- 
struction to  be  given  to  this  resolution.  The  majority  were  of  the 
opinion  that  the  introduction  of  the  word  "lawful,"  especially  in  view 
of  the  retention  of  the  word  "forthwith"  and  the  proviso,  could  not 
under  all  the  circumstances  make  the  resolution  simply  mean  that  the 
original  intention  of  the  committee  was  to  be  adhered  to  and  no  deci- 
sion reached  until  all  the  questions  of  illegal  votes  were  settled.  The 
House  certainly  could  not  intend  a  purgation  of  illegal  votes  in  advance 
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of  the  reception  of  the  testimony  which  would  enable  that  purgation 
to  be  thorough  and  just. 

There  is  but  one  other  basis  left,  and  that  is  the  prima  facie  case  upon  the  returns 
of  the  local  officers  of  the  several  polls;  and,  the  nature  of  the  controversy  taken 
into  consideration,  it  can  scarcely  be  doubted  that  to  this  basis  the  resolution  looked. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  committee  could  not "  entirely  overlook" 
the  word  "lawful."    On  this  subject  they  said: 

The  committee  are  therefore  of  opnion  that  they  correctly  construe  that  word  with 
the  context  when  they  limit  its  signification  to  that  prima  facie  lawfulness  which 
arises  upon  their  reception  at  polls  held  in  conformity  with  law. 

Upon  this  basis  they  proceeded  to  examine  the  questions  raised 
against  the  counting  of  the  two  precinct  returns  not  certified  by  the 
county  clerks  and  one  other  precinct  return  asked  to  be  rejected  for 
fraud.  If  these  returns  were  rejected  the  commissioned  (Whig)  mem- 
bers would  have  a  majority  of  the  votes;  otherwise,  the  contesting 
(Democratic)  members  received  the  majority.  An  examination  of  the 
testimonv  so  far  presented  showed  that  it  was  insufficient  to  establish 
any  of  the  charges,  and  the  committee  therefore  reported  that  the 
contesting  (Democratic)  delegation  appeared  prima  facie  to  have 
'^  received  the  greatest  number  of  lawful  votes.' 

The  minority  protested  against  any  report  or  determination  of  the 
case  while  the  parties  were  still  engaged  in  taking  testimony,  under 
an  express  understanding  that  no  further  action  would  be  had  until 
the  date  fixed  for  closing  the  taking  of  testimony,  and  insisted  that 
the  instructions  of  the  House  to  report  who  had  "received  the  great- 
est number  of  Imoful  votes"  could  not  be  carried  out  by  reporting 
who  received  the, greatest  number  of  actual  votes  in  advance  of  any 
determination  or  opportunity  for  determining  the  legality  of  any  of 
them.  But  the  House,  on  March  16,  1840,  by  a  vote  of  111  to  80, 
admitted  Messrs.  Dickerson,  Vroom,  Ryall,  Cooper,  and  Kille,  the 
contesting  delegation,  to  hold  their  seats  without  prejudice  to  the  final 
rights  of  the  other  claimants. 

On  April  16  the  testimony  taken  bv  the  parties  was  laid  before  the 
committee,  but  as  it  was  exceedingly  voluminous  and  not  arranged 
with  reference  to  the  issues  to  which  it  referred  it  was  delivered 
to  the  parties  to  be  prepared  and  arranged.  It  was  subsequently 
printed,  and  on  June  8  the  committee  proceeded  to  the  final  examina- 
tion. Besides  the  charges  against  the  validitj^  of  the  returns  from 
two  polls  there  were  some  600  charges  of  illegal  votes,  and  the 
committee  treated  each  of  these  indiviaual  votes  as  a  distinct  contro- 
versy. The  testimony  was  examined,  and  separate  arguments  heard 
and  separate  votes  taken  on  the  question  whether  each  voter  voted, 
whether  his  vote  was  illegal,  ana  whether  it  was  shown  for  which 
candidates  he  voted.  As  a  result  of  all  the  findings  of  the  majority 
of  the  committee  upon  these  individual  questions  tne  majorities  for 
each  of  the  members  now  holding  the  seats  were  increased.  As  a 
result  of  the  findings  of  the  minority  the  majorities  of  three  of 
them  were  overcome  and  majorities  shown  for  their  opponents,  while 
the  majorities  of  the  other  two  were  decreased.  The  largest  dif- 
ferences in  the  findings  of  the  two  portions  of  the  committee  were 
based  on  a  difference  over  the  law  of  evidence  in  regard  to  alien 
votes.  The  committee  unanimously  held  that  votes  received  by  the 
election  officers  were  prima  facie  legal,  and  could  not  be  thrown 
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out  until  their  illegality  was  affirmatively  shown.  The  majority  held 
that  this  illegality  must  be  shown  to  the  exclusion  of  a  reasonable 
doubt.  Applying  these  principles  to  alien  votes,  the  majority  held 
that  the  burden  was  on  tne  parties  attacking  the  votes  to  show  not 
only  that  the  voters  were  foreign  born,  but  also  that  they  had  never 
been  naturalized.  To  this  the  minority  objected  that  it  was  requiring 
the  proof  of  a  negative,  and  that  unless  the  voter  chose  to  testify  and 
incriminate  himself  this  negative  could  only  be  proved  by  searching 
the  records  of  every  court  in  the  United  States  competent  to  grant 
naturalization.  They  held  that  the  fact  of  foreign  birth  being  proved 
the  burden  shifted  to  the  mCrty  sustaining  the  vote  to  show  naturaliza- 
tion. They  complained  that  the  majority  of  the  committee,  knowing 
that  a  iiile  attaching  undue  importance  to  the  reception  of  a  vote  at 
the  polls  would  necessarily  result  more  favorably  to  the  candidates 
having  the  prima  facie  majority,  had  not  only  adopted  such  a  rule, 
but  had  also  applied  it  unfairly  and  with  even  more  severity  than  its 
terms  requirea.  Referring  to  the  rules  of  evidence  which  they  alleged 
the  majority  had  disregaroed,  they  said: 

To  suppose  any  member  of  the  committee  to  be  ignorant  of  a  rule  of  law  so  old 
and  universal,  and  founded  in  so  much  good  sense,  would  be  to  justify  his  integrity, 
and  maintain  his  impartiality  at  the  expense  of  his  judgment  and  of  every  qualifi- 
cation required  for  the  proper  dischai^e  of  the  duties  of  a  committee  on  elections. 
We  disclaim  all  design  of  charging  the  course  adopted  by  the  majority  to  corrupt 
intentions,  but  we  are  very  reluctsmt  to  embrace  the  other'branch  of  the  alternative, 
and  conclude,  therefore,  that  some  strange  {prejudice  must  have  taken  possession  of 
the  mind  and  led  the  judgment  captive  at  will. 

It  is  liot  necessary  to  give  in  detail  the  other  rules  adopted  in  regard 
to  illegal  votes;  they  are  all  referred  to  elsewhere.  One  precinct 
return  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  one  of  the  officers  of  elec- 
tion was  not  qualified,  but  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  seemed 
to  show  that  he  probably  was  qualified,  and  his  failure  afterwards  to 
return  the  regular  certificate  oi  his  qualification  ought  not  to  disfran- 
chise the  voters.  The  other  precinct  was  asked  to  be  rejected  on  the 
ground  that  the  officers  of  election  had  fraudulently  failed  to  count  8 
votes  as  they  were  cast.  The  testimony  to  account  for  the  discrep- 
ancy was  not  in  all  respects  conclusive,  but  it  appeared  so  fully  that 
the  election  was  honestly  and  fairly  conducted  that  the  committee 
would  not  reject  the  return.  The  committee  were  unanimous  in 
counting  these  returns. 

The  report  of  the  committee  was  adopted  on  July  17,  1840,  without 
d<haii\  by  a  vote  of  101  to  22 — just  a  quorum,  many  members  refus- 
ing to  vote. 

Jfone  of  the  debates  or  proceedings  of  the  committee,  and  only  por- 
tions of  the  reports  in  this  case,  are  given  in  1  Bartlett,  and  the  above 
facts  have  been  largely  derived  from  the  original  documents. 

[1  Bart.,  19-33,  also  Report  506,  first  session  Twenty -sixth  Con- 
gress.] 

(2)  Ingersoll  v%.  Nayix)r. 

Fraud;  electimi  officer's  not  sworn,  Ri-portfor  contestee,  Contestee 
retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Fillmore. 

The  contestant  asked  that  the  returns  of  seven  precincts,  which  gave 
an  aggregate  majority  for  the  sitting  member  larger  than  his  majority 
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in  the  district,  be  thrown  out  for  fraud.  The  charge  against  six  of 
these  precincts  was  that  the  registering  officers  fraudulently  added 
to  the  registry  lists  a  large  number  of  names  of  persons  either  not  in 
existence  or  not  having  a  right  to  vote.  The  testimony  to  sustain 
this  charge  was  chiefly  hearsay,  and  was  thrown  out  by  the  committee 
on  this  ground.  The  rest  was  ver\'^  remotely  inferential,  or  based  on 
a  so-called  political  census,  which  the  committee  found  to  be  "too 
vague  and  uncertain  to  lay  the  foundation  for  B,ny  judicial  decision." 
If  any  names  were  improperly  added  to  the  regLstry  list,  the  wrong 
was  corrected  before  the  election,  and  no  evil  resulted. 

The  only  other  im]X)rtant  charge  was  that  in  one  precinct  the  judges 
of  election,  instead  of  being  properly  sworn  to  perform  their  duties, 
were  sworn  upon  a  Philadelphia  directory  instead  of  the  Bible,  and 
were  sworn  ''to  do  justice  to  their  party."  The  only  evidence  of  this 
mock  oath  was  the  testimony  of  one  of  the  election  officers,  who  was 
three  times  sworn  in  the  case.  The  first  time  he  refused  to  testify  on 
this  question  on  the  ground  that  he  might  incriminate  himself,  the 
second  time  he  did  not  mention  it,  and  the  third  time  he  read  his  testi- 
mony from  a  paper  which  he  refused  to  allow  to  be  inspected.  His 
conduct  in  this  and  other  respects  tended  to  discredit  his  testimony. 
He  was  directly  contradicted  by  all  the  other  officers  of  election  and  by 
the  justice  of  the  peace  who  administered  the  oath.  There  was  no 
oath  on  file  in  the  prothonotary's  office,  but  it  appeared  that  the  papers 
in  this  office  had  been  very  carelessly  kept.  All  the  election  papers 
had  been  taken  to  the  State  capital  once,  and  some  of  them  haa  been 
taken  out  at  various  times  by  other  persons.  The  resolution  reported 
by  the  committee,  sustaining  the  right  of  Mr.  Naylor  to  his  seat,  was 
passed  by  the  House  after  a  brief  debate. 

[1  Bart,  33-87.] 

H.  Doc.  510 8 
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TWENTT-SEYENTH  CONGBESS,  1841-1843. 

Committee  an  Elections, 

First  Hessian, 

Mr.  Halsted,  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Gamble,  Georgia, 

Blair,  New  York,  A.  V.  Brown,  Tennessee, 

Cravens,  Indiana,  Medill,  Ohio, 

Borden,  Massachusetts,  J.  W.  Williams,  Maryland, 

Mr.  Summers,  Virginia. 

Second  sessio7i, 

Mr.  Halsted,  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Barton,  Virginia, 

Blair,  New  York,  Turney,  Tennessee, 

Cravens,  Indiana,  Houston,  Alabama, 

Borden,  Massachusetts,  Reynolds,  Illinois, 

Mr.  Randall,  Maine. 

Cases, 

Jl)  Joshua  A.  Lowell,  Mai7\s, 

^2)  David  Levy,  Florida  Territoi^y, 

(1)  Lowell. 

False  returns.  Report  for  sitting  member.  Sitting  member  retained 
the  seat. 

Two  petitions  were  received  asking  for  an  inquiry  into  the  election 
of  Mr.  Lowell.  A  majority  vote  was  required  in  Maine  to  constitute 
an  election,  and  at  the  first  trial  no  election  was  had.  At  the  second 
trial  Mr.  Lowell  was  returned  as  receiving  a  majority  of  4  votes  over 
all  and  given  the  certificate  of  election.  The  petitioners  alleged  and 
offered  to  prove  that  in  one  precinct  the  returns  showed  63  votes  for 
the  sitting  member  and  none  for  any  other  candidate,  whereas  another 
candidate  did  receive  29  votes.  Other  but  less  important  allegations 
were  also  made.  The  sitting  member  denied  the  allegations  and 
objected  to  all  the  evidence  as  ex  parte.  The  committee  considered 
the  evidence,  but  it  seems  to  have  been  insuflicient  to  sustain  the 
charges,  as  the  committee,  without  formal  report,  merely  reconmiended 
a  resolution  declaring  the  sitting  member  entitled  to  his  seat,  which 
was  adopted  without  division. 

[1  Bart,  37-41.] 

(2)  Levy. 

Citizenship  of  sitthuj  inernher.  First  report  to  vacate  seat.  Second 
majority  report  for  sittuig  member;  minority  report  to  vacate  seat, 
No  action  hy  the  House, 

First  report  by  Mr.  Halsted;  second  majority  report  by  Mr.  Bar- 
ton; minority  report  by  Mr.  Halsted. 

A  remonstrance  from  citizens  of  Florida  was  presented  protesting 
against  the  right  of  Mr.  Levy  to  sit  as  Delegate  from  Florida,  on  the 
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ground  that  he  was  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  It  appeared 
that  Moses  Levy,  the  father  of  the  sitting  member,  was  a  native  of 
Morocco,  but  that  at  the  date  of  the  birth  of  his  son  he  was  a  subject 
of  the  King  of  Denmark.  David  Levy  was  born  in  the  West  Indies. 
In  1820  Moses  Levy  purchased  a  large  tract  of  land  in  Florida,  with 
the  intention  of  settling  upon  it.  His  son  was  then  but  a  child.  In 
the  early  part  of  1821  tne  father  came  to  Philadelphia,  and  took  out 
his  declaration  of  intention  to  become  an  American  citizen.  He  then 
sailed  for  Florida,  and  arrived  in  St.  Augustine  subsequent  to  July 
10, 1821.  Florida  was  formally  transferred  to  the  United  States  on 
July  17,  1821,  and  there  was  a  aispute  as  to  whether  he  had  arrived  in 
Florida  before  that  date,  or  not  until  a  few  days  later.  He  had  received 
a  certificate  of  inhabitancv,  and  a  certificate  of  naturalization  had  been 
issued  to  him  bv  Governor  Jackson.  David  Lew,  the  son,  attended 
school  in  Norfolk  until  1827,  when,  still  underage,  he  went  to  Florida. 
He  claimed  citizenship  under  the  naturalization  of  his  father,  and  this 
claim  had  been  sustained  by  a  recent  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals 
of  the  Territory. 

The  committee  reported  that  the  sitting  member  was  not  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  and  was  therefore  disqualified  to  sit.  The  House 
had  the  undoubted  right  to  inquire  into  the  qualifications  of  a  Dele- 
gate, as  well  as  of  a  Representative,  and  while  the  statute  did  not  dis- 
qualify an  alien  from  sitting  as  a  Delegate,  the  common  law^  and  the 
usage  of  nations  undoubtedly  did.  The  certificate  of  naturalization 
issued  to  Moses  Levy  by  Governor  Jackson,  was  under  a  statute  sub- 
sequently declared  void,  and  was  plainly  in  excess  of  his  powers.  The 
recent  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals,  not  being  made  by  a  court  of 
concurrent  jurisdiction,  nor  in  a  case  between  the  same  parties,  was 
not  conclusive  on  the  House  of  the  citizenship  of  David  Levy.  Moses 
Levy  not  having  been  a  subject  of  the  King  of  Spain  at  the  time  of 
the  transfer  ot  Florida,  no  treaty  action  between  Spain  and  this 
country  could  have  transferred  his  allegiance.  His  only  right  to  citi- 
zenship, then,  must  be  based  on  the  laws  granting  citizenship  to  all 
who  were  inhabitants  of  Florida  on  July  17,  1821.  The  testimony 
indicated  that  he  was  not  an  inhabitant  of  Florida  until  a  few  days 
after  that  date,  and,  consequently,  neither  he  nor  his  minor  son  was 
naturalized. 

When  the  report  was  presented  to  the  House  Mr.  Levy  moved  that 
he  have  until  tne  first  day  of  the  next  session  to  take  further  testi- 
mony. This  was  granted,  and  on  examination  of  the  additional  testi- 
mony the  majority  of  the  committee  reversed  the  former  decision,  and 
reported  in  favor  of  the  right  of  Mr.  Levy  to  the  seat.  The  new  evi- 
dence went  chiefly  to  estamish  the  fact  that  Mjses  Levy  was  actually 
in  Florida  on  July  17,  1821.  The  evidence  was  very  contradictory 
and  not  fully  conclusive,  but  the  committee  thought  that  it  fairly  estab- 
lished the  fact.  In  a  case  like  this  the  leaning  ought  to  be  in  favor  of 
the  claimant  of  citizenship.  He  had  resided  in  this  country  since  he 
was  9  years  old,  had  always  considered  himself  a  citizen,  ana  the  ques- 
tion of  his  citizenship  had  been  passed  upon  bv  the  courts  of  Florida, 
by  the  executive  department  of  the  United  States,  and  in  effect  by 
the  people.  If  he  was  not  a  citizen,  the  lack  at  most  was  a  very  tech- 
nical one. 

The  minority  reported  that  a  large  part  of  the  additional  evidence 
ought  to  have  been  thrown  out,  as  being  taken  without  notice,  and 
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after  the  time  fixed  by  the  House.  But  considering  it,  the  preponder- 
ance of  it  .showed  that  Moses  Levy  did  not  arrive  in  Florida  until  after 
July  17,  1821,  and  hence  neither  he  nor  his  son  were  citizens. 

No  action  was  had  upon  this  case  in  the  House,  so  Mr.  Levy  retained 
his  seat. 

[1  Bart.,  41-47  (only  one  of  the  three  reports  is  given  in  1  Bart.); 
see  also  Report  No.  10,  first  session  Twenty -seventh  Congress,  and  No. 
450,  secona  session.] 
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TWENTT-EIGHTH  C0NGBE88,  1843-1845. 

Committee  on  Elections. 

Mr.  Elmer,  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Douglas,  Illinois, 

Chapman,  Alabama,  Davis,  Kentucky, 

Newton,  Virginia,  Schenck,  Ohio/ 

Hamlin,  Maine,  A.  V.  Brown,  Tennessee, 

M.  Ellis,  New  York. 

Cases, 

(1)  Members  elected  by  ffenenil  ticket. 

2)  Wm.  L.  Goggin  vs,  Thomas  W.  Gilmer,  Virginia. 

3)  John  M.  Botte  vs.  John  W.  Jones,  Virginia. 

(1)  members  elected  by  general  ticket. 


\ 


Majority  report  thxit  they  were  efuvtitled  to  their  seats;  minority  reptrrt 
that  they  were  not  entitled  to  their  seats.  The  House  sustained  their 
right  to  their  seats. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Douglas;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Davis. 

Themajority  and  minority  reports  in  this  case,  written  by  Mr.  Stephen 
A.  Douglas  and  Mr.  Garrett  Davis,  contain  exhaustive  arguments  upon 
the  constitutional  principles  involved.  Onl^^  a  very  unsatisfactory 
outline  of  these  arguments  can  be  given  without  going  beyond  the 
limits  of  space  necessary  to  be  observed.     The  Twenty-seventh  Con- 

fress,  in  tne  second  section  of  the  apportionment  act  made  necessary 
y  the  Sixth  Census,  had  provided  that — 

In  each  case  where  a  State  i«  entitled  to  more  than  one  Representative,  the  num- 
ber to  which  each  State  shall  be  entitled,  under  this  apportionment,  shall  be  electeti 
by  districts  composed  of  contiguous  territory,  equal  in  number  to  the  number  of 
Eiepresentatives  to  which  said  State  shall  be  entitled — no  one  district  electing  more 
than  one  Representative. 

All  the  States  but  four,  either  under  previously  existing  laws  or 
under  laws  passed  in  accordance  with  this  provision,  elected  their  Rep- 
resentatives by  districts,  but  the  States  of  New  Hampshire,  Georgia, 
Mississippi,  and  Missouri  elected  the  Representatives  to  which  they 
were  entitled  by  general  ticket  from  the  State  at  large.  ^ 

The  majority  of  the  committee  reported  in  favor  of  the  validity  of 
the  elections  in  these  States,  arguing  substantially  as  follows: 

There  is  a  direct  conflict  between  the  second  section  of  the  apportion- 
ment act  and  the  election  laws  of  the  States  in  question. 

The  conflict  is  so  clear,  so  palpable,  so  direct,  that  both  can  not  stand;  one  or  the 
other  must  yield.  Either  the  State  laws  and  all  the  procee<iing8  under  them  are  void, 
or  the  second  section  of  the  apportionment  act  is  invalid  and  moperative. 

There  is  not  only  a  conflict  of  law,  but  a  conflict  of  right,  of  power,  of  sovereignty, 
between  the  Federal  Government  and  four  of  the  independent  States  of  this  Union. 

The  sixth  article  of  the  Constitution  provides  that  this  Constitution,  and  the  laws  of 


*  At  the  last  session  of  the  Twenty-seventh  Congress,  wh^n  it  became  evident  that 
the  failure  of  these  States  to  comply  with  the  law  of  Congress  would  produce  a  bitter 
contest  in  the  House,  the  committee  reported  favorably  a  bill  suspending  the  opera- 
tions of  the  law  so  far  as  it  applied  to  the  Twenty-eighth  Congress,  in  the  hope  that 
before  the  next  election  all  the  States  would  voluntarily  comply  with  it;  but  the  bill 
did  not  become  a  law. 
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the  United  States  which  shall  be  made  in  pursuance  thereof,  shall  be  the  supreme 
law  of  the  land,  anything  in  the  constitution  or  laws  of  any  State  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding.  This  brings  us  directly  to  the  point  at  issue.  Is  the  second  .sec- 
tion of  the  apportionment  act  a  laiVj  w'hich  ha-«^  been  made  in  pursuance  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  valid,  operative,  and  binding  upon  the  States?  If 
the  affirmative  of  this  proposition  can  be  successfully  maintained,  the  State  laws  must 
yield  to  the  paramount  authority,  and  the  elections  under  them  be  declared  void. 

Under  the  Constitution  the  State  legislatures  are  required  U)  prescribe 
the  times,  places,  and  manner  of  holding  elections  for  Senators  and 
Representatives,  but  Congress  is  permitted  at  any  time  to  ^'make  or 
alter  such  regulations."  The  Stete  legislatures  have  an  imperative 
duty  in  this  matter,  but  they  are  intrusted  with  an  unlimited  discretion 
in  the  manner  of  its  performance.     But — 

The  privilege  allow^ed  Congress  of  altering  State  regulations  or  of  making  new  ones, 
if  not  in  terms  is  certainlv  in  spirit  and  design  dependent  and  contingent.  If  the 
legislatures  of  the  States  fail  or  refuse  to  act  in  the  premises  or  act  in  such  a  manner 
as  will  be  subversive  of  the  rights  of  the  i)eople  and  the  principles  of  the  Constitution, 
then  this  conservative  power  interposes,  and,  upon  the  principle  of  self-preservation, 
authorizes  Congress  to  do  that  which  the  State  legislatures  ought  to  have  done. 

The  history  of  the  adoption  of  this  provision  and  of  its  ratification 
by  the  States  shows  that  it  was  introduced  for  this  purpose  alone,  and 
was  mtified  by  the  States  only  upon  the  understanding  that  it  would 
never  be  used  for  any  other  purpose. 

But  the  question  now  to  be  considered  is  one  of  power  and  not  of  the 
propriety  of  its  exercise;  and  if  it  is  conceded  that  the  powaM*  of  Con- 
gress in  the  premises  is  as  plenary  as  that  of  the  States,  the  question  still 
remains  ^'wnether  the  second  section  of  the  apportionment  act  is  an 
exercise  of  this  power  in  a  manner  contemplatea  by  the  Constitution 
and  binding  upon  the  States."  This  provision  is  of  itself  nugatory 
and  inoperative  without  the  aid  of  State  legislation.  It  does  not 
provide  the  districts  in  which  the  election  is  to  be  held  or  furnish  any 
of  the  necessarj^  regulations.  It  is  said  to  be  a  direction  to  the  State 
legislatures  to  enact  laws  of  a  certain  sort;  but  the  Constitution  gives 
to  Congress  no  power  to  coTimand  the  States. 

The  right  to  change  State  laws,  or  to  enact  others  which  shall  suspend  them,  does 
not  imply  the  right  to  compel  the  State  legislatures  to  make  such  changes  or  new 
enactments.  Wnatever  power  the  legislatures  possess  over  elections  they  derive 
from  the  Constitution  and  not  from  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

Congress  has  the  right  to  enact  its  own  laws  and  to  enforce  them  by 
its  own  agencies,  and  hence  there  is  no  necessity  or  implied  power  to 
require  the  States  to  enact  or  enforce  laws.  The  very  feature  of  the 
old  confederation  which  made  the  Constitution  necessarv  was  the  fact 
that  the  laws  of  Congress  operated  upon  the  States  and  not  upon  the 
people,  and  hence  were  only  enforceable  by  the  consent  or  coercion  of 
sovereign  States.  In  some  cases,  under  the  Constitution,  the  States 
and  the  Federal  Government  have  concurrent  powers,  but  in  the  case 
of  bankruptcy  laws,  one  of  these  concurrent  powers,  it  would  not  be 
contended  that  Congress  would  have  the  right  to  lay  down  certain 
abstract  principles  and  require  the  States  to  pass  bankruptcy  laws  con- 
forming to  these  principles.  Congress  has  the  undoubted  power  to 
[)rescrihe  the  tu/^e^  of  elections,  but  no  one  would  contend  that  a  valid 
aw  could  be  passed  requiring  the  elections  to  be  held  on  the  same  day 
in  all  the  States  without  fixing  that  day. 

Hence  we  are  brought  irresistibly  to  the  concluHiion  that  a  fair  interpretation  of  this 
clause  of  the  Constitution  requires  that  Congress  .shall  either  designate  the  time,  s^x^cify 
the  pla(!es,  and  prescribe  the  manner,  by  law,  or  leave  it  to  the  wisdom  and  discretion 
of  the  several  State  legislatures. 
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Congress  need  not  exercise  all  of  its  powers  at  once,  but  whenever 
it  does  assume 

the  power  over  one  branch  of  the  subject  its  legislation  must  be  complete  to  that 
extent,  so  as  to  execute  itself  without  the  intervention  of  the  State  legislatures,  and 
the  residue  must  be  left  to  the  States  to  be  exercised  according  to  their  discretion 
under  the  Constitution. 

The  committee  recommended  resolutions  declaring  the  second  sec- 
tion of  the  apportionment  act  void,  and  that  all  the  members  of  the 
House  (except  the  two  contested  cases  from  Virginia)  were  duly 
elected. 

The  minority  held  that  the  second  section  of  the  apportionment  act 
was  a  valid  law,  and  the  elections  held  in  the  four  otates  in  question 
consequently  void.  The  Government  of  the  United  States,  under  the 
Constitution,  is  a  government  complete  in  itself.  No  State  officer  or 
legislature,  in  performing  any  function  of  the  Federal  Government, 
does  so  by  any  authority  residing  in  the  States,  but  by  the  authoritj^ 
of  the  Constitution,  and  by  virtue  of  an  agency  created  by  the  Consti- 
tution. The  only  authority  the  State  legislatures  have  over  Fedeml 
elections  is  derived  from  the  Constitution,  and  is  granted  by  a  pro- 
vision which  gives  Congress,  at  its  option,  a  coextensive  and  para- 
mount authority.  Unless  the  power  to  prescribe  that  elections  for 
Representatives  shall  be  b}-^  general  ticket,  or  by  districts,  is  given  to 
the  legislatures  by  this  section  of  the  Constitution,  the}'^  do  not  possess 
it  at  all.  If  they  do  possess  it,  the  same  section  wnich  gives  it  to  them 
gives  it  to  Congress.  That  the  powers  of  Congress  are  thus  as  com- 
plete as  those  of  the  legislatures  is  shown  not  only  by  the  histor}"  of 
the  adoption  of  this  provision,  but  also  by  the  protests  of  several  of 
the  States,  made  at  the  time,  and  based  upon  exactly  this  interpreta- 
tion of  the  section  as  it  stands. 

Congress  has  power  to  alter  State  regulations,  -and  it  is  upon  this 
power  that  the  validity  of  the  second  section  of  the  apportionment  act 
rests.  No  State  can  prevent  or  circumscribe  the  action  of  Congress 
in  this  respect.  Congress  may  alter  the  State  regulations  to  any  extent 
it  chooses,  leaving  those  parts  not  altered  still  in  force.  Any  altera- 
tion that  the  State  legislatures  themselves  could  make  Congress  can 
make,  and  it  becomes  immediately  a  part  of  the  State  laws,  lust  as  if 
it  had  been  made  by  the  legislatures  of  all  the  States.  If  Congress 
should  pass  a  law  fixing  the  time  of  Federal  elections,  it  would  imme- 
diately alter  such  provisions  of  the  State  laws  as  fixed  a  different 
time;  but  the  other  provisions  would  remain  in  force,  and  the  elec- 
tion would  be  held  under  the  State  laws,  altered  in  respect  to  time 
by  the  law  of  Congress.  But  the  constitutionality  of  this  Congres- 
sional alteration  would  not  depend  on  the  fact  that  the  other  por- 
tions of  the  State  regulations  were  so  constructed  that  with  this 
alteration  a  complete  system,  capable  of  being  executed  without 
further  legislation,  would  remain.  A  law  is  constitutional  if  it  is 
not  contrary  to  the  Constitution,  and  the  constitutionality  of  a  law 
of  Congress  can  not  depend  on  the  forms  of  State  laws.  The  fact 
that  the  second  section  of  the  apportionment  act  so  alters  the  regula- 
tions of  some  of  the  States  that  what  remains  can  not  pwprio  vigore 
be  executed  does  not  affect  its  constitutionality.  If  a  similar  pro- 
vision had  been  passed  by  the  legislature  of  one  of  the  States,  it  would 
have  amounted  to  an  alteration  of  the  election  laws,  even  though,  by 
disagreement  of  the  two  branches  of  the  legislature,  the  further  legis- 
lation necessary  to  carry  it  into  execution  nad  failed  of  passage;  and 
no  valid  election  could  have  been  held  in  that  State  until  flie  necessary 
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regulations  in  conformity  with  this  provision  of  the  law  had  been 
adopted  and  followed.  When  the  altemtion  was  made  by  a  law  of 
Congress  the  ease  was  exactly  similar,  and  no  valid  election  could  be 
held  contrary  to  its  provisions.  If  the  State  legislatures  were  under 
the  duty  of  enacting  regulations  which  would  make  the  laws,  as  thus 
altered,  capable  of  being  executed,  it  was  not  because  this  law  of  Con- 
gress actea  as  a  mandamus  on  the  leg'islatures.  The  Constitution 
itself,  from  which  the  legislatures  derive  their  authority,  commands 
them  to  enact  regulations;  and  if  Congress  so  exercises  its  authority 
to  alter  State  regulations  as  to  render  further  legislation  necessary 
before  the  laws  as  altered  can  form  a  complete  and  practicable  system, 
the  command  for  the  enactment  of  such  legislation  comes  not  from 
Congress,  but  from  the  Constitution.  The  Taw,  then,  not  being  con- 
trary to  the  Constitution,  is  valid  and  binding  in  all  the  States,  unless 
it  can  be  held  invalid  under  the  principle  that  a  law  which  expresses 
no  meaning,  or  whose  meaning  is  altogether  doubtful,  is  of  no  effect. 
A  law"  requiring  elections  to  be  held  at  a  unifomi  time,  without  desig- 
nating the  time,  would,  under  this  principle,  bo  invalid,  because  no 
State,  looking  to  the  law  alone,  could  know  what  day  was  intended. 
But  such  is  not  the  case  with  the  provision  requiring  elections  to  be 
held  by  districts,  no  district  to  elect  more  than  one  representative. 
If  this  were  a  provision  of  the  Constitution  no  one  would  be  doubtful 
of  its  meaning  or  of  the  duty  of  the  legislatures  to  follow  it.  Simi- 
larly if  it  were  an  enactment  of  the  legislatures  themselv^es.  A  pro- 
vision which  would  have  meaning  in  these  situations  can  not  be  neld 
to  be  meaningless  simply  because  it  is  a  law  of  Congress,  which  the 
Constitution  says  shall  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land. 

The  undersigned  think  that  the  following  propositions  are  (clearly  made  out:  That 
this  law  is  not  unconstitutional,  ]>ecause  there  is  nothing  in  it  in  opjx)8ition  to  the 
Constitution;  that  it  is  not  void  in  consequence  of  not  l)eing  a  full  execution  of  the 
power  of  Congress,  because  the  Constitution  permits  Congress  to  exercise  so  miu^h 
of  this  power  at  all  times  as  it  may  think  proper;  that  it  is  not  a  nullity,  because  it 
is  a  clear,  intelligible,  and  substantive  alteratioij.  of  the  State  laws,  which  Congress 
had  the  right  to  make,  and  it  plainly  and  distinctly,  by  its  provisions,  infonns  the 
State  legislatures  what  they  are  to  do  to  give  it  practical  effect;  that  the*  State  legis- 
latures are  commanded  by  the  Constitution  and  l)ound  by  their  oath  to  support  it, 
to  divide  their  States  respectively  into  districts,  and  to  j)rescril)e  any  other  needful 
regulations  to  give  this  law  its  effect;  and  that  the  general  ticket  regulation  of  New 
Hampshire,  Georgia,  Mississippi,  and  Missouri  and  the  election  of  their  representa- 
tives, being  in  opposition  to  this  law  of  Congress,  w^hich  is  a  part  of  the  supreme  law 
of  the  land,  are  void  and  of  no  effect. 

The  debate  on  this  subject  occupied  a  large  part  of  the  session.  The 
report  of  the  committee  was  not  formally  agreed  to,  but  it  was  voted 
by  a  decided  majority  that  each  member  elected  by  general  ticket  was 
entitled  to  his  seat.  The  entire  debate  may  be  found  in  the  Congres- 
sional Globe,  volume  13,  parts  1  and  2.  A  full  index  of  the  debate 
is  given  on  page  16  of  part  1  and  page  3  of  part  2. 

[1  Bart.,  47-69.] 

(2)    CtOGGIN   7'.V.    (tILMER. 

AdjouT-nmeitt  of  poll f'  election  ojficerfi  not  {^imyri}.  MitjorJti/  rejyort 
f(n*  sitting  member y  minoHty  report  to  ih-dare  Si'ut  racant,  J!^o  action 
by  tlie  Ilauae. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Elmer;  minority  report  bv  Mr.  Schenck. 

At  the  close  of  the  first  day's  voting  Mr.  Goggin  had  a  majority  of 
the  votes;  but  the  superintendents  of  election  at  j)olls  in  two  counties 
continued  the  election  for  three  davs  on  account  of  rain,  under  the 

*■'  7 
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Virginia  law,  and  including  the  votes  given  at  these  polls  on  the  second 
and  third  days  Mr.  Gilmer  had  a  majority  of  24  votes.  He  contested 
the  election  on  the  ground  that  the  occasion  of  adjournment  required 
by  the  law  did  not  exist;  that  under  the  law  the  officers  had  no 
authority  to  adjourn  the  poll  without  a  request  from  one  of  the  candi- 
dates, which  request  was  not  made;  and  also  that  the  officers  of  elec- 
tion at  these  polls  were  not  sworn.  The  law  under  which  the  officers 
claimed  to  act  was:  '^If,  by  rain  or  rise  of  watercourses,  many  of  the 
electors  may  have  been  hindered  from  attending,"  the  election  officers 
"may,  and  shall,  by  the  request  of  any  one  or  more  of  the  candidates, 
or  their  agents,  adjourn  the  proceedings"  for  three  days. 

On  the  first  day  of  the  election,  in  the  counties  in  question,  rain  had 
fallen,  many  voters  had  remained  away  from  the  polls,  and  some  of 
them  had  been  kept  away  by  the  rain.  The  committee  were  of  the 
opinion  that  the  officers  of  election,  from  the  very  nature  of  the  case, 
must  be  the  judges  whether  the  rain  was  sufficient  to  have  hindered, 
and  had  hindered,  many  voters  from  coming  to  the  polls. 

Had  it  now  clearly  appeared  that  they  were  mistaken  in  this  judgment,  the  com- 
mittee do  not  think  that  their  proceedmgs  should  be  declared  illegal  and  void,  in 
the  absence  of  all  proof  and  of  all  complaint  that  they  acted  fraudulently. 

But  the  evidence  was  far  from  showing  that  they  had  acted  injudi- 
ciously. 

The  committee  were  also  of  the  opinion  that  it  was  a  mistaken 
interpretation  of  the  law  above  quoted  to  assume  that  the  elec- 
tion officers  could  only  adjourn  the  poll  on  the  request  of  a  candidate 
or  his  agent.  But,  conceding  the  interpretation  contended  for,  the 
burden  was  certainly  on  contestant  to  show  conclusively  that  no  such 
request  had  been  made.  Neither  of  the  candidates  for  Congress  had 
made  the  request,  but  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  it  might  not 
have  been  made  by  a  candidate  for  the  State  legislature  or  by  some 
voluntary  agent  of  one  of  the  candidates  for  Congress. 

The  evidence  by  which  it  was  sought  to  show  that  the  officers  of 
election  were  not  sworn  was  unsatisfactory.  Except  as  to  one  poll,  it 
appeared  by  other  evidence  that  they  were  sworn,  and  the  evidence 
as  to  that  poll  consisted  of  two  conflicting  certificates  of  the  county 
clerk;  the  first  clearly  attempting  to  show  by  certificate  facts  only 
capable  of  being  shown  bv  testimony,  and  the  second  perhaps  open 
to  the  same  objection,  and,  if  not,  at  least  discredited  by  its  connict 
with  the  first. 

The  minoritv  report  (not  given  in  1  Bart.)  favored  setting  the  elec- 
tion aside.  The  plain  construction  of  the  law  was  that  the  election 
officers,  if  a  certam  contingency  occurred  and  if  requested  by  one  of 
the  candidates,  were  authorized  and  required  to  adjourn  the  poll. 
Except  as  to  one  precinct,  it  was  clear  that  no  such  contingency  existed, 
and  tne  evidence  in  regard  to  that  one  precinct  was  of  a  suspicious 
character.  It  was  clear  also  that  neither  of  the  candidates  had 
requested  the  adjournment.  The  first  certificate  of  the  clerk  of 
Amherst  County  was  based  on  a  partial  examination  of  the  records 
and  was  also  clearly  incompetent,  but  the  second  certificate  was  compe- 
petent  and  showed  that  the  election  officers  at  one  poll  were  not 
sworn.  The  requirement  of  an  oath  was  mandatory,  and  the  poll 
should  be  thrown  out  under  the  precedents.  The  minority  favored  a 
new  election. 

Before  the  C4use  was  reached  in  the  House  Mr.  Gilmer,  having  been 
appointed  to  a  Fedei'al  office,  resigned,  and,  a  new  election  being  thus 
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obtained,  the  case  was  not  pressed  in  the  House,  and  leave  was  asked 
to  withdraw  the  papers  of  contest. 

[1  Bail.,  70-73;  also  Report  No.  76,  part  2,  first  session  Twenty- 
eighth  Congress.] 

(3)  BoTTS  v8.  Jones. 

Illegal  i^otes;  election  officers  not  sfworn;  ir7'egvlaritiei<.  Both  n^xi^rt^ 
fat"  sitting  7iiemher.     Sitting  7nernhe9'  retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Elmer;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Newton. 

According  to  the  returns  Mr.  Jones  had  a  majority  of  34  votes. 
Mr,  Botts  c^harged  that  284  illegal  votes  were  cast  for  Mr.  Jones;  Mr. 
Jones  charged  that  440  illegal  votes  were  cast  for  Mr.  Botts.  The 
petitioner  also  attacked  two  polls  for  irregularities. 

The  testimony  was  all  taken  under  the  provisions  of  the  Virginia 
law  for  contests  in  the  State  legislature.  Under  the  practice  of  this 
law  each  party  had  the  burden  of  sustaining  the  legality  of  votes  cast 
for  him  and  objected  to  bj^  his  opponent,  andthe  parties  in  this  case  had 
proceeded  on  this  basis.  The  committee  considered  this  a  false  prin- 
ciple, but  inasmuch  as  the  parties  in  many  cases  had  taken  no  testi- 
mony at  all  in  regard  to  votes  definitelv  known  to  be  illegal,  the 
committee  were  forced  to  proceed  on  tlie  same  assumption  as  the 
parties,  and  take  votes  as  conceded  to  be  illegal  where  tnere  was  no 
evidence  to  show  them  legal. 

Upon  an  examination  of  all  the  testimony  the  committee  deducted 
117  votes  from  the  sitting  member  and  238  Jrom  the  petitioner,  leav- 
ing a  net  majority  of  155  votes  for  the  sitting  member.' 

One  poll  was  attacked  by  the  petitioner  on  the  ground  that  only  one 
''writer"  had  been  appointed  to  take  the  poll  for  Congress.  The 
law  required  the  oflScer  conducting  the  election  to  "appoint  so  many 
writers  as  he  shall  think  fit,"  to  ''  deliver  a  poll  book  to  each  writer," 
etc.  The  committee  held  that  the  discretionary  authority'  given  included 
the  right  to  appoint  only  one  writer.  But  in  this  case  three  writers 
were  appointed,  but  only  one  of  them  took  the  poll  for  Congress. 

The  other  poll  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  the  sheriff  and 
one  of  the  two  superintendents  was  not  sworn.  The  committee 
thought  this  objection  ought  not  to  be  considered,  as  notice  of  it  was 
not  given  to  the  sitting  member  within  the  time  prescribed  bjr  the 
Virginia  law.  But  if  it  was  considered,  the  failure  of  the  sheriff  to 
take  the  oath  was  immaterial.  His  presence,  under  the  new  laws  of 
Virginia,  was  not  necessary,  and  his  duties  were  not  such  as  to  render 
the  taking  of  an  oath  imperative.  The  failure  of  one  of  the  superin- 
tendents to  be  sworn  was  undoubtedly  irregular  and  illegal,  but  the 
committee  were  not  prepared  on  this  account  to  set  aside  a  poll  against 
which  there  were  no  charges  of  unfairness  and  whose  illegal  votes 
had  already  been  purged  under  a  rule  extremely  favorable  to  the 
party  objecting  to  them. 

The  minority  held  that  this  objection  ought  to  be  considered,  as 
reasonable  notice  had  been  given.  The  failure  of  two  of  the  three 
officers  to  be  sworn  vitiated  the  election.  The  minority  also  differed 
in  regard  to  many  individual  illegal  votes,  but  as  they  still  found  a 
small  majority  remaining  for  Mr.  Jones  they  concurred  in  the  result 
but  not  in  the  reasoning  of  the  majority  report. 

After  a  brief  debate  the  House  confirmed  the  title  of  Mr.  Jones  by 
a  vote  of  150  to  0. 

[1  Bart.,  73-78;  see  also  Report  No.  520,  first  session  Twenty-eighth 
Congress  (minority  report  not  not  given  in  1  Bartlett).] 
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TWENTY-NINTH  CONGRESS,  1846-1847. 

Comndttee  on  Electu/fia. 

Mr.  HAML.IN,  Maine,  Mr.  Ellsworth,  New  York, 

A.  A.  Chapman,  Virginia,  McGaughey,  Indiana, 

Harper,  Ohio,  Culver,  New  Jersey, 

(^lASE,  Tennessee,  Chipman,  Michigan, 

Mr.  Dobbin,  North  Carolina. 

Cases. 

(1)  William  H.  Brockenbrough  ^vs.  Edward  C.  Cabell,  FloHila. 

(2)  Isjiac  G.  Farlee  vh,  John  liunk,  New  Jersey, 

(8)  Edward  D.  Baker,  Illinois^  Thomas  W.  Newton  and  Archibald 
Yell,  Arkansas, 

(1)  Brockenbrough  vs.  Cabell. 

Returns  made  after  t}w  Ugal  time  and  hy  the  lormig  officers.  Major- 
it  If  report  for  contestant;  minority  report  for  sitting  member.  Con- 
text  ant  Hcotcd. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Hamlin;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Culver. 

According  to  the  law  of  Florida  the  secretary  of  state  was  to  tabu- 
late the  returns  in  his  office  on  the  thirtieth  day  after  the  election,  and 
the  certificate  of  election  was  to  be  based  on  this  tabulation.  Accord- 
ing to  all  the  returns  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state  on  the 
thirtieth  day,  Mr.  Cabell  had  a  majority,  and  the  certificate  of  election 
was  giv^en  to  him.  A  number  of  returns  were  received  by  the  secre- 
tary of  state  more  than  thirty  days  after  the  election,  and  if  all  of 
these  were  counted  it  would  give  Mr.  Brockenbrough  a  majoritv. 
All  the  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  law  prescribing  the 
time  for  making  returns  was  airectory,  and  that  returns  should 
not  be  thrown  out  merelv  because  returned  too  late.  But  there  still 
remained  the  question,  Which  returns  were  made  by  the  legal  officers? 
There  were  three  classes  of  returns:  Those  made  by  probate  judges, 
by  county  clerks,  and  by  precinct  inspectors.  Under  the  law  of 
Florida  Territory  the  county  clerks  were  to  appoint  inspectors  and 
transmit  returns.  Under  a  recent  law  of  the  State  the  duties  of 
the  county  clerks  in  regard  to  elections  were  transferred  to  the  pro- 
bate judges.  But  as  the  old  organization  and  duties  of  officers  were 
to  continue  until  the  new  were  established,  the  committee  were  of  the 
opinion  that,  if  these  two  laws  controlled  the  election,  the  returns 
from  the  county  clerks  had  the  same  validity  as  those  of  the  probate 
j udges.  An  act  ^ '  to  facilitate  the  organization  of  Florida "  was  claimed 
to  have  superseded  the  earlier  Territorial  law,  so  that  the  duties  of  the 
county  clerks  which  were  transferred  to  the  probate  judges  were  those 
of  this  act  and  not  those  of  the  Territorial  law.  But  tne  committee 
held  that  this  act  did  not  apply,  both  because  it  was  a  special  act  for 
a  special  puroose  and  because  it  contained  no  prov^isions  for  county 
elections,  and  the  Congressional  elections  were  required  to  be  held  in 
the  same  manner  as  county  elections. 

If  the  returns  originally  made  to  the  secretary  of  state  bv  the  pro- 
bate judges  and  county  clerks  and  those  returned  after  the  thirty  days 
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by  the  same  officei's  were  counted,  the  contestant  would  have  a  major- 
ity. The  cx)mmittee  were  of  the  opinion  that  those  were  the  h'g&l 
returns.  But  if,  in  addition,  the  returns  included  in  the  original  tab- 
ulated statement  of  the  secretary  of  state,  but  made  to  him  by  precinct 
inspectors,  were  counted,  the  sitting  member  would  still  have  a  major- 
ity. On  this  basis  it  seems  that  a  majority  of  the  conmiittee  originally 
voted  that  the  contestee  was  elected,  but  they  aftt^rwards  reconsidered 
their  decision  on  the  ground  that  if  returns  made  by  precinct  officers 
within  the  thirty  days,  and  certified  by  the  secretary  of  state  to  the 
governor,  were  to  be  counted,  those  made  by  the  same  class  of  oflScers 
after  the  thirty  davs,  and  certified  by  the  secretary  of  state,  should 
also  be  counted.  It  all  the  returns  were  counted,  or  only  the  legal 
returns  made  by  the  probate  judges  and  county  clerks,  the  contestant 
would  have  a  majority,  and  the  committee  repoi-ted  in  his  favor. 

The  minority  report  (not  given  in  1  Bart.)  advocated  the  retention 
of  the  sitting  member,  and  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  original 
decision  of  tne  committee  was  in  his  favor.  No  members  of  the  com- 
mittee contended  that  both  sorts  of  returns  were  le^l.  If  only  those 
made  by  the  precinct  inspectors  were  legal  the  sittmg  member  would 
have  a  majority.  But  the  committee  had  voted  that  the  returns  made 
by  the  probate  judges  and  county  clerks  were  the  legal  returns.  If  to 
the  returns  originally  counted  were  added  the  returns  subsequently 
made  by  these  officers,  the  sitting  member  would  have  the  majority. 
The  committee  had  voted  not  to  receive  the  returns  of  precinct  inspec- 
tors made  after  the  thirt}^  days,  and  this  vote  was  decisive  of  the  case 
in  favor  of  the  sitting  member.  The  contestant  could  not  object  to 
the  counting  of  the  returns  of  precinct  inspectors  included  in  the 
original  tabulated  statement,  for  he  had  himself  introduced  this  state- 
ment as  a  whole,  and  must  be  bound  by  the  whole  of  it. 

In  debate  Mr.  Hamlin  announced  that  he  personally  was  in  favor  of 
counting  all  the  returns  regardless  of  the  channel  through  which  the 
returns  reached  the  secretary  of  state  or  the  House. 

The  resolutions  presented  by  the  majority  were  adopted  by  a  vote 
of  100  to  84,  and  Mr.  Brockenbro;igh  was  sworn  in. 

[1  Bart.,  79-87,  and  Report  No.  35,  first  session  Twenty-ninth  Con- 
gress.] 

(2)  Farlee  vs,  Runk. 


Stndent  vote.^.  Majority  report  for  i<ftt!ng  ineinher;  mhurrity  report 
f<yi'  contestant.     Sitting  meinher  retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Dobbin;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Chase. 

The  sitting  member  received  a  majority  of  16  votes.  There  were  19 
votes,  and  probably  a  few  more,  cast  by  students  of  Princeton  College 
and  Theological  Seminary.  Contestant  claimed  that  these  votes  were 
illegal  and  were  cast  for  the  sitting  member. 

Lnder  the  recently  adopted  constitution  of  New  Jersey  all  white 
male  citizens  of  the  United  States  who  had  been  residents  of  the  State 
one  year  and  of  the  coimty  five  months,  with  certain  specified  exceptions 
(not  including  students),  were  entitled  to  vote.  The  committee  found 
that  the  votes  of  these  students  could  not  be  attacked  on  any  ground 
except  that  of  residence.  All  of  them  were  men  of  mature  years 
whose  parents  were  either  dead  or  no  longer  contributed  to  their 
support;  all  of  them  had  been  engaged  in  la})or  for  themselves  since 
they  left  the  homes  of  their  parents,  and  had  left  both  the  homes  of 
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their  parents  and  their  last  residences  a7it7no  nan  7'evertendL  They  con- 
sidered Princeton  their  residence,  paid  taxes  there,  and  had  no  definite 
intentions  in  regard  to  residence  after  the  completion  of  their  studies. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  committee  held  that  thev  were  residents 
of  Princeton,  and  legal  voters.  It  was  contended  that  there  was  a  law 
of  New  Jersey  declaring  that  students  in  college  could  not  vote,  but 
this  law  was  passed  before  the  new  constitution,  and  being  inconsistent 
with  it  was  superseded  by  it.  But  if  it  were  in  force  it  could  not  affect 
the  case,  for  the  legislature  could  not  intend  that  students  should  be 
deprived  of  their  votes  simply  because  they  were  students,  whether 
residents  or  not,  and  these  students  were  proved  to  be  residents. 

A  recent  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  New  Jersey  bearing 
indirectly  on  the  question  was  quoted,  and  the  committee  agreed  that 
it  was  correct  and  that  under  it  most  of  the  students  at  Princeton  were 
not  le^l  voters,  but  the  few  who  voted  were  exceptions,  as  shown  by 
the  evidence. 

The  minority  (minority  report  not  given  in  1  Bart.)  held  that  the 
votes  were  illegal  and  that  all  but  one  of  them  were  east  for  the  sitting 
member.  The  law  of  New  Jersey  specifying  students  as  among  the 
persons  not  entitled  to  vote  in  the  places  where  they  lived  at  the  time  of 
the  election  was  not  repealed  until  after  this  election.  If  it  was  con- 
trary to  the  new  constitution,  it  was  as  much  contrary  to  the  old;  the 
minority  did  not  believe  it  to  l)e  contrar}'^  to  either.  But  if  it  were  not 
in  force  the  students  in  question  were  not  entitled  to  vote  on  general 
principles.  Some  of  them  had  left  their  former  homes  animo  non 
revertendl^  but  they  had  not  come  to  Princeton  anhno  matiendi^  and 
both  were  required  to  constitute  a  residence. 

Four  of  them  testified  that  they  voted  for  Mr.  Runk,  one  that  he 
voted  for  Mr.  Farlee;  the  rest  refused  to  disclose  how  thev  voted.  It 
wjis  thus  necessary  to  resort  to  other  evidence.  A  witness,  one  of  the 
students  of  the  seminarv,  testified  that  he  had  at  various  times  talked 
with  sixteen  of  them,  or  heard  them  talk  with  others,  on  political  sub- 
jects, and  from  these  conversations  he  believed  them  to  be  Whigs. 
On  this  testimony  the  minority  deducted  their  votes  from  Mr.  Runk. 

After  a  very  brief  debate  in  the  House  it  was  voted  by  a  vote  of 
119  to  ^^  that  the  contestant  was  not  elected.  A  resolution  declaring 
the  sitting  member  not  entitled  to  his  seat  was  defeated  by  a  vote  of 
96  to  96,  the  Speaker  then  casting  his  vote  in  the  negative.  From 
this  it  would  seem  that  many  members  who  were  satisfied  that  the 
student  votes  were  illegal  were  not  satisfied  for  whom  they  were  cast. 

[1  Bart.,  87-92,  and  Report  No.  310,  first  session  Twenty-ninth 
Congress.] 

(3)  Baker,  Newton,  and  Yell. 

Holding  incampatlhle  office.     Seats  vacant. 

Report  bv  Mr.  McGaughey. 

Messrs.  Baker  and  Yell  had  accepted  commissions  as  colonels  in  the 
volunteer  army.  Mr.  Newton  had  been  elected  to  the  vacancy  alleged 
to  have  been  created  by  the  acceptance  of  a  disqualifying  oflSce  by 
Mr.  Yell.  The  committee  reported  that  the  oflSces  were  clearly  incom- 
patible, and  that  the  seats  of  Messrs.  Baker  and  Yell  were  vacant,  and 
that  Mr.  Newton  was  entitled  to  his  seat.  No  action  was  had  by  the 
House,  as  Mr.  Baker  had  resigned,  and  Mr.  Newton  had  already  been 
admitted. 

[1  Bart,  92-97.] 
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Cormnittee  on  Elect/umn, 

Mr.  R.  W.  Thompson,  Indiana,  Mr.  Jenkins,  New  York, 

J.  MuLLiN,  New  York,  Van  Dykk,  New  Jersey, 

L.  B.  Chase,  Tennessee,  Roman,  Maryland, 

Mr.  N.  BoYDEN,  North  Carolina. 

In  the  second  session,  Mr.  Inge,  of  Alabama,  and  Mr.  Williams, 
of  Maine,  were  added  to  the  above. 


Ca^ 


Hes, 


(1)  James  Monroe  vs,  David  S.  Jackson,  N^cw  York, 

(2)  H.  H.  Sibley,  Wi^am^in  Territi/ry, 

(1)  Monroe  r.v.  Jackson. 

lUegal  votes.  Rem  den  ce  of  pa  upers.  Majority  report  for  con  festan  t; 
mmoTit/y  report  for  ecmtestee,     liomie  raeaied  the  neat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Thompson;  minority  report  by  Mr.  rJenkins. 

According  to  the  returns  the  sitting  member  had  a  majority-  of  148 
votes.  Contestant  alleged  that  163  votes  were  cast  for  contestee  in 
one  precinct  by  paupers  in  the  almshouse,  and  that  a  considerable 
numoer  of  votes  of  the  same  class,  and  also  of  convicts  and  other  dis- 
qualified persons,  were  cast  for  him  in  other  precincts. 

The  law  of  New  York  provided — 

That  no  person  shall  be  deemed  to  have  lost  or  acquired  a  residence  by  living  in 
any  poorhouse,  almshouse,  hospital,  or  asylum,  in  which  he  shall  be  maintainetl  at 
public  expense. 

All  the  committee  seemed  to  agree  that  under  this  law  the  legal 
residence  of  a  pauper  was  the  place  from  which  he  came  to  the  poor- 
house.  The  minorit}'  i-aised  the  question  whether  some  of  the  paupers 
who  come  to  the  almshouse  before  the  passage  of  this  law  naa  not 
already  acquired  a  residence  there,  and  some  of  the  minority  drevv  a 
distinction  between  actual  residence  and  legal  residence  (see  1  Bart., 
102);  but  the  main  question  was  whether  the  proof  was  sufficient  to 
establish  the  facts  alleged.  In  the  precinct  where  the  1H8  votes  were 
charged  lists  were  in  evidence  said  to  be  copies  of  lists  kept  by  two 
challengers  of  the  votes  challenged  by  them.  Thev  had  challenged 
all  these  voters  on  the  ground  that  thej'^  came  from  the  almshouse  and 
were  consequently  nonresidents.  The  inspectors  of  election  testified 
that  they  had  considered  residence  in  the  almshouse  as  much  legal 
residence  as  residence  in  any  other  house  in  the  district,  and  had 
admitted  votes  on  this  principle.  The  names  found  on  the  lists  pre- 
sented were  also  found  on  the  poll  list,  and  an  officer  of  the  almshouse 
testified  that  they  were  found  on  the  books  of  the  almshouse.  He 
thought  that  some  18  or  20  of  them  had  resided  in  the  precinct  before 
being  admitted  to  the  almshouse. 

Uix)n  this  evidence  the  committee  found  that  the  persons  in  ques- 
tion were  inmates  of  the  almshouse;  thit  they  voted,  and  that  not 
more  than  20  of  them  were  legal  residents  of  the  precinct.     The 
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evidence  that  they  voted  for  the  sitting  member  consisted  of  proof 
that  Democratic  tickets  were  distributed  at  the  almshouse  the  evening 
before  election;  that  the  officers  in  control  of  the  almshouse  were 
Democrats;  that  the  conveyances  in  which  the  paupers  came  to  the 
polls  were  furnished  by  Democitits,  and  that  the  Democratic  tickets 
were  on  somewhat  thicker  paper,  and  that  witnesses  in  watching  the 
paupers  vote  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  tickets  they  had  were  Demo- 
cratic. There  was  proof,  however,  that  5  of  them  voted  the  Whiff 
ticket.  Deducting  these  5  votes  and  the  20  votes  shown  to  be  legal 
from  the  163,  and  adding  19  illegal  votes  proved  in  other  precincts, 
showed  a  total  of  157  illegal  votes  cast  for  the  sitting  member,  which 
being  deducted  from  his  vote,  the  contestant  had  a  majority  of  14 
votes.  The  committee  accordingly  recommended  resolutions  declaring 
contestant  elected. 

The  minority  (minority  report  and  most  of  majority  report  omitted 
from  1  Bart.)  held  that  the  proof  was  insufficient  to  show  either  that 
the  persons  voting  were  inmates  of  the  almshouse,  that  they  had  not 
previously  been  residents  of  the  precinct  or  that  they  voted  for  the 
sitting  member,  and  that  the  burden  was  on  the  contestant  to  show  all 
these  facts.  Neither  the  almshouse  books,  nor  any  copy  of  them, 
was  put  in  evidence,  and  the  official  who  testified  that  the  names  were 
on  the  books  was  a  new  official,  he  did  not  have  charge  of  the  books, 
did  not  show  that  he  had  collated  the  lists,  and  did  not  show  that  they 
were  on  the  books  at  the  time  of  the  election;  other  testimony  showed 
that  two  or  three  of  them  were  not.  The  persons  were  not  identified, 
even  if  the  proof  of  the  names  was  taken  as  sufficient.  The  witness 
did  not  know  of  more  than  18  or  20  inmates  who  had  been  residents 
of  the  precinct  previous  to  admission  to  the  almshouse,  but  his 
acquaintance  with  the  facts  was  not  extended.  Many  of  the  inmates  of 
the  almshouse  did  go  to  other  precincts  to  vote,  and  there  was  nothing 
to  prove  that  those  who  voted  at  this  precinct  were  not  those  who  had 
a  right  to  vote. 

The  proof  that  the  voters  voted  for  the  sitting  member  was  also  of 
a  very  unsatisfactory  character,  and  even  such  as  it  was  it  did  not 
cover  all  of  them.  If  the  evidence  were  all  taken  to  show  the  facts 
claimed  for  it,  it  would  not  show  a  majority  for  the  contestant.  A 
correction  of  the  figures  of  the  majority  showed  a  majority  of  only  9 
for  the  contestant;  but  this  included  at  least  35  votes  to  which  the 
alleged  proof  that  they  voted  for  the  sitting  member  did  not  profess 
to  apply,  as  well  as  a  number  of  others  where  the  chain  of  evidence 
lacked  one  or  more  links. 

The  House,  after  some  debate,  decided  to  send  the  case  back  to  the 
people,  and  by  a  vote  of  104  to  91  declared  the  seat  vacant. 

[1  Bart.,  98^102;  and  Report  No.  403,  first  session  Thirtieth  Congress.] 

(2)  Sibley. 

Right  of  Territorial  Delegate  after  adtnlssiim  of  State.  Majority 
report  to  admit  Delegate^'  viirwrity  report  to  exclude  him.  Delegate 
aamitted. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Thompson;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Boyden. 

The  State  of  Wisconsin  had  been  admitted  under  an  act  making  its 
boundaries  somewhat  different  from  those  of  the  Territory  of  Wiscon- 
sin, and  excluding  the  territory  north  and  west  of  the  St.  Croix  River, 
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containing  a  population  of  about  4,000.  The  governor  of  Wisconsin 
Territory  having  been  elected  to  the  United  States  Senate  from  the 
State  of  Wisconsin,  the  secretary  of  the  Territory,  who,  under  the 
Territorial  laws,  would  become  acting  governor  on  the  resignation  of 
the  governor,  removed  to  the  territory  not  included  in  the  new  State 
of  W  iscoiisin,  and  set  up  an  office  as  governor  of  the  Territory  of  Wis- 
consin. The  duly  elected  Delegate  naving  resigned,  the  acting  gov- 
ernor called  a  new  election,  and  Mr.  Sibley  was  elected  as  Delegate  from 
Wisconsin  Territor}'. 

The  committee  found  that  by  the  ordinance  of  1787,  from  which  all 
Territorial  governments  are  derived,  the  people  were  guaranteed  the 
perpetual  enjoyment  of  certain  rights,  including  the  ordinary  forms  of 
civil  government.  Unless  the  Territorial  government  still  subsisted  in 
that  portion  of  the  Territory  of  Wisconsm  not  included  in  the  State 
of  Wisconsin,  the  people  of  this  territory  were  without  laws  or  gov- 
ernment, and  reduced  to  a  state  of  anarchy.  These  people  had  for- 
merly enjo3'ed  the  right  of  representation  in  Congress.  This  right, 
and  othei*s,  could  only  be  taken  awav  from  them  by  the  abrogation  of 
the  laws  under  which  they  enjoj'cd  them  and  the  substitution  of  other 
laws.  No  such  enactments  could  be  found,  and  in  consequence  the 
territory  in  question  was  still  entitled  to  all  the  rights  of  the  Territory 
of  Wisconsin.  Such  was  the  construction  of  the  laws  made  by  the 
executive  department,  and  demanded  by  important  considerations  of 
public  policy. 

The  minority  (minority  report  not  given  in  1  Bart.)  held  that  the 
act  empowering  the  corporation  known  as  the  Territory  of  Wisconsin 
to  change  itseli  into  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  and  the  execution  of  that 
act,  whereby  the  Territory  became  the  State,  worked  an  entire  passing 
out  of  existence  of  the  Territory  of  Wisconsin,  so  that  no  such  corpora- 
tion now  existed.  The  territor}'  sought  to  be  represented  by  Mr.  Sibley 
was  too  small  to  be  equitably  entitled  to  a  Territorial  legislature  or  a 
Delegate  in  Congress,  and  if  it  were  true  that  the  extinction  of  the 
Territory  of  Wisconsin  left  these  people  without  any  government  or 
laws  it  would  mereh'^  be  a  good  reason  for  immediate  action  by  Con- 
gress to  supply  such  government. 

The  Delegate  was  admitted  by  a  vote  of  124  to  62. 

[1  Bart.,  102-107;  and  Report  No.  10,  second  session  Thirtieth  Con- 
gress.] 
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THIET7-FIEST  C0NGEE88,  1849-1851. 

Cmmnittee  on  El^ctioiis, 

Mr.  Strong,  Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Harris,  Tennessee, 

HarrIvS,  Alal)ama,  McGaughey,  Indiana, 

Van  Dyke,  New  Jersey,  Ash,  North  Carolina, 

Disney,  Ohio,  Andrews,  New  York, 

Mr.  ThOxMpson,  Kentucky. 

1)  Hugh  N.  Smith,  Neio  Mexico, 

2)  A.  W.  Babbitt,  DasertL 

[3)  Daniel  F.  Miller  vh,  William  Thompson,  Iowa. 
f4)  John  S.  Littell  vh,  John  Ro})bins,  jr.,  Pcnmsylvanlcu 

[5)  Jared  Perkins  vh.  George  W.  Morrison,  N&io  Hampshire, 

(6)  W.  S.  Messervy,  iW/r  MexirtK 

(1)  Smith. 

Ad)iiu<.Hif/fi  of  I)(h'(iatehe,f(trv.  (prganizatiim.  of  Territorial  goveriunent, 
Maj(trity  report  a</ainM  ad/riiviion/  tni^y/rity  report  for  adinission. 
Delegate  refui<ed  adtiUHnion, 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Strong;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Van  Dyke. 

Under  the  Mexican  Government  New  Mexico  had  been  a  State  or 
department,  with  recognized  boundaries,  the  right  of  representation, 
and  local  self-government.  Upon  the  cession  of  the  territory  in  which 
New  Mexico  waii  included  to  the  United  States,  her  former  govern- 
ment ceased  to  exist,  and  a  provisional  military  government  was  estab- 
lished by  the  military  authorities.  A  convention  was  held  at  Santa 
Fe,  which  memorialized  Congress  for  the  establishment  of  some  sort 
of  permanent  government  and  elected  Mr.  Smith  as  Delegate  to  Con- 
gress. The  committee  reported  that  no  Delegate  had  ever  been  admit- 
ted from  territorv  not  vet  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  to  admit  such  a  Delegate  would  establish  a  dangerous 
precedent.  The  admission  of  Mr.  Smith  would  be  a  <^)caAd  recognition 
of  New  Mexico  as  an  existing  government — a  recognition  which  it  was 
not  in  the  power  of  the  House  alone  to  give.  Moreover,  two-thirds 
of  the  territory  and  population  of  New  Mexico  were  east  of  the  Rio 
Grande,  and  all  this  territory  was  claimed  by  Texas.  Mr.  Smith  him- 
self was  a  resident  of  this  portion  of  the  Territory.  If  the  claim  of 
Texas  was  well  founded  these  people  were  already  represented;  and 
whether  it  was  or  not,  the  House  ought  not  to  take  any  at^tion  infer- 
entially  denying  its  validity. 

The  minority  held  that  tne  question  of  the  admission  of  a  Delegate 
was  not  a  question  of  law  or  precedent,  but  purely  of  the  judgment 
of  the  House  upon  the  particular  facts  of  an  individual  case.  The 
settled  character  of  New  Mexico,  its  former  status  in  the  Mexican 
Renublic,  its  large  population,  and  the  importance  of  its  interests 
under  the  controlof  Congress  furnished  strong  reasons  why  the  dis- 
cretion of  tlu»  H()us(»  should  be  exercised  in  its  favor.     The  claim  of 

H.  Doc.  510 9    . 
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Texa8  to  a  portion  of  New  Mexico  had  never  been  established;  it  had 
always  been  resisted  by  Mexico  and  the  people  of  New  Mexico,  and 
by  tfie  executive  department  of  our  own  Government.  The  House 
ought  not  to  take  any  action  which  would  amount  to  a  substantial 
recognition  of  that  claim. 

The  case  was  debated  at  considerable  length  in  tlie  House,  and  the 
subject  was  finally  disposed  of  l)y  laving  it  on  tlie  table,  bv  a  vote  of 
108  to  93. 

[1  Bart.,  107-115.] 

(2)  Babbitt. 

Admission  of  delegate  front  tlie  alleged  ^^  State  of  Deseret,^^  Oon- 
niltte^i  reporti'd  against  admission.     Delegate  refused  admission. 

Report  by  Mr.  Strong. 

A  convention  of  inhal)itants  of  the  Great  Salt  Lake  region  had  mot 
and  adopted  measures  for  the  establishment  of  a  *' State  of  Deseret.'' 
They  drew  up  a  memorial  to  Congress  and  elected  Mr.  Babbitt  a  del- 
egate to  present  this  memorial,  and  on  the  adoption  of  any  fonn  of 
government  to  represent  the  State  of  Deseret  in  Congress.  The 
committee  reportea  that  Delegates  had  uniformly  been  admitted  only 
from  Territories  organized  under  the  (^onstitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States;  that  the  admission  of  Mr.  Babbitt  would  operate  as  a 
quasi  recognition  of  the  legal  existence  of  the  '"State  of  Deseret"  —a 
recognition  not  competent  to  l)e  given  })y  the  House  alone;  and  also 
that  the  credentials  of  Mr.  Babbitt  only  showed  that  he  had  bee !i 
select<id  to  represent  his  constituency  upon  the  adoption  of  some  form 
of  government,  and  hence  it  was  evidently  not  contemplated  that  he 
should  l)e  admitted  previous  to  the  adoption  of  an\'  form  of  governnuMU. 

The  debate  was  chit^fly  upon  the([uestion  of  the  (»xp(*diencv  of  admit- 
ting the  delegati\  The  whole  sui)ject  was  laid  on  the  table,  by  a  vote 
of  104  to  78. 

[1  Bart.,  116-118.J 

(3)  Miller  rs.  Thompson. 

Rejected  returns.  Votex  c(/^sf  In  \nr<nig  count lej<,  Majffrltg  rejxrrt  frr 
sitting  memher;  mbwrlty  r*^port  for  contiHtanf,    JIou.se  vacated  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Strong:  minority  re^wrt  h\  Mr.  Van  Dyke. 

According  to  the  official  canvass  the  sitting  mem])er  had  a  majority 
of  386  votes,  but  this  oflicial  canvass  did  not  include  the  votes  cast  in 
several  precincts.  If  all  the  votes  cast  in  the  district  were  counted, 
contestant  would  have  a  majority  of  5i)  votes.  Tpon  most  of  the  ques- 
tions raised  the  committee  agreed,  and  counted  all  the  votes  and  pre- 
cincts rejected  for  informality.  The  issues  on  which  the  case  turned, 
and  which  were  chiefly  discussed  in  the  reports,  were  three- -(1)  the 
vote  of  Kanesville,  rejected  bv  the  commissioners  of  Monroe  County; 
(2)  the  vote  of  Boone  Towns&ip,  Polk  County;  and  (3)  alleged  illegal 
votes  in  Boone  Township,  Dallas  County. 

In  Kanesville  the  vote  was:  Miller,  493;  Thompson,  30.  This  vote 
had  been  duly  returned  to  the  clerk  of  Monroe  County,  but  he  refused 
to  receive  it,  and  the  county  commissioners  did  not  count  the  vote  of 
this  township.  The  action  of  the  clerk  was  condemned  by  the  com- 
mittee, but  the  majority  found  that  upon  the  evidence  the  vote  of  this 
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township  could  not  be  counted,  first,  because  the  commissioners  of 
Monroe*.  Cbunty  had  no  right  to  appoint  judges  of  election  and  provide 
for  an  election,  a.s  was  done  in  this  case;  and,  second,  because  Kanes- 
ville  was  not  as  a  matter  of  fa^^t  within  the  territory  attached  to  Mon- 
roe County  and  under  its  jurisdiction. 

At  this  time  most  of  the  western  half  of  the  State  of  Iowa  was  unorga- 
nized and  sparsely  settled.  To  each  of  the  frontier  counties  was  attached, 
for  election  and  other  purposes,  that  portion  of  the  unorganized  country 
lying  west  of  it.  Among  the  various  provisions  for  the  government 
of  this  territory  were  found  two;  one  giving  the  county  commissioners 
of  the  counties  to  which  it  was  attached  the  power  to  establish  town- 
ships in  it,  and  to  appoint  the  place  where  the  electors  should  meet  for 
the  first  township  election;  ana  another  giving  them  the  power,  if  it 
was  not  divided  into  townships,  to  establish  voting  precincts  and 
appoint  judges.  Where  townships  were  establishea,  the  power  to 
appoint  judges  seems  to  have  resided  in  the  people  at  the  first  elec- 
tion; at  subsequent  elections  the  township  trustees  were  to  act  as 
judges.  The  commissioners  of  Monroe  County  had  established  the 
township  of  Kanesville  and  appointed  judges,  who  held  an  election  and 
duly  returned  the  votes.  The  committee  held  that  the  power  of  the 
commissioners  to  appoint  judges  was  confined  to  prechwts  where  no 
townships  were  organized,  and  that  the  appointment  of  judges  in  a 
to  ivnship  was  in  excess  of  their  powers.     They  could  only  appoint  a 

Elace  for  the  first  township  election,  and  no  other  election  could  be 
eld  until  after  this  townsnip  election,  the  time  for  which  was  later 
than  the  Congressional  election  in  question. 

But  the  main  objection  to  the  votes  of  Kanesville  was  the  fact  that 
it  was  not  as  a  matter  of  fact  within  the  territory  attached  to  Monroe 
County  Recent  survevs  showed  that  the  voting  place  was  6  miles 
north  of  a  line  drawn  due  west  from  the  northern  limit  of  Monroe 
County,  and  most  of  the  voters  lived  still  farther  north.  They  were 
consequently  attached  to  Mahaska  County,  the  next  county  north,  and 
had  a  right  to  vote  only  in  that  county  or  in  precincts  established  under 
its  authority.  The  fact  that  the  voters  hdiaved  at  the  time  that  they 
were  due  west  of  Monroe  County  (the  place  was  125  miles  to  the  west, 
and  there  had  been  no  surveys  at  the  time  of  the  election)  was  imma- 
terial, as  under  the  laws  of  Iowa  the  right  to  vote  was  restricted  to  the 
county  in  which  the  voter  a(»tually  resided,  and  not  to  that  in  which 
he  believed  himself  to  reside. 

Contestant  claimed  that  the  vote  of  Boone  Township,  Polk  County, 
should  be  rejected,  on  the  ground  that  Boone  Township  was  in  the 
Second  and  not  in  the  First  Congressional  district.  The  First  Con- 
gressional district  included  the  counties  in  the  southern  half  of  the 
State,  and  all  the  unorganized  territory  south  of  a  line  running  due 
west  from  the  northwest  corner  of  Polk  County.  The  Second  district 
included  the  northern  counties  and  the  unorganized  territory  north 
of  the  above  line.  Polk  County  was  in  the  First  district;  Boone  Town- 
ship (afterwards  Boone  County)  was  in  the  unorganized  territory 
north  of  the  dividing  line,  but  it  was  attached  to  Polk  County  for 
election  purposes.  The  constitution  of  Iowa  provided  that  territory 
so  attached  to  a  county  should  be  considered  as  forming  a  part  of  it 
for  election  purposes.  The  districting  act  provided  that  no  county 
should  be  divided  in  forming  the  districts.  It  was  claimed  that  the 
provision  of  the  districting  act  dmwing  the  line  between  Polk  County 


^fc^^^^p^ 
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and  Boone  Township  or  County  was  a  virtual  repeal  of  the  former  act 
attaching  them.  But  the  committee  held  that  if  the  districtingact  did 
separate  the  two  counties  it  rather  rendered  the  act  void.  But  the 
purpose  of  the  act  was  evidently  that  the  whole  vote  of  a  county 
should  be  canvassed  together  and  form  a  part  of  the  vote  of  one  dis- 
trict. Boone  Township  was  attached  to  Polk  County  for  election  pur- 
poses; its  inhabitants  could  vote  in  no  other  county,  and  they  must 
therefore  be  considered  as  belonging  to  the  same  district  as  Polk 
County. 

The  onl}'  other  question  was  that  of  the  legality  of  a  number  of 
votes  cast  in  Boone  Township,  Dallas  County.  These  votei^s  came 
from  the  extreme  western  part  of  the  State,  and  traveled  sixteen  days' 
journey  to  get  to  the  voting  place.  Thev  had  a  right  to  vote  in  what- 
ever county  they  resided  due  west  of.  "f here  was  testimony  in  regard 
to  the  places  of  residence  of  42  of  them,  which  the  majority  of  the 
committee  found  sufficient  to  show  that  the  noilhernmost  of  them 
resided  south  of  a  line  drawn  due  west  from  the  southern  border  of 
Dallas  County.  They  had  therefore  a  right  to  vote  in  Mahaska,  but 
not  in  Dallas  Countv.  Contestant  conceded  that  38  of  them  voted  for 
him,  and  they  were  accordingly  deducted  from  his  vote. 

According  to  these  findings  the  majority  of  the  sitting  member  was 
increased  to  478;  or,  if  the  vote  of  Kanesville  was  counted,  he  would 
still  have  a  majority  of  15  votes.  The  committee  accordingly^  recom- 
mended a  resolution  declaring  him  elected. 

The  minority  differed  upon  all  three  of  these  issues.  The  voters 
who  voted  at  Kanesville  nad  an  unquestioned  right  to  vote  in  the 
First  Congressional  district,  and  they  should  not  be  deprived  of  their 
votes  on  technical  grounds,  unless  those  grounds  were  exceedingly 
strong.  The  county  commissioners  had  alw^ays  exercised  the  right  of 
appointing  election  judges  in  the  unorganized  territory,  and  the  judges 
so  appointed  in  this  case  had  conducted  the  election  fairly  and  in  strict 
compliance  with  the  law.  A  line  run  since  the  election  showed  that 
Kanesville  was  north  of  the  northern  line  of  Monroe  County,  but  at 
the  time  of  the  election  there  had  been  no  surveys.  There  was  at  the 
time  of  the  election  an  admitted  line  which  ran  north  of  Kanesville, 
and  upon  the  basis  of  this  line  the  county  of  Monroe  had  exercised 
jurisdiction,  and  the  people  had  based  their  actions  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  they  were  within  the  jurisdiction  of  Monroe  Uouuty.  While 
the  facts  as  now  established  might  prevent  an}^  future  juriadic^tion  by 
Monroe  County,  they  could  not  invalidate  the  acts  done  under  a  past 
recognized  jurisdiction. 

Under  the  act  for  districting  the  State,  Boone  Township,  Boone 
County,  was  in  the  Second  Congressional  district,  and  its  innabitants 
had  no  right  to  vote  in  the  First  district,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  by  an 
earlier  law  Boone  County,  of  which  Boone  Township  was  a  part,  had 
been  attached  to  Polk  county  for  election  purposes,  and  that  Polk 
County  was  in  the  First  district.  Under  the  law  of  the  United  States 
no  district  could  elect  more  than  one  representative,  and  it  followed 
that  the  inhabitants  of  one  district  coula  not  vote  for  the  representa- 
tive of  another  district.  Moreover,  under  the  same  law  which  attached 
Boone  County  to  Polk  County  more  than  half  the  territory  of  the 
Second  district  was  attached  to  Polk  Countv,  and  it  certainlv  could 
not  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  have  the  First  district 
include  the  larger  portion  of  the  territory  assigned  to  the  Second. 
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The  votes  cast  in  Boone  Township,  therefore,  oupht  not  to  be  counted 
in  the  First  district. 

The  votes  alleged  to  have  been  illegally  cast  in  Boone  Township, 
Dallas  County^  were,  with  possibh^  10  exceptions,  not  shown  to  be 
illegal.  The  evidence  did  not  show,  conclusively,  that  their  residences 
were  not  due  west  of  Dallas  County.  If  these  10  were  deducted,  and 
the  vote  of  Boone  Township,  Polk  County,  counted,  the  contestant 
would  still  have  a  majority,  and  he  was  consequently,  in  any  view  of 
the  case,  entitled  to  the  seat. 

The  case  was  debated  at  considerable  length,  and  the  resolution  pre- 
sented by  the  majority  was  rejected  by  a  vote  of  102  to  94.  The  reso- 
lution declaring  the  contestant  elecjted  was  then  defeated  by  the  cast- 
ing vote  of  the  Speaker,  and  the  governor  of  Iowa  was  notified  that  a 
vacancy  existed. 

[1  Bart.,  118-137.] 

(4)  LiTTEi.  7w.  Bobbins. 

Frandy  false  countiifhg;  hallot-ho,t!  nUiffing,  Majority  repi/rt  f<rr  hIU 
ting  member;  mi/ium.ty  repo7*t  to  ih'claro  nraf  var(nit.  Sitting  nwinhei^ 
retained  the  neat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Strong;  minorit}'^  report  by  Mr.  Van  Dyke. 

According  to  ihei  returns  the  sitting  member  received  a  majority  of 
410  votes.  The  district  was  all  within  the  count}^  of  Philadelphia,  and 
no  charges  were  made  against  the  election  except  in  Penn  aistrict,  a 
suburb  of  Philadelphia.  In  the  two  precincts  of  this  district  a  major- 
itv  of  755  votes  was  returned  for  the  sitting  member.  The  contestant 
alleged  that  in  these  two  precincts  385  votes  were  returned  which  were 
not  cast,  and  that  94  votes  which  were  cast  for  him  were  not  counted. 
The  committee  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  it  was  necessary  to 
establish  both  of  these  charges  in  order  to  overcome  the  majority  of 
the  sitting  member,  and  that  no  attempt  had  been  made  to  establish 
the  latter  charge. 

All  the  testimony  in  regard  to  the  first  charge  was  taken  by  the  (con- 
testant, the  sitting  member  having  taken  no  testimony  at  all.  The 
chief  evidence  that  more  votes  were  returned  than  cast  was  a  list  kept 
in  each  precinct  by  outside  parties,  stationed  at  the  voting  window. 
The  official  poll  lists  in  the  two  precincts  contained  385  names  not 
found  on  these  ''window  lists."  The  question  at  issue  was  whether 
these  lists  had  been  kept  with  sufficient  accuracy  to  overthrow  the 
wimafaeie  correctness  of  the  returns.  The  majority  found  that  they 
nad  not  been  so  kept.  In  the  first  precinct  the  list  was  kept  by  five 
different  persons,  each  serving  during  a  portion  of  the  day.  It  was 
largely  kept  by  placing  a  pencil  dot  before  the  names  of  the  voters  on 
the  assessor's  list  as  they  voted.  It  was  a  crowded  city  district,  and 
there  was  often  such  a  press  at  the  polls  that  it  was  impossible  for  the 
list  keepers  to  see  all  the  votes.  The  assessor's  list  they  had  was  not 
strictly  alphabetical,  and  they  would  probably  not  always  find  the 
name  of  one  voter  before  the  next  one  voted.  The  "window  list" 
only  included  the  votes  cast  from  outside  the  window,  but  some  votes 
were  certainly  cast  from  inside,  and  it  was  customary  in  Pennsylvania 
to  allow  the  aged  and  infirm  to  vote  from  inside  the  room.      J^cvei'al 

Eersons  were  shown  to  have  voted  who  were  not  on  the  list,  and  a  list 
ept  by  one  of  the  inspectors  inside,  while  confessedly  incomplete,  and 
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containing  many  less  names  than  were  returned  by  the  board,  contained 
111  more  than  were  on  the  "window  list." 

The  list  at  the  second  precinct  was  kept  by  two  persons,  who  had  no 
motive  in  keeping  it  accurately  except  curiosity.  It  was  kept  by  writ- 
ing down  the  names  of  voters  as  they  voted  during  part  of  the  day  on 
small  slips  of  paper,  which  were  afterwards  fastenea  together  in  book 
form.  There  was  such  a  press  around  the  polls  that  thev  were  repeat- 
edly pushed  away  from  the  window,  and  persons  might  thus  have  voted 
without  their  knowledge. 

Under  the  Pennsylvania  law  very  careful  provision  was  made  to 
insure  a  fair  election.  There  was  very  little  possibility  of  mistake, 
and  no  chance  for  fraud  except  by  the  collusion  of  five  election  officers, 
each  of  whom  was  sworn  to  perform  his  duty  and  liable  to  heavy  penal- 
ties for  failure  to  do  so.  No  one  portion  of  these  ''window  lists"  had 
more  than  one  witness  behind  it,  and  against  that  witness  was  the  offi- 
cial oaths  of  five  election  officers.  This  fact  and  the  circumstances 
already  mentioned  as  showing  the  probability  of  inaccui^acy  in  the 
lists  left  it  impossible  to  sa}'^  that  there  was  a  preponderance  of  evi- 
dence that  the  returns  were  fraudulent. 

There  was  no  evidence  to  sustain  the  charge  that  the  official  list  con- 
tained names  of  nonresidents,  and  nothing  except  what  might  be 
inferred  from  the  evidence  already  mentioned  to  sustain  the  charge  of 
ballot  box  stuffing,  and  the  committee  accordinglv  recommended  a 
resolution  declaring  the  sitting  member  entitled  to  Kis  seat. 

The  minoritv  (minority  report  and  most  of  majorit}'  report  omitted 
from  1  Bart.)  held  that  the  charges  of  conk^stant  were  substantially 
proved.  The ' '  window  lists  "  may  not  have  been  entirely  accurate,  but 
they  were  substantially  so,  and  they  cei*tainlv  could  not  have  omitted 
over  a  third  of  the  votes  cast,  as  they  did  if  the  poll  lists  wore  correct. 
The  election  officers  were  all  of  contestee's  party,  and  if  the}^  had 
chosen  to  commit  fraud  they  had  abundant  opportunity  to  do  so.  The 
evidence  presented  was  certainlv  more  than  sufficient  to  overcome  the 
prima  fdcie  of  the  retui'ns,  ana  to  render  it  incumbent  on  the  sitting 
member  to  call  the  election  officers  or  produce  some  evidence  to  sus- 
tain their  correctness.  There  were  other  circumstances  going  to  show 
the  probability  that  more  votes  were  counted  than  cast.  The  most 
suspicious  circumstance,  however,  was  that  contestant  had  issued  sub- 
poenas for  all  of  the  voters  whose  names  were  on  the  official  list  but 
not  on  the  ''window  list,"  and  that  not  one  of  thorn  could  be  found. 
This  would  show,  what  the  other  testimony  already  indicated,  that 
they  were  purely  imaginary  persons. 

It  would  be  entirely  competent  for  the  House  to  throw  out  the  entire 
election  at  these  two  fraudulent  precincts,  which  would  give  the  seat 
to  the  contestant;  but  the  minority  recommended,  as  probably  the  fair- 
est course,  that  the  election  be  declared  void. 

After  a  brief  debate  the  House  adopted  the  resolution  presented 
by  the  majoritj'^,  without  division,  and  the  sitting  mem})or  retained 
the  seat. 

[1  Bart.,  138-141,  and  Report  No.  -^S^,  first  session  Thirty-first  Con- 
gress.] 
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(5)  Perkins  rs.  Morrison. 

Wh^the?*  election  to  -fiU  vdcaney  to  he  Iveld  in  old  district  or  Tiew, 
Majority  rep^frt  for  sUtiiu/  'ineinS>er;  inino'Hty  report  for  cordestcmt. 
SittrTig  memher  i^etained  the  neat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Strong;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Mc- 
Gaughey. 

At  the  time  of  the  election  of  members  to  the  Thirty-first  Congress 
the  Third  district  of  New  Hampshire  was  composed  of  two  counties. 
A  redistricting  ac^t  was  subsequently  passed,  to  bike  effect  upon  its 
passage,  in  which  the  Third  district  was  composed  of  the  same  two 
counties  and  four  additional  towns.  Mr.  Wilson,  the  Representative 
for  the  Third  district,  resigned,  and  the  governor  issued  his  precept 
for  an  election  to  fill  the  vacano}^  addressed  to  the  Third  district  as 
newly  constituted.  The  election  was  held,  and  in  the  whole  district 
the  sitting  member  received  a  majority,  but  in  the  two  counties  con- 
stituting the  original  district  the  contestant  received  the  majority. 
The  committee  reported  that  the  only  district  having  legal  existence 
at  the  time  the  election  was  held  was  the  district  as  constituted  bj^  the 
new  law.  That  law  was  valid  unless  it  was  in  conflict  with  the  Consti- 
tution or  some  law  of  the  United  States,  which  was  not  claimed. 
Representatives  are  the  representatives  of  all  the  people  of  their 
States,  and  so  the  argument  from  double  representation  did  not  apply. 
The  question  of  the  policy  or  justice  of  the  law  was  not  for  the  House 
to  consider.  The  fact  tfiat  tne  State  might  have  been  so  redistricted 
that  it  would  be  impossible  to  determine  from  which  district  the  elec- 
tion should  be  fillea  did  not  affect  the  question,  as  the  possibility  that 
a  right  may  be  abused  does  not  destro}'  the  right. 

The  minority  held  that  it  was  plain  that  tne  redistricting  act  was 
only  intended  to  apply  to  future  Congresses.  A  vacancy  "is  the 
occurrence  of  an  event  bv  which  a  portion  of  the  people  are  left 
unrepresented,"  and  it'ougnt  to  be  filled  by  the  people  thus  left  with- 
out representation.  The  people  of  the  four  towns  whose  votes  decided 
the  result  of  this  election  in  lavorof  the  sitting  member  were  already 
represented  by  another  Representative.  If  the  people  in  whose  repre- 
sentation the  vacancy  occurred  did  not  have  the  right  to  fill  it,  it  was 
impossible  to  say  to  whom  that  right  belonged,  as  the  numbering  of 
the  districts  was  immaterial,  and  the  territoiy  or  population  of  the 
old  district  might  be  equally  divided  between  two  new  districts,  neither 
of  which  would  have  the  old  number. 

After  considei'able  debate  the  House  confinned  the  right  of  the  sit- 
ting member  to  his  seat  bv  a  vote  of  98  to  90. 

[1  Bart.,  142-147.] 

(6)  Messervey. 

Right  of  Ddegate  from  New  Mexico  to  admumon.  ,  Committer 
repirrted  agait^^t  odmiAi^ion.     No  action  hy  the  JIoK^e, 

Report  bv  Mr.  Strong. 

As  already  noticed  in  the  case  of  Hugh  N.  Smith,  a  convention  of 
the  people  of  New  Mexico  had  met  at  Santa  Fo  and  drawn  up  a  plan 
for  a  Territorial  government  and  selected  Mr.  Smith  as  Delegate. 
Before  any  decision  had  been  made  by  the  House  in  this  case  another  con- 
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vention  met  in  Santa  Fe  and  adopted  measures  for  a  State  government 
Under  the  regulations  adopted  by  this  convention  Mr.  Messervey  was 
elected  as  a  Representative  in  Congress.  Represented  his  credentials 
as  such,  but  only  asked  to  be  admitted  as  a  Territorial  Delegate.  The 
committee  reported  that  he  could  certainly  not  be  admitted  as  a  Dele- 
^te  from  the  Territory  of  New  Mexico  upon  an  election  and  creden- 
tials purporting  to  constitute  him  a  Representative  of  the  State  of  New 
Mexico.  The  same  reasons  were  given  against  his  admission  as  were 
given  in  the  previous  cases  of  Smith  and  Babbitt,  with  the  additional 
one  that  as  a  form  of  Territorial  government  had  now  been  adopted 
for  New  Mexico  no  consideration  of  expediency  could  be  urged  in 
lavor  of  seating  the  claimant. 

The  case  was  not  acted  upon  in  the  House. 

[1  Bart,  14&-162.] 
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THIETT-SECOKD   COKGBESS,  1851-1853. 

CommHtee  mi  Elecikms, 

Mr.  Disney,  Ohio,  Mr.  Caskie,  Virginia, 

Ash*:,  North  Carolina,  Ewing,  Kentucky, 

Williams,  Tennessee,  Davis,  Massachusetts, 

Hamilton,  Maryland,  Gamble,  Pennsylvania, 

Mr.  ScHERMERHORN,  New  York. 

Case, 
Hendrick  B.  Wright  vs.  Henry  M.  Fuller,  Pennsyhxinia. 

Wright  m.  Fuixer. 

Irremdarities;  Ulegal  votes.  Majority  re j)ort  to  declare  seat  vacant; 
minortty  report  for  contestee,      Omtestee  retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Ashe;  minority  report  b}^  Mr.  Davis. 

According  to  the  returns  the  sitting  member  had'  a  majority  of  59 
votes.  The  contest  was  confined  to  Danville  precinct,  Montour 
County,  where  the  vote  was  32  for  contestant  and  659  for  contestee. 
The  contestant  attacked  this  precinct  on  the  ground  of  irregularities 
in  the  organization  and  conduct  of  the  election  board,  and  also  charged 
that  illegal  votes  sufficient  in  number  to  change  the  result  were  cast 
in  this  precinct  for  the  contestee. 

The  contestee  objected  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  of  contest,  on 
the  ground  that  it  should  have  included  the  names  of  the  void's 
alleged  to  have  voted  illegally',  and  that  it  should  have  alleged  more 
particularly  by  whom  and  m  what  manner  the  irregularities  com- 
plained of  were  committed.  As  this  was  the  first  case  under  the  law 
of  1851  for  taking  testimony,  both  the  majority  and  the  minority  dis- 
cussed to  some  length  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice. 
The  majority  held  that  the  notice  was  sufficient,  in  that  it  alleged 
illegal  votes  cast  at  a  particular  poll  sufficient  in  number  to  change 
the  result  of  the  election,  and  specific  irregularities  committed  at  the 
same  poll.  If  the  law  had  intended  that  the  names  of  the  illegal  voters 
should  be  included,  it  would  have  explicitly  required  it,  as  in  another 
section  it  did  explicitly  require  that  tne  names  of  the  witnesses  should 
be  given  in  the  notices  to  take  testimony.  In  many  cases,  of  which 
this  was  one,  it  would  be  practically  impossible  to  give  in  advance  the 
names  of  all  illegal  voters,  and  any  such  rigid  requirement  would 
defeat  the  end  of  the  law. 

The  intention  of  the  law  requiring  this  notice  to  be  given  was  to  prevent  any  sur- 
prise being  practiced,  to  put  the  sitting  member  upon  a  proper  defense. 

The  notice  of  contest  in  this  case  was  sufficient  for  this  purpose. 

The  irregularities  complained  of  were  that  the  various  officers  of 

ele<»tion  usurped  each    other's    functions;    that    unsworn    outsiders 

assisted  in  the  election,  and  that  these  irregularities  had  for  their 

uiT)ose  and  result  the  reception  of  a  large  number  of  illegal  votes. 

"naer  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  the  election  board  consisted  of  a  judge, 


&' 
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two  inspectors,  and  two  clerks.  The  duties  of  these  officers  were  dif- 
ferent, and  the  oath  taken  by  each  only  bound  him  to  perfonn  the 
duties  of  his  own  office;  so  that,  the  committee  held,  any  one  of  them 
performing  the  duties  of  another  was  pro  hoc  vice  unsworn.  It  ap- 
peared that  during  part  of  the  day  the  judge  performed  the  duties  of 
an  inspector,  an  inspector  performed  the  duties  of  a  clerk,  a  clerk 
performed  the  duties  of  an  inspector,  an  unsworn  outsider  performed 
the  duties  of  a  clerk,  and  the  assessor,  who  was  requirea  to  be  in 
attendance  with  his  assessment  lists,  devoted  himself  to  distributing 
tickets. 

On  ordinary  occasions,  where  there  were  no  charges  of  fraud  or 
misconduct,  such  irregularities  might  be  overlooked,  but  in  this  case 
such  charges  were  made  and  fully  sustained;  and  under  such  circum- 
stances to  overlook  the  irregularities  would  be  to  open  wide  the  door 
to  fraud.  If  this  were  a  case  arising  under  the  laws  of  a  State,  the 
proper  remedy  might  be  to  punish  the  officers  for  misconduct,  but'  as 
the  House  had  no  power  to  punish  State  officers  the  only  remedy 
was  to  declare  the  election  voia. 

With  such  irregularities  it  was  not  surprising  to  find  1  vote  in  5  ille- 
gal. The  vote  cast  was  very  much  larger  than  had  ever  been  cast  in 
the  precinct  before,  and  naturally  aroused  suspicion.  It  was  shown 
that  41  foreignei's  voted  who  had  been  naturalized  since  the  election, 
and  hence  could  not  have  been  qualified  voters  at  that  time.  Ninety- 
four  persons  voted  whose  names  were  not  on  the  assessor's  list,  and 
against  whose  names  the  words  ''tax,"  ''age,"  etc.,  had  not  been  writ- 
ten, as  required  b}^  law,  to  show  that  they  had  made  proof  of  qualifica- 
tion. Thirty-nine  persons  appeared  to  have  voted  under  the  provision 
for  persons  between  the  ages  of  21  and  22,  a  most  extraordinary  pro- 
portion. There  were  also  9  votes  of  nonresidents.  The  effoils  of 
contestant  to  show  all  the  illegal  votes,  and  to  show  how  they  were 
cast,  were  in  a  measure  frustrated  by  the  refusal  of  witnesses  to  obey 
the  subpoenas  of  the  commissioner.  As  on  this  account  he  had  not  been 
able  to  show  enough  illegal  votes  cast  for  contestee  to  overcome  the 
returned  majority,  the  committee  could  not  recommend  seating  the  con- 
testant, but  recommended  that  the  seat  be  declared  vacant. 

The  minority  (only  part  of  minority  report  given  in  1  Bart.)  held 
that,  there  being  no  charges  of  fraud,  the  contestant  having  admittedly 
failed  to  show  enough  illegal  votes  cast  for  contestee  to  overcome  the 
majority,  and  the  irregularities  being  such  as  the  courts  of  Pennsyl- 
vania had  decided  to  be  immaterial,  the  ease  of  contestant  was  not  made 
out  and  there  was  no  ground  for  setting  aside  the  election. 

The  notice  of  contest  ought  to  have  been  held  insufficient,  because 
neither  the  names  nor  the  number  of  illegal  voters  were  given.  The 
words  ''specify  particularly  "  in  the  law  clearly  required  this  degree 
of  particularity,  and  it  had  always  been  required  by  the  House  even  in 
the  absence  of  law. 

If  the  41  unnaturalized  votes  and  the  3  nonresidents  were  taken  as 
proved,  it  would  not  affect  the  result,  especially  in  view  of  the  13  ille- 
gal votes  proved  and  conceded  to  have  been  cast  for  contestant  at  other 
polls.  The  evidence  in  regard  to  the  alien  votes  was  unsatisfactory, 
in  that  it  did  not  establish  the  identity  of  the  voters,  and  there  was 
proof  in  a  considerable  number  of  cases  showing  several  persons  of  the 
same  name.  There  was,  moreover,  no  pretense  of  proof  how  these 
voters  voted.     The  votes  attacked  because  the  election  officers  had 
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failed  to  write  the  reasons  for  their  reception  after  the  names  on  the 
poll  book  were  not  shown  to  be  illegal,  as  such  omission  was  common, 
and  occurred  on  many  of  the  poll  books  before  the  committee.  It  was 
not  a  fatal  irregularity.  The  complaint  of  contestant  that  witnesses 
had  refused  to  obey  the  subpcenas  of  the  commissioner  was  not  justi- 
fied. The  subpoenas  were  issued  in  the  name  of  the  Commonwealth  of 
Pennsylvania,  instead  of  the  United  States,  and  were  otherwise  illegal 
and  nonenforceable.  The  commissioner  himself  showed  the  most  fla- 
grant partisanship  in  favor  of  contestant,  and  witnesses  were  not  much 
to  be  blamed  for  not  caring  to  appear  before  such  a  commissioner. 

The  irregularities  complained  of  did  not  affect  the  substance  of  the 
election,  and  could  easily  be  explained  by  the  ordinary  circumstances 
of  an  election.  The  courts  in  Pennsylvania,  as  eveiT where,  had 
always  held  that  such  irregularities,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  did  not 
vitiate  an  election;  and  there  was  no  allegation  of  fraud  in  this  case. 

After  considerable  debate  the  House  laid  the  whole  subject  on  the 
table  by  a  vote  of  87  to  74,  which  was  substantially  a  decision  in  favor 
of  contestee  and  the  recommendations  of  the  minorit}-,  as  it  left  Mr. 
Fuller  in  his  seat. 

[1  Bart.,  152-164,  and  Report  No.  136,  first  session  Thirty -second 
Congress.] 


140  DIGEST   OF   CONTESTED   ELECTION   CASES. 


THIRTY-THIRD  COiraRESS,  1863-1866. 

( \>m'niH.te4'  an  EJ('i'tloni<, 

Mr.  Staxton,  Kentucky,  Mr.  Strattox,  New  Jersey , 

Gamble,  Pennsylvania,  Dickinson,  Massac^hiusetts, 

EwiNG,  Kentucky,  .    Blihs,  Ohio, 

Seward,  Georgia,  Clark,  Michigan, 

Mr.  Madison,  New  York. 

Case. 
William  Carr  Lane  ?%<?.  Jos^  Manuel  Gullegos,  Nao  Mexico. 

Lane  v%,  Gallegos. 

Irregularities;  Indian  votes.  Report  for  contested,  Contestee 
retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Stanton. 

The  contestant  claimed  that  many  polls  where  majorities  were  cast 
for  contestee  ought  to  have  been  rejected  and  that  other  polls  were 
wrongly  rejected,  to  the  prejudice  of  contestant.  The  committee 
founa  that,  as  might  have  been  expected  in  a  Territory  newly  admit- 
ted, whose  people  did  not  understand  the  forms  of  our  laws,  there 
were  many  irregularities  in  the  election  and  returns;  but  as  these 
irregularities  dia  not  affect  the  substance  of  the  election  and  there  was 
no  ]jroof  of  fraud  they  were  disregarded.  The  main  irregularity 
consisted  in  returning  the  poll  books  separately  from  the  abstract  of 
votes,  and  a  few  days  later.  A  numter  of  Indians  offered  to  vote,  but 
their  votes  were  refused,  as  the  committee  held,  properl} .  They  sus- 
tained tribal  relations  and  were  like  other  savage  tribes.  The  only 
return  rejected  by  the  committee  was  that  of  a  precinct  where  all  the 
votes  were  cast  by  Indians  and  the  election  was  organized  by  the 
Indians  and  held  by  their  chiefs  without  authority  of  law. 

The  resolution  presented  by  the  committee  sustaining  the  right  of 
contestee  to  his  seat  was  adopted  without  delmte  or  division. 

[IBart,  104-106.  J 
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THIRTT-FOXJRTH  CONGRESS,  1865-1857. 

Conmuttee  on  Elections, 

Mr.  Israel  Washburn,  Jr. ,  Maine,    Mr.  Hickman,  Pennsylvania, 
Stephens,  Georgia,  Colfax,  Indiana, 

Watson,  Ohio,  Smith,  Alabama, 

■  Spinner,  New  York,  Bingham,  Ohio, 

Mr.  Oliver,  Missouri. 

In  the  second  session  Mr.  Savage,  of  Tennessee  took  the  place  of 
Mr.  Oliver.  In  the  third  session  Mr.  OliVek  again  took  the  place 
of  Mr.  Savage. 

Cases, 

(1)  J.  S.  Turney  vs,  Samuel  S.  Marshall,  and  P.  B.  Fouke  m,  Lyman 
Trumbull,  Illinois. 

(2)  William  B.  Archer  vs,  James  C.  Allen,  Illinois, 

(3)  James  A.  Milliken  vs,  Thomas  J.  D.  Fuller,  Maine, 
(4^  Miguel  A.  Otero  ^^^9.  Jos^  M.  (iallegos,  New  Mexico, 
(5)  A.  H.  Reeder  vs,  J.  W.  Whitfield,  Kansas, 

(H)  Hiram  P.  Bennet  vs.  Bird  B.  Chapman,  Nebraska, 

(7)  S.  B..  Clark  /'."*.  Augustus  Hall,  lou\i, 

(8)  A.  H.  Reeder  vh,  J.  W.  Whitfield  (second  case),  Kansas. 

(1)  Turney  vs.  Marshall,  and  Fouke  vs,  Trumbull. 

Pmver  of  States  to  superadd  qualilications,  Rejjort  for  sitting  mem- 
iers,     Sitt !.}*(/  numbers  retained  seats. 

Report  by  Mr.  Bingham. 

Messrs.  Marshall  and  Trumbull  had  each  received  a  large  majority 
of  the  votes  cast  in  their  respective  districts.  Their  elections  were 
contested  on  the  ground  that  all  the  votes  cast  for  them  were  nullities, 
under  the  following  provision  of  the  constitution  of  Illinois: 

The  judges  of  the  supreme  and  circuit  courts  shall  not  be  eligible  to  any  other 
office  of  public  trust  or  profit  in  this  State,  or  the  United  States,  during  the  term  for 

I  which  they  are  electe<i,  nor  for  one  year  thereafter.     All  votes  for  either  of  them 

for  any  elective  office  (except  that  of  judge  of  the  supreme  or  circuit  court)  given  by 

T  the  general  assembly  or  the  people  shall  be  void. 

Mr.  Marshall  had  been  elected  to  the  circuit  and  Mr.  Trumbull  to 
the  supreme  court  of  Illinois,  each  for  terms  which  (with  the  addi- 
tional year  of  disqualification)  would  have  extended  beyond  the  time 
at  which  they  were  elected  to  Congress.  The  committee,  quoting  the 
well-known  opinions  of  Story  and  Kent,  held  that  the  States  had  no 
power  to  superadd  qualifications  for  Representative  in  Congress  to 
those  prescribed  in  the  Constitution.  Messrs.  Marshall  and  Trumbull 
were  possessed  of  all  the  constitutional  qualifications,  and  the  people  had 
a  right,  guaranteed  by  the  Constitution,  to  elect  them  to  Congress,  and 
they  couTd  not  be  deprived  of  this  right  by  any  State  law  or  constitu- 
tion. It  was  contenaed  that  the  question  was  not  one  of  qualificiition, 
but  of  election  under  the  laws  of  Illinois,  but  the  committee  held  that 
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inasmuch  as  the  votes  were  conceded  to  be  the  votes  of  qualified  elec- 
tors, cast  at  the  place  and  time  and  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law, 
there  could  be  no  question  in  regard  to  the  election  except  that  of  the 
qualification  of  the  returned  members. 

After  a  short  debate  the  House  sustained  the  conclusion  of  the  com- 
mittee by  a  vote  of  125  to  5. 

[1  Bart,  167-169.] 

(2)  Archer  vfi,  Allen. 

Recount y'  illegal  votes.  Majority  repart  for  cmitestatit;  minority 
report  for  contestee.     House  vacated  th^}  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Washburn;  minority  report  b^^Mr.  Stephens. 

According  to  the  returns  the  sitting  member  had  a  majority  of  1 
vote.  The  contestant  served  a  notice  of  contest,  containing  the  follow- 
ing specification: 

That  the  returns  made  by  the  returning  officers,  as  officially  announce(i,  are  incor- 
rect, and  that  the  \k)\\  Ix^oks  of  the  several  counties  in  this  district  show  that  I 
received  a  majority  of  the  legal  votes  polled  in  the  said  district  for  the  said  office, 
and  am  entitled  to  the  certificate  of  election  therefrom. 

This  notice  was  seasonably  sent  to  Washington,  but  through  inad- 
veitence  the  notice  to  take  testimony  was  not  served  until  nine  days  be- 
fore the  time  the  testimony  was  to  be  taken  (the  law  requiring  ten  days). 
The  sitting  member  objected  to  the  testimony  taken,  on  the  ground 
of  insufficient  notice.  The  committee,  with  the  assent  of  both  parties, 
passed  a  resolution  giving  the  parties  forty  days  additional  in  which  to 
take  testimonv.  Before  this  time  had  expired  the  House  passed  a 
resolution  calling  on  the  committee  to  report  what  action  they  had 
had  in  the  case.  The  committee  reported  these  facts,  with  a  statement 
that  their  action  was  in  accordance  with  many  precedents,  and  in  the 
interest  of  fairness. 

The  additional  testimony  having  been  taken,  the  committee  on  the 
whole  case  reported  in  favor  of  the  contestant;  the  minority  reported 
for  contestee.  The  contestee  objected  to  the  notice  of  contest  (whose 
only  specification  upon  which  evidence  was  taken  is  quoted  above)  on 
the  ground  that  it  did  not ''specify  particularly"  the  grounds  upon 
whicn  contestant  relied.  The  committee  held  that  the  notice  was  suf- 
ficient "to  authorize  an  investigation  of  the  correctness  of  the  returns 
made  by  the  returning  officers  of  any  precinct  in  the  district.  The 
notice  embi'aced  all  the  precincts  in  genei'al  terms,  and  was  as  good  a 
compliance  with  the  law  of  1851,  and  as  serviceal)lo  to  the  sitting  mem- 
ber as  if  everv  precinct  in  the  district  had  been  specifically  named." 

The  grounds  of  contest,  as  developed  b}^  the  evidence,  were  two:  A 
recount  of  ballots  in  one  precinct  made  while  the  testimony  was  being 
taken,  and  3  illegal  votes.  The  recount  showed  1  less  vote  for  the 
contestee  and  3  more  for  the  contestant  than  were  shown  b}^  the  orig- 
inal count.  The  3  additional  votes  for  the  contestant  w^re  ballots 
which  were  not  counted  for  either  candidate  at  the  first  count,  on  the 
ground  that  both  names  were  attempted  to  be  emsed.  A  third  count, 
made  a  year  later,  while  the  additional  evidence  was  being  taken,  con- 
firmed the  recount.  The  ballot  box  had  been  securelv  locked  and 
kept  by  one  of  the  judges,  another  judge  taking  the  key.  The  key 
was  lost,  but  the  judge  who  had  the  box  had  another  key  of  his  own 
which  would  tit  the  lock.    This  judge  was  a  political  partisan  of  con- 
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testee,  and  would  not  have  been  likely  to  tamper  with  the  box  in  the 
interest  of  contestant.  He  testified  that  it  nad  not  been  tampered 
with  at  all.  The  committee  had  no  doubt  that  the  Imllots  recounted 
were  the  same  as  those  first  recounted,  and  in  the  same  condition,  and 
accepted  the  result  of  the  recount.  The  original  ballots  not  counted 
at  the  first  count  were  in  evidence,  and  the  committee  were  of  the 
opinion  that  at  least  one  of  them,  and  probably  two,  ought  to  be  counted, 
as  was  done  on  the  recount.  If  either  of  them  was  counted  it  would 
elect  the  contestant. 

Of  the  3  illegal  votes  charged,  2  were  perhaps  illegal;  but  there  was 
no  competent  evidence  how  they  were  cast.  Tne  other  was  not  proved 
to  be  illegal. 

The  mmority  held  that  the  notice  of  contest  was  insuflScient,  in  that 
there  were  no  particular  specifications  of  the  grounds  relied  on. 

It  was  almost  as  vague  and  indefinite  as  if  it  had  simply  notified  the  sitting  mem- 
ber that  the  contestant  intended  to  claim  the  seat  upon  the  grounds  that  he  was 
duly  elected  and  that  the  sitting  member  was  not. 

The  law  of  Congress  we  do  not  regard  as  merfly  directory  or  cumulative,  but  as 
peremj)tor}r  and  bmding  in  its  import  and  intention  as  any  other  law  regulating  any 
other  judicial  proceeding.  The  House,  in  judging  of  the  election  returns  of  its  mem- 
bers, sits  as  a  court;  their  proceedings  are  judicial  in  their  character,  and  why  it  is 
not  as  competent  for  Congress  by  law  to  regulate  the  proceedmg  in  this  court  as  in 
any  other? 

But  if  the  testimony  were  admitted  it  was  not  sufficient.  The  recount 
took  phce  six  months  after  the  election,  and  during  all  that  time  the 
box  and  a  key  had  been  in  the  possession  of  one  man.  The  other  key 
was  lost,  and  might  have  been  found  and  used  by  some  unknown 
person.  So  long  as  there  was  a  possibility  that  the  ballots  might  have 
Deen  tampered  with,  it  would  be  a  dangerous  precedent  to  allow  a 
recount.  But  if  it  were  allowed,  it  would  not  change  the  result.  The 
3  ballots  for  contestant  not  counted  on  the  first  count  ought  not  to  be 
counted,  as  it  was  the  evident  intention  of  the  voter  to  erase  the  names. 
If  the  alleged  mistake  of  1  in  favor  of  contestee  were  allowed,  it  would 
only  make  the  election  a  tie.  But  of  the  3  illegal  votes  charged  the 
only  one  in  regard  to  whom  the  proof  was  sufficient  was  shown  to 
have  voted  for  contestant  instead  of  contestee,  and  this  would  still 
elect  contestee  by  a  majority  of  1. 

After  some  debate,  the  resolution  declaring  the  contestee  not  elected 
was  passed  by  a  vote  of  94  to  90.  The  resolution  declaring  the  con- 
testant elected  was  then  lost  by  a  vote  of  89  to  91,  and  the  Speaker 
was  directed  to  inform  the  governor  of  Illinois  of  the  vacanc}'. 

[1  Bart.,  169-176,  and  Reports  Nos.  8  and  167,  first  session  Thirty- 
fourth  Congress  (parts  of  all  three  reports  omitted  in  1  Bartlett).  J 

(3)  MiLLiKEN  ?%v.  Fuller. 

Irregular  it  I  ei<.     Report  far  conteMee,      OmtenU'r.  retained  the  sent. 

Report  by  Mr.  Spinner. 

The  result  of  the  election  would  not  be  changed  unless  the  votes  of 
plantations  were  thrown  out  because  no  lists  of  voters  were  returned 
to  the  secretary  of  state,  or  because  the  election  officers  were  elected 
at  the  meeting  in  April  instead  of  the  meeting  in  March,  and  the 
committee  considered  oTily  these  questions.  As  to  the  last  point,  the 
committee  were  unanimous  in  the  opinion  that  as  no  fraud  was  alleged, 
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and  the  persons  officiating  were  officers  de  facto ^  the  votes  were  right- 
fully counted.  As  to  the  other  point,  the  committee  were  divided  as 
to  what  their  opinion  would  have  been  if  it  were  an  original  question; 
but  as  the  contemporaneous  decision  of  the  State  canvassers  nad  rec- 
ognized the  returns  as  valid,  they  did  not  feel  authorized  to  exclude 
the  votes. 

The  House  passed  the  resolution  declaring  the  sitting  member 
elected  without  debate  or  division. 

[lBai-t.,176,  177.] 

(4)  Otero  ^w.  Gallegos. 

Illegal  votes;  irregularitiea;  fraud.  Report  for  contestant.  Con- 
testant seated. 

Report  by  Mr.  Smith. 

The  contestant  alleged  that  in  certain  specified  precincts  the  votes 
of  Mexican  citizens  were  illegally  cast  for  contestee.  He  specified  the 
precincts  and  the  number  of  votes  attacked  in  each.  The  contestee 
objected  that  the  notice  was  insufficient  and  that  he  should  have  been 
given  a  list  of  the  names  of  the  voters  attacked.  The  committee  held 
*'that  the  notice  was  quite  sufficient  to  authorize  the  taking  of  the 
testimony." 

Under  the  treaty  by  which  New  Mexico  was  ceded  to  the  United 
States,  it  was  provided  that  all  the  inhabitants  who  might  choose  to 
retain  their  Mexican  citizenship  might  do  so,  but  that  all  who  did  not 
declare  their  intention  to  retain  their  Mexican  citizenship  within  one 

i^ear  from  the  date  of  the  treaty  should  })e  held  to  have  elected  to 
)ecome  citizens  of  the  United  States.  The  contestee  objected  to  the 
authority  of  the  tribunal  before  whom  the  voters  in  question  were 
alleged  to  have  declared  their  intention.  Congress  had  provided  no 
tribunal,  but  the  committee  held  that  this  failure  of  Congress  could  not 
be  so  construed  as  to  prevent  the  carr^nng  out  of  the  treaty  stipulation. 
The  militaiy  governor  of  the  Territory  nad,  within  the  year,  issued  a 
proclamation  directing  that  there  should  be  opened  in  the  prefectures 
of  the  several  counties  registers  of  enrollment  of  those  who  should  elect 
to  retain  the  character  of  Mexican  citizens.  This  proclamation  was 
carried  out,  and  large  numbers  of  persons  were  enrolled.  The  com- 
mittee held  that  in  the  absence  of  anv  Congressional  enactment,  the 
governor  was  the  proper  person  to  designate  the  tribunal  and  pre- 
scribe the  mode  of  making  the  declaration;  and  that  any  declaration 
made  in  good  faith,  under  the  a))ove  proclamation,  was  legally  valid. 
There  was  evidence  to  show  that  143  persons  voted  for  the  sitting 
member  whose  names  were  the  same  as  names  found  on  these  enroll- 
ments. This  the  committee  held  to  be  y>/*/;//^//J/r/d  evidence  that  the 
persons  who  voted  were  not  American  citizens,  and  to  shift  the  burden 
of  proof  to  the  opposite  party.  There  was  some  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  12  of  the  voters  might  not  be  the  same  as  those  on  the  enroll- 
ment, or  might  hav^e  been  improperly  placed  thereon;  and  while  this 
evidence  was  uiisatisfactor},  the  committee  allowed  these  votes  to 
stand.  The  remainder  were  illegal,  and  were  more  than  sufficient  to 
overturn  the  returned  majority  of  the  sitting  member. 

One  precinct  had  Ixu^n  thrown  out  by  the  probate  judge  for  fraud 
and  irregularities,  and  contestee  asked  that  it  be  counted.  But  it 
appeared  that  the  election  was  practically  viva  voce^  the  judge  crying 
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each  vote  as  it  was  east,  in  violation  of  the  law;  that  the  election  offi- 
cers were  not  sworn;  that  the  ballots,  which  were  required  to  be  deliv- 
ered by  the  voters  in  person,  were  handled  and  written  upon  by  an 
unsworn  outsider;  that  the  legal  poll  books  were  not  used,  but  loose 
sheets  of  paper,  and  that  there  were  192  ballots  in  the  box  not  num- 
bered, ana  in  excess  of  the  names  on  the  poll  book.  Upon  these  facts, 
and  the  judicial  detenninationof  the  probate  judge,  the  committee  held 
that  the  return  was  properly  rejected. 

The  sitting  member  asked  to  have  one  return  thrown  out  where  he 
was  returned  as  receiving  only  18  votes,  on  the  ground  that  124  per- 
sons testified  that  they  voted  for  him.  But  the  testimony  was  not 
taken  before  the  officer  named  in  the  notice,  and  the  testimony  of  the 
voters  did  not  show  whether  or  not  the}'  could  read,  or  otherwise  knew 
for  whom  they  voted.  It  was  merely  a  list  of  names,  with  a  certifi- 
cate of  the  judge  that  each  of  the  persons  named  made  oath  that  he  was 
a  resident  of  the  precinct  in  question  and  voted  for  contestee.  To 
admit  this  soiii  of  testimony  to  overthrow  the  actjij  of  the  officers  of  elec- 
tion would  establish  a  dangerous  precedent.  This  testimony  could  not 
be  true  unless  fraud  was  committed,  with  the  connivance  of  all  the 
election  officers.  Testimony  should  first  have  been  introduced  to  show 
this  fraud. 

The  committee  recommended  resolutions  declaring  contestant  elected, 
and  after  arguments  by  contestant  and  contestee,  the  House  passed  the 
resolutions  without  division. 

[1  Bartlett,  177-185,  and  Report  No.  90,  first  session  Thirty-foui'th 
Congress  (part  of  report  not  given  in  1  Bartlett).] 

(5)  Reeder  vs.  Whitfield. 

Imw  tender  whi^h  election  held  invalid  on  account  of  violence  and 
intintidation.  On  preliininary  question  the  inajm^ity  reported  in  favor 
of  setiding  for  persons  and  papers  and  bringing  them  to  Washington; 
the  minority  rejxrt^ted  that  no  investigation  was  demanded.  The  j/ottJ^e 
sent  a  special  committee  to  Kansas  to  take  testimony.  On  the  final  case 
the  niajoj'ity  reported  for  the  contestant  f  the  minority  for  the  contested, 
Tlie  Ilouse  vacated,  the  seat. 

Majority  report  on  preliminary  question  by  Mr.  Hickman;  minority 
report  by  Mr.  Stephens. 

Majority  report  on  final  case  by  Mr.  Washburn;  minority  report 
by  Mr.  Stephens. 

This  case  involves  the  disturbances  in  Kansas  following  the  Kansas- 
Nebraska  act.  It  is  not  necessary  to  enter  fully  into  the  historical 
questions  involved.  The  contestant  claimed  that  the  law  under  which 
tne  election  was  held  was  invalid,  because  the  Territorial  legislature  by 
which  it  was  passed  was  not  elected  by  the  people  of  Kansas,  but  was 
imposed  upon  them  by  an  armed  invading  force.  The  contestant  did 
not  claim  his  election  under  this  law,  or  any  other,  but  by  virtue  of 
an  election  held  by  the  people  independently  of  the  law.  He  alleged 
that  at  the  election  at  which  contestee  claimed  to  have  been  elected 
large  numbers  of  illegal  votes  were  cast  by  the  persons  who  had 
invaded  the  Territory  from  Missouri. 

The  committee  called  attention  to  the  public  importance  of  the 
questions  involved,  and  quoted  in  detail  the  startling  statements  of 
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facts  which  the  contestant  offered  to  prove.     If  these  facts  could  be 
j  proved  it  was  of  the  highest  importance  to  the  House  and  the  country 
,  that  a  full  investigation  sh<^uld  be  had.     The  state  of  affairs  in  Kansas 
I  was  alleged  to  be  such  that  it  would  be  impracticable  to  take  the  testi- 
I  mony  in  any  other  way  than  by  sending  for  ^rsons  and  papers,  and 
i  bringing  them  to  Washington,  and  the  committee  accordingly  recom- 
mended a  resolution  empowenng  the  conmiittee  to  send  for  persons 
j  and  papers.     It  was  objected  that  the  contestant  could  not  be  heard  to 
object  to  the  validity  of  the  Kansas  legislature,  inasmuch  as  he  had 
himself,  aa  governor  of  Kansas,  issued  certificates  of  election  to  its 
'  members,  and  held  official  communication  with  it  as  a  legislative  body. 
But  the  committee  held  that  the  principle  of  estoppel  ought  not  to  l)e 
applied  by  the  House  to  a  case  so  plainly  calling  for  the  most  search- 
■  ing  investigation,  and  also  that  in  any  case  this  principle  could  not  be 
applied  to  the  rights  of  the  people  of  Kansas,  whom  contestant  pro- 
I  f essed  to  represent. 

i  The  minority  held  that  the  contestant,  upon  his  own  showing,  could 
establish  no  valid  claim  to  the  seat  held  by  contestee,  and  hence  had 
no  standing  as  a  contestant  under  the  law.  The  investigation  asked 
for  was  really  not  an  investigation  into  the  election  of  the  sitting 
member,  but  into  the  election  of  the  members  of  the  Territorial  legis- 
lature of  Kansas.  This  was  a  jurisdiction  which  the  House  had  never 
before  claimed,  and  which  the  minority  did  not  believe  it  possessed. 
If,  however,  the  investigation  was  to  be  made  it  might  better  be  done 
by  sending  a  commission  to  Kansas. 

The  House  at  first  adopted  the  resolution  presented  by  the  com- 
mittee, but  reconsidered  the  vote,  and  sent  it  back  to  the  committee. 
The  resolution  finally  adopted  by  the  House  provided  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  committee  of  three  members  to  proceed  to  Kansas  and  take 
evidence  in  regard  to  all  the  troubles  in  Kansas.  Messrs.  Sherman, 
Howard,  and  Oliver  were  appointed,  and  conducted  the  investigation. 
They  reported  a  large  amount  of  evidence,  from  which  they  drew  the 
conclusions  that  each  election  held  in  the  Territory  had  been  carried 
bv  organized  invasion  from  the  State  of  Missouri;  that  the  alleged 
Territorial  legislature  was  an  illegally  constituted  body,  with  no  power 
to  pass  valid  laws;  that  the  election  under  which  the  sitting  member 
held  his  seat  was  not  held  under  any  valid  law,  and  could  only  be 
regarded  as  an  expression  of  the  choice  of  those  resident  citizens  who 
votod  for  him;  that  the  election  under  which  contestant  claimed 
the  seat  was  not  held  under  any  law,  and  could  similarl}'^  only  be 
regarded  as  an  expression  of  the  choice  of  those  resident  citizens  who 
voted  for  him;  that  more  resident  citizens  voted  for  the  contestant 
than  for  the  sitting  member;  and  that  in  the  present  condition  of  the 
Territory  a  fair  election  could  not  be  held. 

The  committee  reported  that  these  conclusions  were  fully  sustained 
by  the  evidence.  Neither  of  the  claimants  was  elected  under  any  valid 
law.  But  the  committee  could  not  under  the  circumstances  recom- 
mend that  the  seat  be  declared  vacant.  The  office  of  Delegate  is  not 
created  by  the  Constitution,  but  Delegates  are  received  as  a  matter  of 
favor.  The  House  might  admit  private  persons  to  appear  before  it  as 
counsel,  and  it  might  admit  any  persons  it  chose  to  represent  the  peo- 
ple of  a  Territory.  This  was  a  most  extraordinary  case,  and  under  all 
its  peculiar  circumstances  the  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  the 
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contestant,  having  received  an  expression  of  tiicir  choice  from  the 
largest  number  of  legal  voters,  ought  to  be  admitted. 

The  minority  (minority  report  not  given  in  1  Bart.)  held  that  the 
House  had  no  power  to  inquire  into  the  validity  of  the  election  and 
organization  of  the  legislature  of  Kansas.  The  laws  passed  by  that 
legislature  must  be  held  to  be  valid  unless  they  were  in  conflict  with 
the  organic  law  of  the  Territory  or  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  The  contestee  having  recei^^ed  an  undisputed  majority  of  the 
votes  cast  at  the  election  held  under  the  law,  even  after  the  elimina- 
tion of  all  illegal  votes,  he  was  entitled  to  retain  the  seat.  The  only 
evidence  elicited  by  the  investigating  committee  throwing  any  liglit 
on  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  legislature  was  a  private  admis- 
sion of  contestant  that  it  was  legally  organized.  The  testimonv  did 
not  show  the  condition  of  violence  and  intimidation  claimed.  Every 
citizen  of  Elansas  was  free  to  vote  as  he  pleased,  and  if  it  was  true  that 
many  nonresident  votes  were  cast,  their  number  was  not  sufficient  to 
aflfect  the  result  of  the  election. 

As  to  the  proposition  of  the  committee  to  unseat  the  contestee 
because  he  was  not  elected  under  a  valid  law,  and  then  seat  the  con- 
testant, who  did  not  claim  to  have  been  elected  under  any  law,  the 
minority  said  that  thev  could  look  upon  it  "as  nothing  snort  of  an 
open  outrage  upon  both  law  and  right,  and  if  it  be  sanctioned  by  the 
House,  an  act  without  a  pamllel  in  the  annals  of  parliamentary  history." 

The  resolution  declaring  that  contestee  was  not  elected  was  agreed 
to  after  a  prolonged  debate  by  a  vote  of  110  to  92.     The  resolution 

fiving  the  seat  to  the  contestant  was  rejected  by  a  vote  of  88  to  113. 
he  seat  thus  being  vacated,  a  new  election  was  held,  which  gave  rise 
to  a  second  contest  (see  Pftge  149). 

[1  Bart.,  185-204,  ana  Keport  No.  275,  first  session  Thirty-fourth 
Congress  (part  2,  minority  report,  not  given  in  1  Bartlett).] 

(6)  Beknet  vs.  Chapman. 

Irregularities,  Majority  report  for  contestant y  minority  report  for 
conti'stee,     Contestee  retained  the  smt. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Watson;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Stephens. 

Counting  all  the  votes  cast  in  the  Territory,  contestant  had  a  majority 
of  13  votes.  But  the  governor  and  Territorial  canvassers  had  rejected 
the  returns  of  about  half  the  counties  in  the  Territory  for  various 
irregularities,  and  contestee  claimed  that  these  returns,  or  enough  of 
them  to  give  him  the  majority,  were  properly  rejected. 

Some  of  the  returns  were  rejected  on  tne  ground  that  the  poll  books 
containing  the  precinct  returns  were  forwarded  by  the  county  register 
to  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  the  Territory.  The  law  required  them 
to  be  kept  in  the  office  of  the  county  register,  there  to  be  canvassed 
by  the  probate  judge  and  three  householders,  and  the  canvass  to  be 
forwarded  to  the  secretary  of  the  Territory.  But  the  committee  held 
that  the  law  was  merelj[  directory,  and  that  the  irregularity  was  not 
such  as  to  justify  the  rejection  of  the  votes.  The  probate  judge  and 
three  householders  had  no  power  in  their  canvass  except  to  count  the 
votes  returned  to  them.  The  original  precinct  returns  were  better 
evidence  of  the  vote  than  any  canvass  of  them  could  be,  and  the  only 


148  DIGEST    OF    CONTESTED    ELECTION    OASES. 

irregularit}'  was  that  the  Territorial  canva8sei*s  had  better  evidence 
before  them  than  the  law  required  them  to  have. 

In  one  county  the  clerk  certified  a  county  abstract  in  due  form,  and 
also  certified  absti*acts  of  the  precinct  votes.  On  these  latter  abstracts 
he  certified  that  no  poll  books  had  been  returned  to  him  from  certain 
of  the  precincts.  The  committee  held  that  if  this  was  a  fact,  the  clerk^s 
certificate  was  not  evidence  of  it.  In  one  of  the  precincts  there  was 
aflSrmative  proof  that  a  poll  book  was  kept,  and  even  if  it  were  admitted 
that  it  was  not  ti^ansmitted  to  the  county  clerk  with  the  abstract  of 
votes,  this  ought  not  to  invalidate  the  return. 

Two  counties  had  been  rejected  because  of  illegal  votes  and  because 
the  county  canvassers  had  refused  to  certify  to  the  election  of  a  count}^ 
officer  voted  for  at  the  same  election.  It  was  claimed  that  if  this  rejec- 
tion was  not  sustained,  at  least  those  votes  cast  on  the  *•"  half-breed 
tmct"  should  be  rejected.  But  the  committee  found  no  evidence  that 
they  had  ever  been  counted.  The  certificates  on  the  returns  indicated 
that  they  had  not  been  counted,  and  while  these  certificates  might  not 
be  evidence  of  the  fact,  they  were  certainly  not  evidence  to  the  contrarv. 
Even  if  they  were  counted,  the  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  t&e 
voters  had  a  right  to  vote.  They  were  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
the  territory  on  which  they  lived  was  different  from  ordinary  Indian 
reservations,  and  even  if  they  were  trespassers  on  it,  the  trespass  should 
not  disfi*anchise  them.  The  other  objections  to  their  votes  were  not 
sustained  by  evidence. 

The  contestant  having  received  a  majority  of  all  the  votes,  the  com- 
mittee repoi-ted  resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

Mr.  Stephens  presented  a  minority  report,  holding  that  coiitestee 
was  legally  elected.  The  omission  of  the  countv  canvass  of  votes  he 
held  to  be  a  fatal  irregularity.  The  election  oflScers  were  appointed 
b}'^  the  probate  judge,  and  unless  their  returns  were  canvasseany  him 
there  was  no  evidence  that  the  persons  making  returns  were  the  elec- 
tion officers.  The  poll  books,  or  lists  of  voters,  were  the  only  means 
of  detecting  illegal  votes,  and  the  returns  not  accompanied  by  them 
were  properly  reject<5d.  But  if  all  these  votes,  aiid  all  votes  except 
those  cast  on  the  ""  half-breed  land  "  were  counted,  contestee  would  still 
have  a  majority.  The  officers  who  held  the  election  in  the  *' half-breed 
land"  acted  without  legal  appointment  and  were  not  sworn.  The  per- 
sons on  this  land  were  outside  of  the  civil  jurisdiction  of  the  Territory, 
refused  to  pay  taxes  or  perform  the  duties  of  citizens,  and  were  clearly 
not  entitled  to  vote. 

After  a  brief  debate  the  House  confirmed  the  right  of  the  sitting 
member  to  his  seat  by  a  vote  of  69  to  63. 

[1  Bart,  2i)4:-2U,] 

(7)  Clark  ?>♦.  Hall. 

IrmfuU(rlt!ii<,      Report  f(yr  amtestcc,      Cfmtestce  retained  the  neat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Bingham. 

The  committee  reported  that  some  of  the  county  abstracts  were 
infonnal,  but  in  accordance  with  their  decision  in  the  previous  case 
(Bennet  vs.  Chapman)  they  did  not  reject  them.  It  also  appeared 
that  some  of  the  abstracts  A\A  not  contain  all  the  votes  cast,  but  as  the 
changes  required  by  the  evidence  would  not  overcome  the  returned 
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majority  of  the  contestee  they  reported  a  resolution  declaring  him 
elected.  The  House  agreed  to  the  resolution  without  debate  or 
division. 

[1  Bart.,  215.] 

(8)  Reeder  vm.  Whitfield  (second  case). 

Same  issues  a^  first  case;  mid  also  right  of  governor  of  Kansas  to  order 

Joeei'al  electum.     Majority  report  to  declare  f<eat  i^a'Cant;  minority  report 
r/;*  sitting  Delegate.     Resolutimi  laid  on  the  tahle^  leaving  contestee  in 
his  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Washburn;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Oliver. 

The  House  naving  declared  the  seat  of  the  Delegate  from  Kansas 
vacant,  the  governor  issued  a  proclamation  fixing  a  time  for  a  new 
election.  At  this  election  Mr.  Whitfield  received  all  the  votes  cast. 
He  was  admitted  to  the  House  pending  the  contest,  after  a  long  debate. 

The  committee  found  that  the  election  was  held  by  officers  and 
according  to  laws  deriving  their  authority  from  the  legislature  of 
Kansas,  which  had  already  been  decided  by  the  House  to  be  an  illegal 
body  and  incapable  of  passing  valid  laws.  But  if  its  legality  were 
conceded,  there  was  no  law  under  which  this  special  election  could 
have  been  held.  The  organic  law  of  the  Territoiy  empowered  the 
governor  to  fix  the  time  for  holding  the  first  election,  but  subsequent 
elections  were  to  be  held  at  times  fixed  by  the  legislature.  Among 
the  provisions  of  the  laws  passed  by  the  legislature  was  no  provision 
for  a  special  election  like  this.  If,  nowever,  it  had  appearea  that  the 
sitting  member  was  the  choice  of  a  majority  of  the  citizens  of  Kansas, 
the  committee  would  be  inclined  to  waive  these  considerations  and 
recommend  that  the  House  exercise  its  discretionary  power  to  admit 
him.  But  this  did  not  appear,  and  the  contrary  seemed  probable. 
The  election  was  held  under  a  law  passed  by,  and  by  oflScers  indirectly 
appointed  by,  the  usurping  legislature.  These  officers  might  be  trusted 
to  carry  out  the  law  according  to  the  evident  intent  of  the  legislature. 
The  law  was  an  extraordinary  one.  It  prescribed  no  period  of  resi- 
dence as  a  qualification  for  voting,  but  only  actual  inhabitancy  in  the 
Territory  at  the  moment  of  voting.  The  election  officers  might  at 
their  discretion  receive  evidence  concerning  the  qualification  of  voters, 
or  examine  the  voters  themselves;  in  the  latter  case  no  other  evidence 
was  to  be  received  to  contradict  the  voter's  oath.  All  the  voters  were 
required  to  take  a  test  oath  to  support  the  fugitive-slave  law  and  the 
Kansas-Nebi*aska  act.  The  laws  thus  permitted  any  citizen  of  Missouri 
to  vote  who  would  swear  that  he  was  at  the  time  of  the  election  an 
inhabitant  of  Kansas,  while  di_sf  ranchising  all  of  the  citizens  of  Kansas 
who  could  not  subscribe  to  a  test  oath  committing  themselves  to  the 
principles  of  the  party  in  power.  A  large  proportion  of  the  citizens 
of  Kansas  did  not  vote  at  the  election,  both  because  they  were  disfran- 
chised bv  the  test  oath  and  because  they  believed  the  election  to  be 
held  without  authority  of  law. 

The  committee  recommended  that  the  seat  be  declared  vacant. 

The  minority  held  that  the  charges  that  the  legislature  of  Kansas 
was  elected  by  fraud  and  usuipation  were  unfounded.  While  there 
might  have  been  individual  instances  of  violence,  the  majority  of  the 
legislature  were  elected  by  a  majority  of  the  bona  fide  citizens  of  Kansas. 
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The  spirit  of  the  organic  act  of  the  Territory  justified  the  governor  in 
fixing  the  date  for  the  special  election,  and  it  was  still  more  clearly 
made  his  duty  by  the  spirit  of  the  act  of  1817.  The  objection  to  the 
election  on  this  score  was  technical,  and  not  of  the  sort  that  ought  to 
be  addressed  to  a  tribunal  like  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  House,  by  a  vote  of  96  to  85,  tabled  the  resolution  reported  by 
the  conmiittee,  which  left  Mr.  Whitfield  in  his  seat.  The  only  debate 
on  this  case  was  upon  the  swearing  in  of  the  Delegate  when  he  first 
appeared. 

[1  Bart.,  215-222.] 
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THIETY-FIFTH  GOHOEESS,  1857-1859. 

Committee  on  Elections. 

Mr.  Harris,  Illinois,  Mr.  Phillips,  Pennsylvania, 

BoYCE,  South  Carolina,  Gilmer,  North  Carolina, 

Washburn,  Maine,  Lamar,  Mississippi, 

Stevenson,  Kentucky,  Wilson,  Indiana, 

Mr.  Clark,  Connecticut. 

In  the  second  session,  Messrs.  Wright,  of  Tennessee,  and  Cava- 
NAUGH,  of  Minnesota,  in  place  of  Messrs.  x^htllifs  and  Harris. 

(1^  Clement  L.  Vallandigham  "ob.  Lewis  D.  Campbell,  Ohio, 

(2)  Heniy  P.  Brooks  vs,  Henry  Winter  Davis,  Maryland, 

(3)  W.  W.  Phelps  and  James  M.  Cavanaugh,  Minnesota, 

(4)  Alpheus  G.  Fuller  m,  W.  W.  Engsbury,  Minnesota  Territory, 
hS  Wm.  Pinkney  Whyte  m.  J.  Morrison  liarris,  Maryland, 

(6)  Bird  B.  Chapman  vs,  Fenner  Ferguson,  Nebraska, 

(1)  Vallandigham  m,  Campbell. 

AppUcatixyn  for  fwrtJier  time  to  take  testim/my  refused.  Illegal 
votes.  No  majority  report.  First  minority  report  for  contesta/nt;  sec- 
ond minority  report  for  cordestee;  third  m^inority  report  to  vacate  seat. 
Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  on  preliminary  question  by  Mr.  Harris;  minority 
report  by  Mr.  Wilson. 

First  report  on  main  ease  by  Mr.  Lamar;  second  report  by  Mr. 
Gilmer;  third  report  by  Mr.  Harris. 

Contestee  applied  to  the  committee  to  recommend  that  time  be  given 
to  take  further  testimony.  The  committee  reported  that  the  main 
grounds  on  which  the  application  was  based  seemed  to  be  that  con- 
testee, having  been  a  member  of  the  previous  House,  had  been  unable 
to  attend  at  the  taking  of  testimony,  and  that  contestant  had  occupied 
the  whole  of  the  sixty  days,  leaving  no  time  for  contestee.  The  com- 
mittee found  that  the  first  ground  furnished  no  valid  excuse,  as  the  law 
plainly  contemplated  that  the  parties  might  be  represented  by  agents. 
The  second  ground  was  also  insufficient,  for,  while  the  law  prevented 
either  party  from  taking  testimony  in  two  places  at  once,  it  did  not 
prevent  both  parties  from  taking  testimony  at'the  same  time. 

The  minority  recommended  Siat  the  extension  be  granted.  The 
contestant  had  occupied  the  whole  time,  in  some  cases  taRing  testimony 
in  two  places  at  once,  so  that  he  had  utilized  seventy-five  days  within 
the  sixty  days,  while  contestee  had  only  been  able  to  use  ten  days. 
At  the  close  of  the  sixty  days  contestee  had  proposed  that  both  parties 
continue  to  take  testimony,  waiving  the  objections  of  time,  but  con- 
testant had  refused,  and  no  course  was  left  to  contestee  but  to  make 
application  to  the  House  when  in  session. 

The  House,  by  a  vote  of  114  to  101,  refused  to  extend  the  time. 
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On  the  main  case  the  committee  were  unable  to  agree.  Four 
members  agreed  to  the  report  of  Mr.  Lamar  for  contestant,  four  to 
the  report  of  Mr.  Gilmer  for  contestee,  and  Mr,  Harris,  the  chairman, 
recommended  that  the  seat  be  declared  vacant.  The  House  adopted 
the  conclusions  of  Mr.  Lamar's  report. 

There  were  a  number  of  technical  questions  miscd  in  regard  to  the 
evidence  of  contestant.  It  was  o})jocted  that  the  notice  was  insuffi- 
cient, in  not  giving  the  names  of  the  voters  objected  to,  but  the  first 
minority  held  that  it  was  sufficient  to  designate  them  by  the  class  to 
which  they  belonged.  The  only  evidence  of  the  whole  vote  as  returned 
was  an  abstract  of  votes  from  the  secretary  of  state's  office,  which  was 
procured  after  the  expii-ation  of  the  sixty  da^^s.  But  it  was  held  that 
such  documentary  evidence  as  proved  itself  might  be  presented  at  any 
time.  The  fact  that  the  voters  objectcnl  to  voted  was  proved  by  oral 
testimony,  and  it  was  objected  that  the  poll  books  should  have  been 
put  in  evidence.  But  the  poll  books  in  Ohio  were  not  records,  and 
there  was  no  provision  for  obtaining  copies  of  them.  In  any  case  they 
would  be  only  a  part  of  the  evidence  necessary  to  establish  the  fact  of 
voting,  as  there  must  be  other^  evidence  of  identity.  In  accordance 
with  the  decision  in  the  New  Jersey  case,  parol  evidence  alone  might 
be  received  in  the  absence  of  the  poll  books.  The  first  minority  also 
held  that  the  declarations  of  voters  as  to  their  qualifications  and  how 
they  voted  might  be  admitted.  This  was  the  settled  rule  in  England, 
and  had  nearly  always  been  followed  by  Congress.  It  was  not  so 
much  an  exception  to  the  general  rule  in  regard  to  hearsay  testimony, 
as  it  was  based  on  the  fact  that  the  voter  whose  vote  was  objected  to 
was  himself  a  party  to  the  proceedings. 

According  to  the  returns  the  sitting  member  had  a  majority  of 
19  votes.  Three  or  four  ballots  were  counted  for  both  sides  which 
had  been  rejected  for  various  reasons  by  the  officers  of  election.  A 
number  of  votes  were  also  deducted  from  each  side  as  having  been 
cast  by  minors,  persons  of  unsound  mind,  aliens,  and  nonresidents  of 
the  ward,  townsnip,  county,  or  State;  but  the  main  contention  was 
in  regard  to  16  votes  alleged  to  have  been  cast  for  the  contestee  by 
ersons  of  color.  The  first  minority  foun^  that  these  persons  were 
isqualified  under  the  constitution  of  Ohio,  and  that  the  proof  was  con- 
clusive that  15  of  them  voted  for  the  sitting  member.  They  claimed 
to  be  more  than  half  white,  and  hence  to  be  "'  white"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Constitution:  but  it  was  held  that  persons  having  a  visible 
admixture  of  African  blood  were  not  white,  and  that  they  also  came 
within  the  scope  of  the  Dred  Scott  decision  declaring  them  not  to  be 
citizens  of  the  United  States.  There  was  direct  testimony  that  part 
of  them  voted  for  the  sitting  member,  and  the  fact  that  the  right  of 
all  of  them  to  vote  was  sustained  by  the  friends  of  sitting  member  at 
the  polls  and  strongly  opposed  by  those  of  contestant  was  circum- 
stantial evidence  such  as  had  always  been  received  to  show  how  a  vote 
was  cast.  Deducting  the  votes  according  to  the  findings  of  the  first 
minority  would  give  contesbint  a  majority  of  23  votes,  or  if  those 
votes  in  regard  to  which  the  only  evidence  was  the  declarations  of  the 
voters  were  not  included  his  majority  would  be  14.  This  minority 
therefore  recommended  resolutions  declariiig  contestant  elected. 

The  second  minority  held  that  no  case  was  made  out  for  the  con- 
testant, either  on  the  pleadings  or  the  evidence.  The  notice  of  contest 
was  insufficient  in  that  it  alleged  no  facts  which,  if  proved,  would 
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justify  giving  the  seat  to  the  contestant.  The  only  ground  relied  on 
seemed  to  be  the  admission  or  exclusion  of  voters,  and  the  only  way  in 
which  such  a  ground  could  be  particularly  specified  was  by  naming  the 
voters  and  the  legal  objection  to  their  admission,  which  was  not  done. 
There  was,  further,  no  allegation  that  any  particular  number  of  votes 
was  returned  for  either  party  or  that  contestee  received  on  the  returns 
any  particular  majority,  and  hence  there  was  no  way  of  knowing, 
without  going  beyond  the  facts  alleged  in  the  pleadings,  whether  the 
illegal  voters  were  sufficient  to  overcome  the  returned  majority. 

Similarly,  there  was  no  way  from  the  evidence  of  knowing  how  many 
votes  were  cast  for  either  party  or  what  majority  the  contestee 
received.  The  only  atUmipt  at  proof  was  the  abstract  of  votes,  which 
was  introduced  long  after  the  legal  time  and  after  the  House  had 
refused  to  receive  any  additional  testimony.  The  law  of  1851  con- 
tained provisions  in  regard  to  documentary  as  well  as  oral  testimony, 
and  hence  its  limiting  provisions  applied  to  both;  and  this  state- 
ment, even  if  put  in  in  time,  would  not  be  evidence  of  the  votes  cast. 
The  original  evidence  of  the  casting  of  the  votes  was  the  poll  books, 
which  were  not  introduced.  This  abstitict  was  merely  an  abstract  of 
the  contents  of  other  abstracts  purporting  to  be  based  on  the  poll  books. 
The  poll  books  were  a  record,  and!^  their  contents  could  only  be  proved 
by  copies. 

These  poll  books  were  the  written  official  evidence  of  the  fact  of  the 
casting  of  the  votes,  and  until  they  were  introduced  or  their  destruc- 
tion proved  no  secondary  evidence  of  the  fact  could  be  received. 

But  waiving  all  these  points,  a  detailed  examination  of  the  individ- 
ual votes  attacked  woula  show  a  majority  for  the  sitting  member  of 
at  least  16  votes.  The  second  minority  therefore  recommended  reso- 
lutions declaring  contestee  elected. 

The  chairman  of  the  committee,  Mr.  Harris  (this  report  is  not  given 
in  1  Bart.),  was  unable  to  reach  a  decision  between  the  parties,  and 
favored  sending  the  case  back  to  the  people  for  a  new  election.  De- 
ducting only  such  votes  as  there  was  clear  and  convincing  proof  against, 
the  majority  of  the  sitting  member  would  be  22  votes.  There  were 
73  other  votes  which  the  contestant  claimed  were  sufficientlv  proved, 
but  the  proof  seemed  to  be  conclusive  as  to  only  8  of  them.  Six  others 
were  attacked  by  proof  strongly  tending  to  show  them  ille^l,  but  not 
conclusive.  The  proof  in  regard  to  the  remainder  was  insufficient. 
Contestant  had  thus  not  conclusively  established  his  right  to  the  seat, 
but  the  evidence  produced  almost  a  conviction  that  he  was  elected.  In 
deciding  between  the  two  claimants  the  House  would  be  almost  as 
likely  to  decide  wrong  as  rif{ht,  to  whichever  claimant  it  assigned  the 
seat.  It  seemed  to  be  more  just  in  a  case  like  this  to  regard  the  parties 
as  on  an  equal  footing  rather  than  to  hold  the  presumptions  strongly 
in  favor  or  the  returned  member,  and  when  the  House  could  not  feel 
certain  which  one  was  elected  the  fairest  course  would  be  to  remit 
the  election  to  the  people  for  a  new  trial. 

The  House  after  a  long  debate  seated  the  contestant  by  a  vote  of 
107  to  100. 

[1  Bart.,  22:3-244,  and  Report  No.  380,  first  session  Thirty-fifth  Con-^ 
gress,  pp.  22-31.] 
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(2)  Bbooks  v8.  Davis. 

Application  for  special  irwestigation  hy  the  IToyse  refused. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Boyce;  minority  repoil  by  Mr.  Phillips. 

The  contestant  served  a  notice  of  contest  on  the  returned  member, 
under  the  law  of  1851,  but  no  testimony  was  taken.  The  contestant 
presented  a  memorial  alleging  that  the  seat  of  Mr.  Brooks  ought  to  be 
vacated  on  account  of  the  violence  and  intimidation  prevailing  in  the 
city  of  Baltimore  at  the  time  of  the  election,  but  that  on  account  of  the 
implication  of  the  city  authorities  in  this  disorder,  and  their  conse- 
c^uent  unwillingness  to  protect  witnesses  or  prevent  further  intimida- 
tion, it  would  be  impossible  to  take  the  testimony  under  the  law  of 
1851.  He  petitioned  the  House  for  an  investigation  either  by  the 
House  or  a  committee. 

The  committee  recommended  that  the  petition  be  not  granted.  There 
was  no  evidence  presented  to  show  that  the  evidence  might  not  be 
taken  regularly,  and  the  fact  that  in  another  case,  in  the  same  city  and 
involving  the  same  issues,  testimony  was  now  being  quietly  taken 
tended  to  the  contrary  conclusion. 

The  minority  (minority  report  not  given  in  1  Bart.)  held  that  this 
was  not  an  ordinary  case  coming  under  the  law,  inasmuch  as  contestant 
did  not  claim  the  seat,  and  was  not,  strictly  speaking,  a  contestant. 
The  allegations  were  so  serious  as  to  demand  investigation,  especially 
as  the  governor  of  the  State,  in  his  message,  had  publicly  declared 
that  there  had  been  no  free  expression  of  the  will  of  the  people  in 
Baltimore. 

After  a  brief  debate,  by  a  vote  of  115  to  89,  the  House  refused  to 
grant  the  request. 

[1  Bart.,  245-248,  and  Report  No.  105,  first  session  Thirty-fifth  Con- 
gress, pp.  5-7.] 

(8)  Phelps  and  Cavanaugh. 

Election  of  Representati/oes  hefore  the  admfiission  of  the  State,  Claiw^ 
amis  admitted. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Harris;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Gilmer. 

The  Minnesota  enabling  act  provided  that  the  State  should  be  enti- 
tled to  one  Representative  and  as  many  more  as  the  census  should  show 
it  entitled  to.  The  constitution  formed  under  the  enabling  act  provided 
for  the  election  of  three  Representatives  from  the  State  at  large,  and 
the  schedule  provided  for  their  election  at  the  same  time  that  the  con- 
stitution was  submitted  to  the  people  for  ratification.  The  election 
was  held,  and  Messrs.  Phelps,  Cavanaugh,  and  one  other  person  were 
elected.  When  the  constitution  was  submitted  to  Congress  for  ratifi- 
cation it  was  changed  so  as  to  provide  for  onl}'  two  Representatives, 
and  the  State  was  then  admitted.  Messrs.  Phelps  and  Cavanaugh,  two 
of  the  persons  elected  when  the  constitution  was  adopted,  presented 
their  certificates. 

The  committee  held  that  the  fact  that  the  election  was  held  before 
the  admission  of  the  State  did  not  invalidate  it. 

The  act  of  admiBBion  into  the  Union,  upon  being  consummated,  relates  back  to 
and  legalizes  every  act  of  the  Territorial  authorities  exercised  in  pursuance  of  the 
original  authority  conferred. 
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The  fact  that  the  election  was  by  general  ticket  did  not  invalidate  it, 
as  the  second  section  of  the  apportionment  act  of  1842  only  applied  to 
that  apportionment,  and  even  where  it  applied  the  House  had  refused 
to  recognize  or  enforce  it.  The  fact  that  the  law  under  which  the 
claimants  were  elected  provided  for  the  election  of  three  Representa- 
tives did  not  render  it  void,  and  the  committee  would  not  consider  the 
question  whether  it  rendered  it  voidable  until  it  was  i*aised  b}'  some 
citizen  of  the  State  of  Minnesota.  Only  two  certificates  were  pre- 
sented, and  the  House  had  no  knowledge  that  more  than  two  persons 
were  elected.  The  question  was  simply  whether  these  two  claimants 
had  a  prima  fcude  right  to  be  sworn  in.  As  there  were  no  other  claim- 
ants, and  no  question  was  raised  against  their  election,  provided  any- 
one was  elected,  the  committee  recommended  that  they  be  sworn  in, 
without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  any  person  to  contest  their  seats. 

The  minority  (minority  report  not  given  in  1  Bart.)  held  that  Rep- 
resentatives could  not  be  elected  by  a  State  not  yet  in  existence,  "to 
represent  her  nonentity,"  and  even  if  they  could  the  law  under  which 
this  election  was  held  was  void.  If  there  were  any  precedents  for  the 
admission  of  Delegates  elected  before  the  admission  of  the  States,  they 
were  the  results  of  party  necessity,  and  deserved  only  to  be  expunged 
from  the  journals.  But  even  conceding  this,  it  was  impossible  to  hold 
the  law  in  question  valid.  If  the  election  of  the  claimants  was  held 
under  any  law,  it  was  under  a  law  providing  for  the  election  of  three 
Representatives,^and  an  election  of  only  two  Representatives  would  bfe 
contrary  to  that  law,  and  void.  But  an  election  of  three  Representa- 
tives was  contrary  to  the  organic  law,  as  ratified  by  Congress,  and  was 
void.  It  was  a  notorious  fact  that  three  persons  were  voted  for  and 
certified  as  elected,  though  only  two  certifuMites  were  presented.  The 
person  having  the  third  from  the  highest  number  of  votes  was  as  much 
elected  as  the  first  two,  and  the  House  had  no  more  authority  to  select 
two  out  of  the  three  than  it  would  have  to  select  between  two  persons 
having  an  equal  number  of  votes. 

After  a  very  brief  debate,  the  resolutions  presented  by  the  com- 
mittee were  passed,  by  a  vote  of  135  to  63,  and  the  claimants  were 
admitted. 

[1  Bart.,  248-251,  and  Report  No.  408,  first  session  Thirty-fifth  Con- 
gress,  pp.  5-11.] 

(4)   FULLEB  V8.  KiNGSBUKY. 

Right  of  delegate  from,  Minnesota  Territory  to  sit  after  the  admis- 

simi  of  the  State  into  tlie  Union  as  a  representative  of  the  portion  of  the 

Territory  not  i/ncl/uded  within  the  limits  of  the  State,     Majority  revart 

for  sitting  member ^  m,inority  report  for  contestant.     House  vacated  the 

seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Harris;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Gilmer. 

The  Territory  of  Minnesota  had  included  a  large  amount  of  terri- 
tory west  of  the  limits  assigned  to  the  State  of  Minnesota.  At  the 
same  time  that  the  election  was  held  for  members  of  the  Thirty-fifth 
Congress,  in  anticipation  of  the  admission  of  the  State  into  the  Union, 
Mr.  JKingsbury  was  elected  as  Delegate  from  the  Territory  of  Minne- 
sota and  took  nis  seat  at  the  beginning  of  the  Congress.  After  the 
admission  of  the  State,  Mr.  Fuller  presented  a  certificate  from  certain 
oounty  officers,  sealed  with  a  seal  purporting  to  be  the  seal  of  the 
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"Territory  of  Dakota"  (no  such  Territory  had  yet  been  organized  by 
Congress),  certifying  that  he  had  been  elected  as  a  Delegate  from  the 
said  Territory.  It  was  conceded  that  the  so-called  '"Territory  of 
Dakota"  was  the  same  geographical  area  as  that  portion  of  the  Terri- 
tory of  Minnesota  not  included  within  the  limits  of  the  State  of  Min- 
nesota. Mr.  Kingsbury  claimed  the  right  to  retain  his  seat  to  repre- 
sent this  portion  of  the  Territory,  and  the  committee  held  that  he 
possessed  that  right.  The  law  admitting  the  State  of  Minnesota  did 
not  repeal  the  law  organizing  the  Territory  and  deprive  that  portion 
of  the  Territory  not  included  within  the  limits  of  the  State  of  all  gov- 
ernment. The  cases  of  Paul  Fearing,  from  the  Northwest  Territory, 
and  of  H.  H.  Sibley,  from  Wisconsin  Territory,  had  settled  the  prin- 
ciple that  the  erection  of  part  of  a  Territory  into  a  State  did  not  vacate 
the  seat  of  the  delegate.  Mr.  Kingsbury  being  entitled  to  the  seat,  of 
course  Mr.  Fuller  was  not,  and  the  committee  reported  resolutions 
sustaining  the  right  of  the  sitting  Delegate. 

The  mmority  found  that  the  election  for  Delegate  had  been  an 
entirely  separate  one  within  and  without  the  limits  of  the  new  State, 
and  that  Mr.  Fuller  had  received  the  majority  of  the  votes  cast  out- 
side the  State.  Moreover,  Mr.  Kingsbury  was  not  a  resident  of  the 
portion  of  the  Territory  he  sought  to  represent.  The  minority  recom- 
mended seating  the  contestant. 

The  debate  in  the  House  turned  on  the  question  whether  the  Terri- 
tory of  Minnesota  still  existed  after  the  admission  of  the  State;  it 
being  apparently  conceded  that  if  any  such  Territory  existed,  Mr. 
Kingsbu^  had  the  right  to  represent  it.  The  House  finally  passed 
the  following  resolution,  by  a  vote  of  102  to  80: 

Besolred,  That  the  admission  of  the  State  of  Minnesota  into  the  Union  with  the 
boundaries  prescribed  in  the  act  of  admission  operates  as  a  dissolution  of  the  terri- 
torial organization  of  Minnet^ota;  so  that  so  much  of  the  late  Territory  of  Minnesota 
as  lies  without  the  limits  of  the  present  State  of  Minnesota  is  without  any  distinct, 
legally  organized  government,  and  the  people  thereof  are  not  entitled  to  a  Del^ate 
in  Congress  until  that  right  is  conferred  upon  them  by  statute. 

[1  Bart.,  251-257.] 

(5)  Whyte  v8,  Harris. 

Violence  and  intimidation;  ilUgal  votes.  Majority  repcyrt  to  vacate 
Heat;  minority  repirrt  foi*  cantest-ee.  The  House  laid  the  whole  subject 
on  the  table. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Harris;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Wilson. 

This  ease  arose  out  of  the  disturbances  in  Biutimore  attendant  upon 
the  ''American  party"  agitation.  There  had  been  disturbances  at 
two  or  three  previous  local  and  State  elections,  which  had  excited 
great  attention,  and  on  account  of  which  the  governor  of  the  State  had 
called  out  the  military  force  to  aid  in  preserving  the  peace  at  this 
election.  It  was  alleged,  however,  that  in  spite  of  these  extraordinarv 
precautions,  the  whole  election  was  attended  by  riots  and  violence,  ancl 
that  there  was  no  such  thing  as  a  free  expression  of  the  will  of  the 
people.  The  contestant  served  a  notice  of  contest,  in  which  he  alleged 
acts  of  violence  and  intimidation  at  each  of  the  precincts  of  the  dis- 
trict; and  also,  in  some  of  the  precincts,  the  reception  of  large  num- 
bers of  illegal  votes  and  various  acts  of  fraud. 

The  committee  called  attention  to  the  unprecedented  character  of 
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the  case,  sayin|^  that  it  was  not  an  ordinary  question  as  to  which  of 
two  candidates  was  legally  elected,  but  *'the  question  involved  is. 
Shall  elections  of  members  to  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  be  free,  fair,  and  open  to  the  whole  body  of  legal  elec- 
tors T'  The  committee  quoted  from  the  governor's  message  on  the 
subject,  the  proclamation  of  the  ma^'or,  and  the  accounts  given  in  non- 
partisan newspapers  to  show  that  it  was  a  generallv  conceded  fact  that 
the  election  in  question  was  marked  by  riots  anS  violence.  It  was 
claimed  by  some  that  the  disturbances  were  the  result  of  attacks  by 
members  of  the  American  party  upon  naturalized  citizens,  and  by 
others  that  the  foreign-born  citizens  were  the  aggressors;  but  in  either 
case  the  effect  upon  the  valid it}'^  of  the  election  would  be  the  same. 
The  fatal  results  of  the  riots  at  previous  elections  had  left  the  city  in 
a  state  of  alarm,  and  the  rioters  at  this  election  took  advantage  of  this 
feeling  and  were  largely  able  to  exercise  the  same  intimidation  as  at 

Srevious  elections  without  the  necessity  of  resorting  to  the  same 
egree  of  violence.  An  abstract  of  all  the  testimony  was  given,  show- 
ing at  each  precinct  the  presence  of  large  bodies  of  excited  men,  who 
prevented  tne  Democratic  challengers  from  acting  and  intimidated 
Democratic  voters,  especially  those  of  foreign  birth,  from  approach- 
ing the  polls.  Individual  cases  of  assault  were  shown  at  most  of  the 
polls.  The  witnesses  for  the  sitting  member,  on  the  other  hand,  tes- 
tified that  the  election  was  much  quieter  than  usual  and  that  the  push- 
ing and  shouting  around  the  polls  was  not  such  as  to  prevent  anyone 
from  voting  who  desired  to  do  so. 

The  tickets  used  by  the  American  Party  were  distinguished  by 
having  red  stripes  on  the  backs,  so  that  it  could  easily  be  known  for 
whom  a  voter  voted.  The  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  the 
requirements  of  the  laws  of  Maryland  that  the  election  should  be  "•  bjr 
ballot "  implied  a  secret  ballot,  and  that  such  marks  as  these  practi- 
cally rendered  the  election  a  riva  'iy)ce  one,  and  were  in  violation  of 
the  law.  These  tickets  greatly  aided  the  intimidation,  by  enabling 
the  rioters  to  know  whom  to  intimidate. 

The  contestant  claimed  to  have  shown  a  very  large  number  of  illegal 
votes  and  to  have  established  his  right  to  the  seat,  but  his  testimony 
was  inconclusive,  and  the  committee  did  not  give  it  much  discussion. 
They  held,  however,  that  the  whole  election  should  be  held  void  for 
rioting  and  intimidation.  A  large  number  of  English  cases  was  cited 
where  the  election  had  been  avoided  for  riot,  even  where  the  return- 
ing officer  had  been  able  to  finish  the  poll  and  comply  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  writ.  There  had  fortunatelv  been  but  two  cases  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  (Trigg  vs.  Preston,  and  Riddle  and  Richard 
vs.  Wing,  C.  &'H.,  78,  504)  in  which  such  a  charge  had  ever  Ix^en 
made,  and  as  the  charge  had  not  been  established  in  either  of  these 
cases,  there  were  no  precedents  as  to  the  effect  of  such  a  charge  if 
established.  But  the  committee  held  that  there  could  be  no  such  thing 
as  an  election  unless  all  the  voters  were  free  to  vote. 

An  ele<'tion  is  the  free  choice,  by  those  who  have  the  rijjht  to  make  it,  ana  wno 
desire  and  seek  to  make  it,  uncompelled,  unawed,  and  unintimidated. 

There  had  been  no  such  election  in  this  case,  and  the  committee 
therefore  reported  a  resolution  declaring  the  election  void  and  the  seat 
vacant. 

The  minority  held  that  the  contestant  had  failed  either  to  make  out 
his  own  case  or  to  destroy  the  validity  of  the  election.     The  notice  of 
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contest  was  plainly  insufficient;  it  did  not  even  indicate  the  class  of 
votes  objected  to  as  illegal,  and  most  of  its  specifications  were  extremely 
vague  and  general.  TEe  allegation  of  *'  intimidation  of  voters,"'  even  if 
proved,  would  furnish  no  ground  for  vacating  the  election.  The  true 
rule  was  that  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Biddle  and  Richard  rf<.  Wing 
(C.  &  H.,  507),  where  it  was  held  that  the  House  would  not  inquire 
into  the  reasons  why  any  voter  or  class  of  voters  did  not  vote.  The 
allegations  in  regard  to  the  stripes  on  the  backs  of  the  ballots  were 
immaterial,  as  there  was  nothing  in  the  laws  of  Maryland  preventing 
such  marks,  and  the  practice  seemed  to  have  originated  with  contest- 
ant's party.  The  complaint  that  the  judges  of  election  received  ''  hun- 
dreds of  Imllots  "  which  the}'  did  not  deposit  in  the  boxes  was  not  borne 
out  by  the  testimony.  In  one  precinct  there  were  11  intoxicated  men 
who  were  not  entitled  to  vote;  but  they  were  raising  a  disturbance, 
and  the  judges  of  election,  to  avoid  trouble,  pretended  to  receive  their 
ballots,  but  did  not  deposit  them  in  the  boxes.  The  presence  of  a 
cannon  at  one  of  the  polls  was  not  significant,  as  it  haa  been  at  the 
same  place  for  years,  and  was  used  for  Fourth  of  July  celel)nitions. 
It  was  only  firea  twice  on  the  day  of  election,  and  then  without  ball, 
and  at  a  time  when  no  voters  were  approaching  the  polls. 

The  evidence  by  which  contestant  attempted  to  establish  his  own 
right  to  the  seat,  and  the  names  and  number  of  the  alleged  illegal  or 
intimidated  voters,  was  wholly  hearsay,  and  hence  inadmissible.  Ille- 
gal voting  was  sought  to  be  snown  by  comparing  the  number  of  votes 
returned  with  the  number  of  votes  cast  at  former  elections,  or  the 
estimates  of  witnesses  as  to  the  number  of  legal  voters  resident  in  the 
precincts,  but  the  evidence  was  fully  contradicted.  Lists  of  names 
found  on  the  poll  books  of  this  election,  and  not  on  those  of  previous 
elections,  were  shown  to  persons  who  testified  that  they  did  not  know 
the  voters,  but  the  testimony  was  of  a  very  unsatisfactory  soil,  and 
the  increase  in  the  vote  was  accounted  for  by  other  witnesses.  Large 
lists  of  names  were  put  in  evidence,  purporting  to  be  lists  of  persons 
who  were  intimidatea  from  voting,  but  tne  best-proved  of  them  only 
showed  that  the  witness  had  been  told  of  the  alleged  fact  by  the 
votera  or  their  friends,  and  most  of  the  lists  did  not  even  have  this 
proof.  They  were  gathered  by  a  large  number  of  persons,  and  then 
put  in  evidence  by  the  person  who  consolidated  the  lists,  few  or  none 
of  the  original  makers  of  the  lists  being  called. 

In  regard  to  the  alleged  violence  at  the  polls,  the  minority  could 
find  no  case  in  which  an  election  had  been  declared  void  for  this  reason, 
unless  the  violence  was  such  as  to  interfere  with  the  election  and  pre- 
vent the  ascei*tainment  of  the  result.  The  testimony  of  the  contestant 
in  this  case  was  very  loose  and  general,  and  when  examined  in  connec- 
tion with  the  contmdicting  testimony  it  failed  to  show  any  such  con- 
dition of  extreme  violence  as  claimed  in  the  majority  report.  There 
was  no  pretense  that  the  officers  of  election  were  not  able  to  canvass 
the  vote  peaceably  and  correctly.  The  specific  instances  of  assault 
shown  in  the  testimony  were  very  few.  In  this  whole  election  there 
was  no  person  killed,  shot,  or  seriously  injured;  two  persons  were 
stuck  with  a  darning  needle,  two  had  teeth  knocked  out,  one  was 
thrown  over  the  crowd  by  the  heels,  and  eight  were  struck.  The  tes- 
timony attempting  to  show  more  numerous  cases  of  assault  })roke 
down  upon  cross-examination. 

It  was  an  unfortunate  fact  that  there  were  often  disturbances  at  the 
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polls  in  city  elections,  and  if  the  partisan  accounts  of  occurrences  at 
many  other  elections  were  to  be  taken,  doubtless  as  good  ground  for 
vacating  them  could  be  shown  as  in  this  case. 

Let  us  once  establish  the  precedent  that  Representatives  are  to  be  unseated  and 
the  will  of  the  people,  especially  when  expressed  by  large  majorities,  overruled 
because  of  violence  at  the  polls,  and,  while  it  wiH  put  all  our  city  elections  in  the 
power  of  the  riotous  and  rowdy,  it  will  inaugurate  a  new  rule  as  to  future  cases  as 
unsound  in  principle  as  it  will  be  bitter  in  its  fruits. 

The  House,  by  a  vote  of  106  to  97,  laid  the  whole  subject  on  the  table. 
There  was  no  debate  on  the  merits  of  the  question. 

[1  Bart. ,  257-267,  and  Report  No.  538,  first  session  Thirty-fifth  Con- 
gress, pp.  1-57  (large  parts  of  both  reports  omitted  in  1  Bartlett).] 

(6)  Chapman  vs.  Ferguson. 

Application  for  time  to  take  ftirther  testiinony  granted.  Irregular' 
ities;  frauds.  Majority  report  for  contestant;  minority  report  for 
contestee.     Souse  laid  the  whole  mbject  on  the  table. 

Preliminary  report  by  Mr.  Harris;  majority  report  by  Mr.  Wilson; 
minority  report  by  Mr.  Boyce. 

Notice  of  contest  and  answer  were  served,  but  the  contestant  did 
not  give  notices  of  intention  to  take  any  testimony  until  more  than 
half  the  legal  time  had  expired  and  until  the  contestee  had  gone  to 
Washington.  Notices  were  then  left  at  the  contestee's  usual  place  of 
abode,  and  testimony  was  taken  by  contestant.  The  contestee  made 
afiidavit  that  he  knew  nothing  of  the  testimony  until  he  saw  it  printed. 
The  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  contestee  erred  in  not  hav- 
ing an  attorney  to  represent  nim  in  the  Territory,  and  if  the  interests 
of  the  contestant  ana  contestee  were  alone  concerned  they  might  not 
have  reached  the  conclusion  they  did;  but,  as  the  question  to  be  deter- 
mined was  the  choice  of  the  people,  they  recommended  an  extension 
of  sixty  days  in  which  to  take  testimony.  The  House  agreed  to  the 
resolution  recommended. 

After  the  testimony  had  been  taken  the  committee  repoited  that  the 
contestee's  majority  on  the  face  of  the  returns  was  57,  but  after  count- 
ing for  both  parties  cei^tain  precincts  and  votes  rejected  for  irregu- 
larities his  majority  would  be  51.  This  majority  was  overcome  and 
a  majority  shown  for  contestant  by  rejecting  illegal  votes  cast  at  two 
precincts  and  throwing  out  a  third.  At  the  first  two  precincts  the 
evidence  showed  that  the  number  of  votes  cast  was  very  much  in  excess 
of  the  number  of  residents.  In  one  of  the  precincts  the  judges  were 
not  sworn,  and  in  the  other  the  names  "Oliver  Twist"  and  "Samuel 
Weller"  appeared  on  the  poll  book;  and  there  was  other  evidence  of 
fraud  which  the  committee  thought  would  justify  throwing  out  the 
precincts,  but  they  chose  only  to  reject  the  illegal  votes.  At  the  third 
precinct  there  were  returned  401  votes,  all  but  4  for  the  contestee. 
The  poll  was  kept  open  long  after  the  legal  hour.  Shortly  before  the 
legal  hour  for  closing  one  of  the  judges  announced  that  only  271  votes 
were  then  polled,  and  between  8  and  9  o'clock  in  the  evening  he 
announced  tnat  only  373  votes  were  then  polled.  A  witness  testified 
to  having  seen  one  person  vote  four  or  five  times.  An  old  resident 
was  unfamiliar  with  most  of  the  names  on  the  poll  list.  At  the  next 
election  only  one-third  as  many  votes  were  cast.  The  judges  of  elec- 
tion wore  sworn  by  a  notary  public,  who,  in  Nebiuska,  was  not  author- 
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ized  to  administer  oaths  in  such  cases.  The  committee  rejected  the 
whole  poll,  but  held  that  if  this  should  not  be  done  the  iraudulent 
votes  and  those  cast  after  the  legal  hour  were  sufficient  in  number  to 
give  contestant  the  seat. 

The  minority  rested  their  case  on  this  precinct,  as,  unless  it  was 
rejected,  the  contestce's  majority  could  not  be  overcome.  There  were 
only  15  votes  received  after  6  o'clock.  The  voters  were  legal  voters; 
but  the  minority  deducted  their  votes,  as  also  the  votes  of  *' Oliver 
Twist"  and  ^'Samuel  Weller"  in  another  precinct. 

In  the  debate  the  point  was  strongly  pressed  that  the  evidence  relied 
on  by  contestant  was  that  t!aken  during  the  first  sixty  days,  and  was 
hence  ex  parte;  most  of  it  was  also  hearsay.  The  rebutting  evidence 
of  contestee  was  regularly  taken  and  cross-examined  and  entitled  to 
much  more  credit. 

The  House,  after  a  short  debate,  laid  the  whole  question  on  the  table 
by  a  vot«  of  99  to  93. 

[1  Bart.,  267-275.] 
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THIBTY-SIXTH  CONGBESS,  1859-1861. 

t 

Cmnrrdttee  on  Elections. 

Mr.  GiLMEB,  North  Carolina,  Mr.  Stevenson,  Kentucky, 

Dawes,  Massachusetts,  Gartrell,  Georgia, 

Campbell,  Pennsylvania,  Stratton,  New  Jersey, 

BoYCE,  South  Carolina,  McKnight,  Pennsylvania, 

Mr.  Marston,  New  Hampshire. 

Cases, 

(1)  William  A.  Howard  vs.  George  B.  Cooper,  Michigan. 

(2)  A.  J.  Williamson  vs.  D.  E.  Sickles,  New  York. 
J3)  Samuel  G.  Daily  vs.  Experience  Estabrook,  Nebraska  Territory. 
[4)  Francis  P.  Blair,  jr.,  vs.  J.  Richard  Barrett,  Missouri. 

b)  James  S.  Chrisman  vs.  William  C.  Anderson,  Kentucky. 

6)  William  G.  Harrison  vs.  Henr}^  Winter  Davis,  Maryland. 
[7)  WiUiam  P.  Presibon  vs.  J.  Morrison  Harris,  Maryland. 

(1)  Howard  vs.  Cooper. 

Application  f 01*  further  time  to  take  testimony  refused.  Irregulari- 
ties;  violence  and  mtlmidatiiyn;  illegal  and  fraudulent  votes.  Major- 
ity report  for  contestant;  minority  report  for  contestee.  Contestant 
seated. 

Majority  report  on  preliminary  question  by  Mr.  Campbell;  minority 
report  by  Mr.  Stevenson. 

Majority  report  on  main  case  by  Mr.  Gilmer;  minority  report  by 
Mr.  Gartrell. 

Notice  of  contest  and  answer  were  duly  served,  but  contestant  did 
not  take  his  testimony  until  the  last  few  days  of  the  sixty  days,  and 
took  his  most  important  testimony  on  the  last  day.  The  contestee 
took  no  testimonVj  but  on  the  meeting  of  Congress  presented  ex  parte 
affidavits  impeaching  the  character  of  one  of  contestant's  witnesses 
and  contradicting  the  testimony  of  others,  and  asked  that  these  affida- 
vits be  received  as  evidence  or  that  he  be  given  time  to  take  the  testi- 
mony of  the  affiants.  The  committee  recommended  that  the  application 
be  not  granted.  Contestee  had  opportunity  to  take  testimony  during 
the  whole  sixty  days,  and  as  he  nad  ten  days'  notice  of  the  names  of 
witnesses  to  be  examined,  he  was  free  to  procure  testimony  to  impeach 
them.  To  allow  an  extension  simply  because  contestant  had  taken 
testimony  during  the  latter  part  of  his  time,  and  where  the  failure  of 
contestee  to  take  testimony  was  due  to  his  own  laches,  would  be  vir- 
tually to  repeal  the  law,  and  the  committee  could  not  recommend  it. 

The  minority  (minority  report  not  given  in  1  Bart.)  recommended 
that  the  extension  be  granted.  The  case  should  not  be  decided 
on  the  testimony  of  witnesses  who  could  be  impeached,  and  whose 
testimony  was  taken  on  the  last  day  of  the  sixty  uays,  when  contestee 
had  no  opportunity  to  impeach  or  rebut  it.  Contestee  could  not  have 
presumed  that  witnesses  would  swear  falsely,  and  it  would  not  have 

H.  Doc.  510 11 
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been  proper  for  him  to  have  introduced  impeaching  testimony  until 
after  the  witnesses  had  testified.   ^ 

The  House,  by  a  vote  of  89  to  79,  refused  to  grant  the  extension 
asked  for. 

On  the  main  contest  the  committee  reported  in  favor  of  seating  the 
contestant.  The  returned  majority  of  the  contestee  was  overcome  by 
throwing  out  certain  precincts  for  irregularities  and  a  number  of 
fraudulent  and  illegal  votes.  There  were  disturbances  at  the  jwlls  in 
one  precinct,  but  the  committee  were  doubtful  as  to  the  propriety  of 
throwing  out  the  poll  on  this  account,  and  allowed  it  to  stand. 

The  Fourth  Ward  of  the  city  of  Detroit  was  thrown  out  for  irregu- 
larities. The  alderman  of  the  ward  was  ex  officio  an  inspector,  but  he 
did  not  act  during  the  dav,  and  another  inspector  was  chosen  by  the 
voters.  In  the  evening  the  alderman  officiated  at  the  counting  of 
the  vote.  He  was  not  sworn.  It  seems,  also  (the  irregularities  are  not 
clearlj^  stated  either  in  the  reports  or  debates),  that  the  tickets  for 
the  city  election  and  for  the  Congressional  election  were  deposited 
in  the  same  box;  being  folded  when  deposited  it  would  have  been  easy 
for  the  voter  to  have  cast  two  ballots  of  the  same  sort 

The  minoritv  quoted  testimony  in  regard  to  this  ward,  and  held 
that  the  irregularities  were  not  such  as  to  justify  its  rejection. 

The  election  at  Grosse  Point  was  held  at  the  house  of  one  Wilson, 
according  to  the  official  notice.  The  contestant  claimed  that  under 
the  law  it  should  have  been  held  at  the  house  of  one  Kline,  2  miles 
distant.  Both  parties,  and  the  majority  and  minority  of  the  commit- 
tee, seem  to  have  assumed  that  if  the  election  was  held  in  the  wrong 
Elace  it  was  void.  The  law  was  somewhat  obscure,  but  the  majority 
eld  that  the  election  should  have  been  held  at  Kline's  house,  and  was 
consequently  void.  The  minority  held  that  it  was  properly  held  at 
Wilson's  house. 

The  vote  of  the  township  of  Van  Buren  was  thrown  out  bj^  the  com- 
mittee on  the  ground  that  only  two  inspectors  officiated,  while  the  law 
required  three;  There  is  no  mention  of  this  irregularity  in  the 
minority  report. 

The  committee  also  deducted  106  illegal  and  fraudulent  votes.  Fifty- 
eight  of  these  were  of  voters  who  were  taken  into  a  ward  ten  days  before 
the  election  under  an  agreement  to  furnish  them  board  and  drinks  if 
they  would  vote  the  Democi*atic  ticket.  The  committee  held  that  ten 
days'  presence  in  a  ward  under  such  circumstances  did  not  constitute 
the  residence  required  by  law.  Some  of  these  men  had  been  in  jail  in^ 
Canada  during  part  of  the  ten  days,  and  so  did  not  have  the  required 
length  of  residence  even  of  this  sort. 

The  minority  sustained  the  legal itjr  of  most  of  these  votes,  and  disa- 
greed with  the  conclusions  of  the  majority  in  regard  to  other  individ- 
ual votes. 

Neither  minority  report  is  given  in  1  Bartlett. 

The  House,  by  votes  of  97  to  77  and  92  to  71,  passed  the  resolutions 
declaring  contestee  not  elected  and  contestant  elected. 

[1  Bart.,  276-288.  and  Report  No.  87,  pp.  31-37,  and  No.  445,  pp. 
7-15,  first  session  Tidrty-sixth  Congress.] 
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(2)  Williamson  vs.  Sickles. 

Application  Ji/r  additioiial  tiine  to  take  te8ti7no7iy  granted.  Case  not 
made  out. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Dawes;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Gilmer. 

The  board  of  canvassers  of  the  county  of  New  York  certified  the 
votes  cast  at  the  Congressional  election  as  having  been  cast  for  '*  Mem- 
ber of  Congress"  instead  of  "Representative  m  Congress,"  and  for 
this  reason  the  State  canvassers  refused  to  issue  certificates  of  election 
or  determine  the  result,  but  announced  the  votes  returned  for  each 
candidate.  The  persons  having  received  the  highest  number  of  votes 
procured  certified  copies  of  this  announcement  or  statement,  and  upon 
the  organization  of  the  House  were  sworn  in  on  these  credentials.  The 
contestant  in  this  case  presented  a  petition  reciting  that  he  had 
emploved  counsel  and  partly  prepared  a  notice  of  contest,  but  that 
as  he  had  been  advised  by  counsel  that  he  could  not  proceed  under 
the  law  of  18.51  until  there  had  been  some  official  determination  of  the 
result,  he  had  not  served  notice  or  taken  any  testimony. 

The  committee  reported  that  the  law  of  1851  was  not  absolutely 
binding  on  the  House,  but  was  a  wholesome  rule  not  to  be  departed 
from  without  cause.  Cases,  however,  might  arise  which  did  not  come 
within  this  law,  and  in  such  cases  the  parties  must  apply  to  the  House 
itself  for  authority  to  t-ake  any  other  tnan  voluntary  testimony.  Con- 
testant had  acted  in  a  hona  jide  belief  that  this  was  such  a  case,  and 
whether  it  was  or  not,  the  House  might  exercise  the  discretion  given 
in  the  law"  and  allow  supplementary  evidence  to  be  taken.  The  disad- 
vantages arising  from  the  delay  were  all  with  the  contestant  and  not 
with  tne  sitting  member. 

The  minority  held  that  the  contestant  should  have  proceeded  under 
the  law,  which  was  "obligatory  alike  upon  the  House,  the  committee, 
and  the  contestant,"  and  should  be  followed  in  all  cases  to  which  it 
applied.  The  announcement  of  the  vote  by  the  State  canvassers  was 
a  determination  of  the  result  under  which  the  contestant  might  have 
proceeded.  If  it  was  not  such  a  determination,  then  the  contestee  had 
ViO  prima  faeie  right  to  the  seat;  but  this  (juestion  had  already  been 
settled  by  the  action  of  the  House  in  admitting  contestee  and  his  col- 
leagues. But  if  this  case  were  conceded  not  to  come  under  the  law  of 
1851,  the  contestant  had  no  better  claim,  for  in  all  the  cases  decided 
before  1851  it  had  been  held  that  the  returned  meml)er  was  entitled  to 
a  reasonable  notice,  and  no  such  notice  or  any  notice  had  been  given 
in  this  case. 

The  House,  bv  a  vote  of  80  to  64,  passed  the  resolution  extending 
the  time.  At  the  next  session,  the  testimony  having  been  taken,  the 
committee  briefly  reported  that  contestant  had  failed  to  make  out  his 
case. 

[1  Bart.,  288-298. J 

(3)  Daily  vs,  Estabrook. 

Irregular  it  iea;  illegal  voting.  Report  for  contestant,  -  Contestant 
seated. 

Report  by  Mr.  Campbell: 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  300  votes,  but 
the  committee  found  that  the  vote  of  three  counties,  part  of  the  vote 
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of  another,  and  one  precinct  in  another  should  be  thrown  out.  This 
would  give  the  majority  to  the  contestant.  The  three  counties  thrown 
out  were  unorganized  counties.  Under  the  laws  of  the  Territory 
unorganized  counties  were  attached  for  election  purposes  to  the  coun- 
ties lying  next  east  of  them,  and  there  were  provisions  whereby  they 
could  organize,  by  a  regular  election  of  county  officers,  under  the 
direction  of  the  county  authorities  of  the  county  to  which  they  had 
been  attached.  The  law  establishing  one  of  the  counties  in  issue  used 
the  word  "organized,"  and  it  was  claimed  that  this  fact  made  it  an 
organized  county;  but  the  committee  held  that  it  could  not  be  organ- 
ized until  a  regular  election  of  county  officers  had  been  held  under  the 
law.  No  such  election  had  been  held,  but  in  a  convention  or  mass 
meeting  certain  persons  had  been  nominated  whom  the  governor 
afterwards  commissioned  or  appointed.  This  was  not  a  legal  organi- 
zation, and  the  county  not  being  organized  votes  returned  from  it 
directly  to  the  governor  instead  of  to  the  clerk  of  the  next  county 
east  must  be  rejected.  It  was  evident  also  that  the  votes  returned 
from  this  county  were  f I'audulent.  Nearly  all  of  the  292  votes  returned 
from  it  professed  to  have  been  cast  in  a  settlement  on  the  south  side 
of  the  Platte  River,  and  hence  outside  the  limits  of  the  county.  This 
settlement  contained  too  few  inhabitants  to  have  cast  so  many  votes, 
and  there  were  scarcely  any  settlements  or  inhabitants  in  the  county 
itself. 

The  votes  of  two  other  counties  were  also  rejected  as  unorganized, 
but  there  was  also  evidence  in  each  of  these  cases  that  the  votes  were 
fraudulent.  One  of  the  counties  was  shown  to  have  no  inhabitants  at 
all.  The  return  of  the  other  was  opened  by  the  governor's  private 
secretary,  and  by  him  returned  to  the  clerk  of  the  organized  county 
to  which  this  county  was  attached,  with  instructions  to  return  it  to  the 
governor  with  the  returns  of  that  county.  This  return  was  after- 
wards stolen,  and  there  were  reasons  for  believing  it  to  have  been  a 
foreery. 

i  rom  another  county  128  votes  were  returned.  It  was  in  proof 
that  there  could  not  be  over  60  voters  in  the  county.  A  copy  of  the 
poll  book  was  forcibly  taken* from  witnesses  by  a  mob  whose  avowed 
object  was  to  prevent  the  exposure  of  fraud.  The  original  poll  book 
was  also  stolen.  Witnesses  who  had  seen  it  testified  that  it  was  signed 
by  persons  never  heard  of  in  the  county,  and  contained  the  names  of 
persons  not  known.  The  committee  counted  60  votes  as  the  largest 
number  that  could  have  been  legally  cast. 

One  precinct  was  also  rejected  because  it  was  on  the  Pawnee  Indian 
Reservation,  which,  by  the  act  of  Congress  organizing  the  Territory, 
was  not  a  part  of  Nebraska  Territory. 

The  contestee  objected  to  the  sei*vice  of  more  than  one  notice  of 
contest,  but  the  committee  held  that  any  number  of  notices  might  be 
served,  if  they  were  all  within  the  time  prescribed  by  law.  The  con- 
testee also  objected  that  there  was  no  competent  proof  of  the  result  of 
the  election.  The  evidence  of  the  result  was  an  abstract  of  votes, 
certified  from  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  the  Territory.  It  was 
obtained  without  notice,  and  after  the  contestant's  attorney  had  given 
notice  that  he  woula  ''examine  no  more  witnesses."  The  committee 
held  that  the  abstract  was  competent  evidence  and  that,  as  it  was  not 
the  testimony  of  a  witness  and  could  not  be  cross-examined,  notice  was 
not  necessary.    The  contestee  objected  that  this  mode  of  procedure 
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would  deprive  him  of  opportunity  of  proving  the  abstract  to  be  false, 
but  the  committee  held  that  as  lie  dia  not  tulege  that  it  was  false  the 
objection  was  immaterial. 

The  committee  were  unanimous  in  recommending  the  seating  of 
contestant,  and  the  House,  after  a  brief  debate,  adopted  the  resolu- 
tions recommended  without  division. 

[1  Bart.,  29^308.] 

(4)  Blair  vs.  Barrktt. 

Irregylarities ;  fravds;  illegal  votes.  Majority  report  for  contest- 
ant; minority  report  for  contestee.     Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Dawes;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Gilmer. 

On  the  face  of  the  returns  (after  correcting  a  clerical  error  in  one 
precinct  return)  the  contestee  had  a  plurality  of  607  votes.  The  con- 
testant claimed  that  this  plurality  was  due  to  fraud,  violence,  and  brib- 
ery, and  to  the  reception  of  a  very  large  number  of  illegal  votes. 

There  was  an  increase  of  some  6,000  votes  in  the  total  number  of  votes 
cast  in  this  district  over  the  number  cast  at  the  next  previous  election, 
and  nearly  all  this  increase  was  in  the  vote  of  the  sitting  member,  ana 
was  confined  to  seven  or  eight  precincts.     Such  an  increase,  unex- 

f)lained,  was  a  very  suspicious  circumstance.  Any  cause  which  could 
egitimately  account  for  so  large  an  increase  woula  be  something  well . 
known  and  easily  proved,  and  the  fact  that  no  attempt  was  made  to 
do  so  implied  that  it  could  not  be  done.  The  conclusion  was  strength- 
ened by  the  fact  that  at  the  polls  where  the  increase  occurred  there 
were  very  great  irregularities.  In  a  number  of  precincts  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  judges  were  sworn;  one  judge  could  not  write,  and 
another  was  deaf.  There  were  scenes  of  violence  at  the  polls,  in  which 
some  of  the  judges  took  part.  Proclamations  of  $1.25  tor  a  vote  were 
made  in  the  crowds.  Men  were  employed  on  the  roads  a  few  days 
before  the  election  who  had  never  been  seen  before,  and  who  dis- 
appeared the  day  after  election.  These  men  and  others  were  per- 
mitted to  vote  without  any  regard  to  the  precautions  required  by  the 
law  to  prevent  illegal  voting. 

The  committee  rejected  the  votes  of  three  of  these  precincts,  where 
there  was  no  proof  that  the  oflScers  were  sworn.  The  contestant  had 
charged  in  his  notice  of  contest  that  the  officers  were  not  sworn,  and 
the  committee  held  that  the  burden  was  on  the  contestee  to  prove  either 
that  they  were  sworn  or  that  the  votes  as  returned  were  actually  cast 
by  legal  voters.  According  to  the  precedents  of  Congress  the  failure 
of  the  officers  to  be  sworn  required  the  rejection  of  the  poll;  but  if  in 
this  case  the  whole  election  had  been  fair  and  regular,  and  it  had 
appeared  that  the  returns  represented  the  actual  choice  of  the  legal 
voters,  freely  expressed,  the  committee  would  have  been  inclined  to 
allow  the  returns  to  stand  on  "the  principle  that  the  acts  of  officers 
de  facto  are  valid  as  regards  the  public  and  third  persons  who  have 
an  interest  in  their  acts."  But  the  contestee  having  shown  neither 
the  qualification  of  the  officers  nor  the  fairness  of  the  vote,  but  the 
contrary  appearing,  the  votes  of  these  three  precincts  were  rejected. 
There  was  a  very  large  amount  of  testimony  in  regard  to  individual 
illegal  votes.  Some  of  these  were  nonresidents,  who  had  n^ver  been 
heard  of  in  the  precincts  before  or  since  the  election.  For  this  class  of 
voters  the  evidence  was  necessarily  the  negative  testimony  of  old  resi- 
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dents  of  the  precincts,  corroboi-ated  by  the  poll  books  of  former  elec- 
tions, etc.  The  distiualification  of  other  voters  was  shown  l)y  their 
own  testimony  or  that  of  their  fi'iends,  or  by  ttieir  own  admissions. 
The  way  in  which  each  voter  voted  could  be  easil}^  ascertained,  as  the 
ballots  were  numbered. 

A  large  part  of  the  evidence  on  which  votes  were  rejected  as  illegal 
consisted  of  compaiisons  of  the  poll  lists  with  a  city  census  taken  soon 
after  the  election.  The  city  census  takers  were  instructed  to  obtain 
information  as  to  birth,  naturalization,  length  of  residence,  etc.,  and 
when  a  person  appeared  on  the  poll  books  as  voting,  but  the  facts 
stated  in  the  census  returns  showed  him  not  to  be  a  qualified  voter, 
his  vote  was  rejected.  The  coihmittee  held  that  this  census  was  prima 
fdcle  evidence  of  the  facts  contained  in  it,  and  that  it  was  properly  put 
in  evidence.  Part  of  it  was  sworn  to  by  the  census  takers  themselves 
and  the  rest  by  persons  who  testified  that  it  was  an  exact  copy  of  the 
census  returns.  In  the  first  case,  it  was  the  ordinary  case  of  witnesses 
refreshing  their  memory  by  written  memoranda;  in  the  second  case, 
the  copies  were  examined  copies  and  admissible  under  the  usual  rules 
of  eviaence.  These  census  returns  were  corroborated  by  oral  testi- 
mony, and  also  by  lists  made  out  by  old  residents  of  the  precincts 
from  their  own  knowledge. 

Upon  the  evidence  the  committee  deducted  663  votes  from  contestee 
and  55  from  contestjint.  This  would  make  a  majority  of  13  votes 
for  contestant  if  no  precincts  were  rejected.  If  the  tKree  precincts 
where  the  judges  were  not  shown  to  have  been  sworn  were  rejected 
the  majority  would  be  168.  If  an  ex  parte  affidavit,  presented  f  ortj'- 
days  after  the  hearing  before  the  committee,  was  taken  as  evidence 
that  the  judges  at  one  of  these  precincts  were  sworn,  the  majority 
would  be  134.  In  any  case  the  contestant  had  a  majority  of  the  le^l 
votes,  and  the  committee  recommended  resolutions  declaring  him 
elected. 

The  minority  presented  a  very  elaborate  report  (not  given  in  1  Bart- 
lett),  holding  that  none  of  the  cnarges,  except  as  to  a  few  illegal  votes, 
were  made  out,  and  that  contestee  would  have  a  majority  of  610  votes 
after  the  deduction  of  illegal  votes  from  both  parties.  The  charge  of 
bribery  entirely  failed  of  proof  (this  seems  to  nave  been  conceded  by 
the  majority  also),  and  the  charges  of  violence  rested  upon  insignin- 
cant  occurrences,  magnified  by  the  imaginations  of  witnesses,  who 
broke  down  when  cross-examined  as  to  the  exact  facts.  The  charges 
of  fraud  and  unfairness  against  the  judges  rested  upon  the  testimony 
of  impeached  witnesses,  who  were  fully  conti'adicted.  The  increase  in 
the  vote  over  the  previous  election  was  accounted  for  by  the  interest 
in  the  election  of  a  judge  and  local  officers,  and  by  the  recent  natural- 
ization of  many  foreigners.  The  census,  so  much  relied  on  by  con- 
testant, showed  nearly  8,000  legal  voters  who  did  not  vote. 

The  only  other  issues  were  the  illegal  votes  and  the  alleged  failure 
of  the  officei*s  of  election  to  be  sworn.  The  evidence  in  regard  to 
illegal  votes  was  largely  hearsay,  often  several  degrees  removed.  The 
minority  admitted  only  such  hearsay  testimony  as  rested  on  the  declara- 
tions or  admissions  of  the  voters  themselves,  and  then  only  '^whenever 
they  constituted  a  part  of  the  act  of  voting  or  were  offered  in  cor- 
roboration of  declarations  made  in  reference  thereto."  The  census 
returns  they  considered  as  entirely  insufficient.  The  ordinance  for 
taking  the  census  did  not  provide  for  gathering  information  in  regard 
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to  the  qualifications  of  voters,  and  information  so  gathered  did  not 
have  whatever  official  character  the  census  might  have  as  to  the  facts 
legally  covered  by  it.  The  census  takers  got  their  information  often 
from  members  of  the  voter's  family  or  his  neighbors  or  wherever  thejr 
could.  They  had  no  such  opportunity  of  juaging  of  a  voter's  quali- 
fications as  the  election  officers  had,  and  no  autnonty  to  do  so.  Unless 
the  census  was  taken  on  the  day  of  election  it  could  not  be  evidence 
of  the  person  residing  in  a  precmct,  especially  in  a  city,  where  remov- 
als were  frequent.  And  even  taking  tne  census  as  absolutel}^  correct, 
there  was  no  evidence  at  all  of  the  identity  of  the  persons  named  in 
it  with  the  persons  of  the  same  name  who  voted  and  were  recorded  on 
the  poll  list. 

Tnere  was  no  proof  that  any  of  the  judges  were  not  sworn,  and  the 
contrary  strongly  appeared.  Upon  the  poll  books  of  the  three  pre- 
cincts in  Question  appeared  oaths,  which  were,  perhaps,  irregular.  In 
one  case  tne  names  of  all  three  judges  were  named  in  the  body  of  the 
oath,  but  only  two  were  signed;  in  another  none  were  signed;  in  another 
the  certificate  of  the  judge  administering  the  oaths  was  under  the  oath 
of  the  clerks,  but  it  was  evidently  intended  to  apply  to  both.  But  as 
the  law  of  Missouri  only  required  the  judges  to  take  the  oath,  and  did 
not  require  them  to  subscribe  it,  these  omissions  were  immaterial.  And 
even  if  the  judges  had  not  been  sworn,  they  were  officers  defdcto^  and 
in  recent  decisions  in  New  York  and  Pennsylvania  the  principle  that 
the  acts  of  such  officers,  affecting  third  parties  and  the  public,  were 
valid,  had  been  applied  to  unsworn  election  officers.  The  precedents 
of  Congress  were  said  to  be  the  other  way,  but  the  minority,  in  an 
elaborate  review  of  all  the  cases,  showed  that  affirmative  proof  of  the 
neglect  or  refusal  of  the  officers  to  take  the  oath  had  always  been 
required,  and  that  in  most  cases  there  had  been  other  circumstances 
tending  to  vitiate  the  election. 

After  an  extended  debate,  the  House  adopted  the  resolutions  recom- 
mended by  the  majority  by  votes  of  94  to  92,  and  93  to  91,  and  con- 
testant was  sworn  in. 

[1  Bart.,  308-328,  and  Report  No.  563,  first  session  Thirty-sixth 
Congress,  pp.  37-88.] 

(5)  Chbismak  vs.  Akdekson. 

Mistakes  in  ret/wrns^  unsigned  returns;  illegal  votes;  majority  report 
for  contestee;  inMU/nty  report  for  contestant.  Contestee  retavned  the 
seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Stratton;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Grartrell. 

On  the  race  of  the  returns,  as  firet  made  out  by  the  county  canvass- 
ers and  returned  to  the  State  canvassers,  contestee  had  a  majority 
of  3  votes.  Subsequent  to  the  making  out  of  the  first  returns,  but 
before  the  meeting  of  the  State  canvassers,  mistakes  were  found, 
which,  if  corrected,  would  make  a  majority  of  6  votes  for  contestant. 
The  State  canvassers  refused  to  count  amended  returns,  including 
these  corrections,  on  the  ground  that  as  the  poll  books  (the  election 
was  viva  voce)  were  required  to  be  sent  to  the  county  canvassers  sealed, 
and  to  be  canvassed  immediately,  if  corrections  were  to  be  allowed  to 
be  made  after  the  poll  books  had  been  opened  and  for  some  time 
accessible  to  many  persons,  the  provision  for  sealing  would  be 
nugatory.     If  the  Stete  canvassers  could  receive  corrections   at  all 
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they  must  receive  corrections  made  at  any  time  and  under  any  cir- 
cumstances, without  any  means  of  knowing  or  authority  to  judge  of 
these  circumstances.  The  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  the 
decision  of  the  State  canvassers  was  correct,  both  on  the  ground 
stated  and  on  the  ground  that  the  county  canvassing  boards,  naving 
once  completed  their  returns,  yf^r^fmictns  officio  ana  had  no  author- 
ity to  reconvene  and  revise  their  work.  But  the  committee  were 
under  no  such  limitations  as  the  State  canvassers,  and  would  go  behind 
all  returns.  If  the  mistakes  included  in  the  supplemental  returns  were 
the  only  ones  made  contestant  would  have  a  majority  on  the  face  of 
the  returns.  But  going  through  the  poll  books  of  the  whole  district, 
and  correcting  all  mistakes,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  7  votes. 

There  was  one  poll  book  not  certified  by  any  officer  of  election. 
Deducting  all  the  votes  found  on  it,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  5»3 
votes.  Contestant  charged  113  illegal  votes,  and  contestee  211. 
The  committee  found  25  illegal  votes  cast  for  contestee  and  81  for  con- 
testant. Deducting  these  votes,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  109.  If 
all  the  charges  of  illegal  votes  made  by  contestant  were  sustained 
contestee  would  still  liave  a  majority.  The  committee  therefore 
reported  resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected. 

The  minority  strongly  condemned  the  action  of  the  State  canvassers, 
and  held  that  contestant  ought  to  have  been  given  the  certificate  of 
election.  The  contestee  was  estopped  from  objecting  to  the  reception 
of  amended  returns,  for  the  reason  that  he  himself  nad  procurea  the 
first  one  to  be  sent  in,  and  the  State  canvassers  were  estopped  by  their 
own  decision  in  a  former  case.  ^  And  their  ruling  in  this  case  was  clearly 
against  the  true  construction  of  the  law. 

The  law  requiring  the  poll  books  to  be  certified  over  the  signatures 
of  the  election  officers  was  directory  merely,  and  voters  ought  not  to 
be  disfranchised  bv  the  neglect  of  the  election  officers  to  comply  with 
this  provision  of  the  law. 

Correcting  all  clerical  errors  in  the  returns,  the  minority  found  that 
contestant  had  a  majority  of  8  votes.  They  were  convinced  that  a 
consideration  of  the  evidence  in  regard  to  illegal  votes  would  increase 
this  majority,  and  they  therefore  reported  resolutions  declaring  con- 
testant elected. 

The  House,  after  some  debate,  adopted  the  resolutions  presented  by 
the  majority  bv  a  vote  of  112  to  61. 

[1  Bart.,  328-341.] 

(6)  Harrison  vs.  Davis. 

Illegal  votes ^  frauds  violence^  and  i7itimidatio7i.  Report  for  con- 
testee.    No  a/)tio7i  hy  the  House, 

Report  by  Mr.  Gilmer. 

The  contestant  asked  to  have  the  election  declared  void  on  account 
of  illegal  votes,  fraud,  and  violence.  He  did  not  claim  that  enough 
illegal  votes  were  proved  to  change  the  result  (contestee  received  about 
three-fourths  of  the  votes  cast),  and  the  committee  found  that  the  proof 
did  not  show  more  than  75  at  the  most.  The  proof  of  fraud  or  the 
deliberate  reception  of  illegal  votes   entirely  failed.     Some   of  the 

^  It  was  denied  by  the  canvassers  and  the  majority  of  the  committee  that  this  for- 
mer case  was  the  same  sort  of  a  case  as  the  present  one. 
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judges  of  election,  friends  of  the  contestant,  apparently  by  precon- 
cert, withdrew  from  the  polls  at  an  early  hour,  but  no  excuse  for  their 
action  was  shown.  The  law  permitted  the  other  judge  to  go  on  and 
hold  the  election,  and  the  result  was  certainly  not  affected. 

It  was  charg'ed,  however,  that  nearly  all  the  polls  were  in  the  pos- 
session of  bands  of  armed  rioters,  and  that  on  account  of  the  violence 
at  the  polls  "  thousands  of  voters  "  were  intimidated  from  voting.  But 
by  a  comparison  of  the  vote  of  this  election  with  that  of  previous  elec- 
tions it  appeared  that  the  vote  was  within  2,000  of  the  highest  number 
ever  cast.  If  all  these  2,000  voters  had  voted  for  contestant,  it  would 
not  affect  the  result;  It  was  necessarv  for  the  contestant  to  prove  either 
that  the  number  of  voters  intimidated  was  suflScient  to  affect  the  result, 
if  they  had  voted,  or  that  the  violence  was  such  as  actually  to  arrest  the 
election;  but  not  more  than  2,000  persons  could  have  been  excluded, 
and  the  proof  only  showed  84.  The  violence  was  not  suflScient  to  arrest 
the  election,  except  at  one  poll,  for  a  few  minutes,  and  there  were  only 
57  actual  cases  of  assault  and  battery  shown.  If  the  whole  city  of  Bal- 
timore had  been,  as  was  claimed,  in  a  state  of  anarchy,  it  would  have 
been  possible  to  prove  it  by  mucn  better  evidence  than  this.  Such  a 
state  of  affairs,  if  it  existed^  could  have  been  proved  by  the  specific 
testimony  of  thousands  of  witnesses,  instead  of  by  the  vague  opinions 
of  a  few  partisans,  who  broke  down  entirely  when  cross-examined  as 
to  the  specific  facts.  The  election  was  not  as  quiet  and  orderly  as  could 
have  been  desired,  by  any  means,  but  this  was  largely  due  to  the 
conduct  of  contestant's  partisans  in  going  to  the  poUs  in  armed  and 
organized  bands. 

A  collision  and  bloodshed  are  the  natural  result  of  adverse  parties  meeting,  armed, 
at  the  polls.  The  reformers  iiaving  armed  for  the  polls,  it  was  natural  that  their 
opponents  should  meet  them  in  like  manner.  ^  While  no  one  can  be  surprised  at  the 
result,  the  illegality  and  rashness  of  men  combming  to  go  armed  to  the  polls  can  not 
be  too  severely  condemned;  but  it  scarcely  lies  in  the  mouth  of  a  party  which  has 
oi^nized  an  armed  band  to  take  charge  of  the  police  of  the  polls  to  complain  that 
others  were  there  armed  also;  nor  of  those  who  arew  first  a  weapon  to  complain  that 
others  followed  their  example. 

The  animus  of  the  whole  case  met  with  the  strong  disapproval  of 
the  committee,  as  is  shown  in  many  places  in  the  report,  rhe  con- 
clusion of  the  report  is: 

Such  a  case,  supported  bv  such  testimony,  discredited  by  such  circumstances,  and 
failing  in  every  material  allegation,  conducted  by  a  political  association  in  the  name 
of  the  contestant,  and  inspired  in  great  measure  by  personal  malice  against  the  sit- 
ting member,  manifested  by  the  libelous  allegations  of  the  petition,  disproved  by  the 
testimony  taken  to  support  them,  ought  to  be  treated  as  a  vexatious  prosecution  and 
rebuked  by  the  judgment  of  the  House. 

The  committee  reported  a  resolution  declaring  the  sitting  member 
entitled  to  his  seat.     There  was  no  action  by  the  House. 

[1  Bart.,  341-346,  and  Report  No.  60,  second  session  Thirty-sixth  Con- 
gress, pp.  1-55  (large  portions  of  the  report  omitted  in  1  Bartlett.)] 

(7)  Preston  vs.  Harris. 

Illegal  votes,  violence^  and  intim/idation.  Repo7*tfor  contestee.  No 
action  hy  the  tiause. 

Report  by  Mr.  McKni^ht. 

The  contestant  alleged  in  his  notice  of  contest  various  illegalities,  of 
which  he  offered  no  proof.     The  evidence  taken  was  of  much  the  same 
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character  as  that  in  the  preceding  case,  but  there  was  less  of  it.  Not 
over  a  dozen  illegal  votes  were  shown,  and  not  more  than  20  per- 
sons were  prevented  from  voting  by  violence  and  intimidation.  Wnile 
there  were  individual  cases  of  assault,  there  was  no  such  condition  of 
affairs  as  to  justify  the  rejection  of  any  of  the  city  polls,  where  the 
sitting  member  received  large  majorities.  There  was  an  entire  failure 
to  prove  the  essential  point—that  enough  voters  had  been  excluded  to 
affect  the  result.  The  committee  quoted  the  law  and  precedents  as 
stated  in  the  other  cases  from  the  city  of  Baltimore  in  this  and  the 
preceding  Congress,  and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  no 
reason  shown  tor  vacating  the  seat  Ther§  waj?  no  action  by  the 
House. 
[1  Bart.,  346-34:8.] 
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THIETT-SEVENTH  CONOBESS,  1861-1863. 

Cmnrriittee  on  EUciUm>8. 

Mr.  Dawes,  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Worcester,  Ohio, 

VooRHEES,  Indiana,  Brown,  Rhode  Island, 

McKean,  New  York,  Menzies,  Kentucky, 

LooMis,  Connecticut,  Patton,  Pennsylvania, 

Mr.  Baxter,  Vermont. 

Cases. 

(1)  George  K.  Shiel  vs.  A.  J.  Thayer,  Oregon. 

(2)  John  M.  Butler  vs.  William  E.  Lehman,  Pentisylvania. 
(8)  Andrew  J.  Clements,  Tennessee. 

(4)  Charles  H.  Upton.  Virgi7iia. 

(5)  John  Kline  vs.  John  P.  Verree,  Pennsylvania. 

(6)  S.  Ferguson  Beach,  Vlrqinia. 

(7)  Le  Grand  Byington  vs.  William  Vandever,  laioa. 

(8)  J.  Sterling  Morton  vs.  Samuel  G.  Daily,  Nebraska. 

(9)  Joseph  Segar  (first  case),  Virginia. 

(10)  F.  F.  Lowe,  California. 

(11)  Charles  Henry  Foster,  North  Carolirm. 
12)  Joseph  Segar  (second  case),  Virginia. 
^13)  Benjamin  F.  Flanders  and  Michael  Hahn,  Louisiafva. 

(14)  John  B.  McCloud  and  W.  W.  Wing,  Virginia. 

(15)  Lewis  McKenzie,  F^;v^;^/a. 

(16)  John  B.  Rodgers,  Tennessee. 
17)  Jennings  Pigott,  North  Carolina. 
^18)  Christopher  L.  Grafflin,  Virginia. 
(19)  Alvin  Hawkins,  Tennessee. 

(1)  Shiet.  ?w.  Thayer. 

Right  of  constitution4il  convention  to  fix  time  of  election.  Report 
foi*  contestant.     Contestant  seated. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

The  contestant  received  the  majority  of  votes  cast  at  an  election  held 
on  the  first  Monday  in  June,  1860;  the  contestee  the  majority  cast  at 
an  election  held  November  6,  1860.  The  constitution  of  Oregon  pro- 
vided that  the  first  election  for  Representative  in  Congress  should  be 
held  in  June,  and  also  that  the  '' general  election"  should  be  held  in 
June  once  in  two  years.  The  committee  found  that  among  the  officers 
to  be  elected  at  the  general  election  was  the  Representative  in  Con- 
gress. The  contestant  was  thus  elected  at  the  time  prescribed  by  the 
constitution  of  the  State. 

The  legislature  of  Oregon  had  assumed  that  it  had  power  to  fix  the 
time  of  the  election,  and  had  attempted  to  do  so,  but  owing  to  a  dis- 
agreement between  the  houses  no  law  had  been  passed.  It  was  con- 
ceded that  there  was  no  legal  authority  for  the  election  held  in 
November,  at  which  contestee  was  elected,  but  he  claimed  that  the 
people  had  a  constitutional  right  to  representation  and  could  not  be 
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deprived  of  it  by  the  failure  of  the  legislature  to  pass  laws  fixing  the 
time  for  the  election. 

The  committee  had  no  doubt  that  the  constitution  of  the  State  had 
fixed  the  time  of  holding  the  election  beyond  the  control  of  the  legis- 
lature, and  the  contestant  having  been  elected  at  the  time  fixed  by  the 
constitution  they  recommended  that  he  be  seated. 

In  the  House  it  was  claimed  that  under  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  the  time  for  an  election  (at  least  after  the  first  election) 
can  only  be  fixed  by  the  legislature  or  by  Congress.  No  time  having 
been  fixed  b}^  either  no  valid  election  could  be  held.  A  resolution 
based  on  this  principle  was  defeated  by  a  vote  of  37  to  77.  Mr. 
Dawes  argued  that  the  words  of  the  Constitution,  ''by  the  legislature 
thereof,"  meant  by  the  people,  through  any  constituted  authority. 
The  resolutions  offered  by  the  committee  were  adopted  without 
division. 

[1  Bart.,  349-352.] 

(2)  Butler  vs,  Lehman. 

Forgery;  recount  of  hallots.  Majority  report  for  contestant;  minorii/y 
report  for  contestee.     Contestee  retained  tKe  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Loomis;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Worcester. 

According  to  the  returns  before  the  district  board  of  canvassers  (the 
"return  judges")  contestant  had  a  majority  of  the  votes  and  he  was 
declared  elected  by  that  board.  Subsequently  it  was  discovered  that 
the  return  from  one  of  the  counties  was  a  forgery  and  the  return  judge 
was  conAdcted  and  imprisoned  for  the  forgery.  If  the  vote  of  this 
county  had  been  correctly  returned  contestee  would  have  had  a  ma- 
jority, and  the  governor  took  notice  of  this  fact  and  issued  the  certifi- 
cate to  him.  As  t\x(i  prima  facie  case  had  already  been  settled  by  the 
admission  of  contestee  to  his  seat  the  committee  did  not  consider  it 
necessary  to  decide  whether  the  action  of  the  governor  was  proper  or 
not.  (Mr.  Dawes  in  debate  expressed  his  individual  opinion  that  it 
was  proper.) 

On  the  face  of  the  original  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  132 
votes.  Contestant  charged  that  the  judges  in  11  precincts  had  made 
false  returns  of  the  votes,  and  claimed  to  have  sustained  these  charges 
by  a  recount  of  the  ballots.  The  recount  was  made  by  the  magistrates 
taking  the  testimony  in  the  presence  of  both  parties  and  there  was  no 
question  as  to  its  correctness.  But  it  was  alleged  that  the  ballot  boxes 
were  not  sufficiently  identified  and  that  there  nad  been  opportunity  to 
tamper  with  their  contents.  Nearly  all  the  changes  were  found  in 
three  of  the  boxes  and  the  contention  was  chiefly  in  regard  to  them. 
The  boxes  were  all  alike  and  there  was  considerable  difficulty  in  identi- 
fying them  until  they  were  opened,  but  after  they  were  opened  the 
committee  held  that  there  coula  be  no  doubt  of  their  identity.  Each 
box  containing  ballots  was  accompanied  by  another  box  containing 
election  papers,  which  themselves  contained  the  means  of  their  own 
identification.  The  ballots  in  the  accompanying  box  must  have  be- 
longed to  the  same  precinct  and  their  substantial  correspondence  with 
the  number  of  names  on  the  poll  lists  completed  the  identification. 

The  boxes  were  produced  by  the  official  custodians,  sealed,  and  in  the 
same  apparent  condition  as  when  deposited  with  them.  Under  these 
circumstances  the  burden  of  proving  that  they  had  been  tampered 
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with  was  properly  on  the  contestee,  and  this  burden  could  not  be  sus- 
tained merely  by  showing  that  they  had  been  left  in  a  situation  where 
it  wsi^a  possible  for  some  unauthorized  person  to  have  tampered  with 
them.  There  was  no  proof  in  this  case  to  render  \i  prohahle.  The  con- 
testee called  the  election  officers  to  swear  that  their  returns  were  cor- 
rect, ''but  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee  this  testimony  neither 
impairs  the  case  of  the  contestant  nor  strengthens  that  of  the  respond- 
ent. Officers  who  had  declared  upon  their  official  oaths  that  the 
returns  made  by  them  were  true,  would  not  be  likely  to  come  into 
court  afterwards  and  swear  that  they  were  false."  It  was  not  neces- 
sary to  determine  whether  the  incorrectness  of  the  returns  was  due  to 
fraud  or  to  mistake,  but  the  committee  were  convinced  that  the 
recounts  represented  the  true  state  of  the  vote,  and  recommended  the 
seating  of  tne  contestant. 

The  minority  found  that  neither  the  identity  of  the  boxes  nor  the 
integrity  of  their  contents  was  satisfactorily  established.  It  is 
always  necessary  for  the  party  claiming  under  a  recount  to  rebut  a  rea- 
sonable presumption  that  the  ballots  have  been  tampered  with.  And  in 
this  case,  where  a  direct  charge  of  crime  was  made  against  the  election 
officers,  the  truth  of  this  charge  was  collaterally  involved  in  the  con- 
tentions of  contestant,  and  it  was  hence  necessary  for  him  to  sustain 
those  contentions  by  the  same  degree  of  proof  as  would  be  required  in 
a  criminal  trial.  But  the  minority  held  that  it  had  not  been  sustained 
even  by  a  preponderance  of  the  testimony.  The  boxes  were  kept  by 
the  custodians,  who  were  magistrates  or  aldermen,  in  their  public 
offices  or  private  houses,  where  they  could  easily  have  been  tampered 
with  by  anyone.  They  were  sealed  mostl}'^  by  having  meltea  wax 
poured  on  the  knots  of  the  tape,  without  any  impression.  Such  a 
seal  might  easily  be  imitated.  It  was  very  difficult  to  identify  them 
before  fliey  were  opened,  and  after  they  were  opened  the  fact  that 
the  ballots  in  them  corresponded  somewhat  nearly  to  the  returns  of 
the  precincts  they  were  supposed  to  belong  to  did  not  show  their  iden- 
tity, especially  in  the  three  cases  where  the  variations  were  consid- 
erable. In  most  of  the  district  contestant  ran  behind  his  party,  but 
in  these  three  precincts,  oven  on  the  face  of  the  returns,  he  was  ahead 
of  his  party,  and  the  acceptance  of  the  recount  would  make  the  dis- 
parity still  more  striking. 

Under  the  law  of  Pennsylvania  the  ballot  boxes  could  only  be 
reopened  upon  a  sworn  statement  of  what  they  were  expected  to  show, 
and  before  a  "tribunal  authorized  to  try  the  merits  of  tne  case."  The 
commissioners  taking  testimony  were  no  such  tribunal.  And  the  courts 
of  Pennsylvania  were  always  very  reluctant  to  authorize  the  opening 
of  the  boxes.  If  the  precedent  was  established  that  any  defeated  can- 
didate could  have  a  retrial  of  the  election  by  a  recount  before  the  offi- 
cers authorized  to  take  testimony  under  the  act  of  1851  there  would 
be  no  end  of  contests,  and  no  one  would  be  safe  in  his  seat. 

The  minority  thought  that  the  testimony  of  the  election  officers 
could  not  be  discredited  merely  by  charaing  them  with  a  crime.  They 
not  only  testified  to  the  correctness  of  tneir  returns,  but  to  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  count,  showing  that  there  was  little  possibility  of 
mistake. 

After  considerable  debate,  the  resolutions  presented  by  the  minority 
were  adopted  by  a  vote  of  77  to  67,  and  the  sitting  member  retained 
his  seat. 

[1  Bart,  363-366.] 
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(3)  Clements. 

State  ifi  rebdliofi.  No  certificate ;froin  the  governor  or  returns  from 
most  of  th^  sheriffs^  but  vote  othenoise  proved.  Report  for  clalTiiant, 
Claimant  admitted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

The  State  of  Tennessee  had  passed  an  ordinance  of  secession,  and  an 
election  was  held  for  members  of  the  Confederate  congress  on  the 
day  and  in  the  manner  provided  by  law  for  the  election  of  Representa- 
tives in  Congress.  The  loyal  voters  in  part  of  the  State  cast  their 
votes  for  Representatives  in  Congress,  and  claimant  received  all  such 
votes  cast  in  nis  district.  The  governor  refused  to  grant  a  certificate 
of  election,  and  the  sheriffs  of  all  the  counties  but  one,  being  them- 
selves rebels,  refused  to  return  the  votes  cast,  but  the  claimant  had 
the  certificate  of  the  sheriff  of  one  county,  and  had  shown  by  outside 
proof  that  he  had  received  votes,  amounting  in  all  to  about  2,000,  in 
all  the  counties  of  the  district  but  one.  On  the  day  of  the  election 
there  was  not  yet  such  an  armed  force  in  possession  of  the  district  as 
to  prevent  loyal  voters  from  casting  their  votes.  The  committee  rec- 
ommended that  the  claimant  be  admitted,  and  the  House  agreed  to  the 
resolution  without  debate  or  division. 

[1  Bai-t.,  367,  368.] 

(4)  Upton. 

State  in  rebellion,  Onl/y  10  votea  caat^  and  they  not  inform,  of  law 
Claimxint  not  admitted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Worcester. 

The  first  question  in  this  case  was  as  to  the  eligibility  of  the  claim- 
ant He  had  been  for  many  3^ears  a  resident  of  Fairfax  County,  Va., 
but  a  few  years  before  the  election  had  moved  to  Ohio,  and  voted 
there  on  one  or  two  occasions.  But  a  few  months  before  the  date  at 
which  he  claimed  to  have  been  elected  to  Congress  he  had  returned 
with  his  family  to  his  residence  in  Virginia  and  remained.  The  com- 
mittee held  him  to  be  an  inhabitant  of  V  irginia,  and  eligible. 

The  convention  of  Virginia  which  passed  the  ordinance  of  secession 
had  passed  an  ordinance  suspending  and  prohibiting  the  election  for 
Representatives  in  Congress,  and  the  di  facto  governments.  State  and 
local,  and  the  vast  majority  of  the  people  of  this  part  of  the  State,  so 
far  as  appeared,  acquiesced  in  the  acts  of  this  convention.  Claimant 
announced  himself  as  a  candidate  for  Congress,  but  could  find  no 
newspaper  in  the  district  which  would  print  his  announcement,  and 
was  obliged  to  issue  circulars.  He  claimed  that  95  persons  had  voted 
for  him  at  "'side  polls,"  but  85  of  these  were  shown  merely  by  the 
signatures  of  the  voters  to  unauthenticated  papers,  and  he  did  not  Imse 
his  claims  on  them.  But  the  poll  book  of  one  precinct  (the  election 
was  viva  voce)  showed,  of  51  votes  cast,  10  which  were  cjust  for  claim- 
ant as  Representative.  But  the  election  oflScers  whose  oaths  were 
appended  to  it  were  only  sworn  to  conduct  the  election  for  State  ofli- 
cers.  The  testimony  showed  that  the  taking  of  the  votes  for  Repre- 
sentative in  Congress  was  merely  the  individual  act  of  some  of  the  offi- 
cers. There  was  some  evidence  tending  to  show  that  more  votes  were 
cast  for  State  officers  than  were  shown  on  the  copy  of  their  poll  book  in 
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evidence,  indicating  that  the  copy  was  incorrect  or  incomplete.  The 
poll  book  presented  was  not  signed  or  certified  by  any  of  the  officers 
of  election,  and  did  not  purport  to  come  from  any  of  the  officers  in 
whose  custody  it  should  nave  been.  The  case  was  not  analogous  to 
that  of  Clements,  because  in  that  case  some  2,000  votes  were  legally 
cast,  and  several  hundred  of  them  were  legally  returned  and  canvassed. 
In  tnis  case  there  was  no  proof  that  these  10  votes  had  been  legally 
east,  and  they  were  not  returned  or  canvassed  at  all- 

The  committee  expressed  no  opinion  as  to  the  general  propriety  of 
allowing  an  election  to  stand  on  onlv  10  votes,  and  when  most  of  the 
voters  of  the  district  had  no  notice  tnat  an  election  would  be  held,  and 
believed  that  it  could  not  l)e  legally  held. 

The  case  was  considerably  debated  in  the  House.  An  amendment 
admitting  claimant  was  rejected  by  a  vote  of  50  to  73.  The  resolu- 
tion of  the  committee  against  his  admission  was  then  passed  without 
division. 

[1  Bart,  368-380.] 

(5)  KuNE  vs.  Verree. 

Recoun  t  of  haZh)ts.     Report  for  contestee,     Contestee  retained  the  seat* 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

Contestant  served  a  notice  of  contest  containing  11  specifications,  to 
all  of  which  contestee  objected  as  vague  and  indefinite.  When  the 
case  came  before  the  committee,  contestee  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  the 
case.  Contestant  stated  that  he  rested  his  case  on  the  last  clause  of 
the  tenth  specification.     The  specification  was — 

10.  IThe  examination  of  the  tally  papers  relating  to  said  Congressional  election,  and 
deposited  in  the  oflBce  of  the  prothonotary  of  the  court  of  common  pleas,  and  depos- 
ited in  the  several  ballot  boxes  in  said  Congressional  district,  together  vith  a  recount 
of  all  the  ballot  boxes  in  said  district,  at  said  election  unll  show  that  you  were  7wt  elected 
and  thai  Iivas  elected. 

Waiving  the  question  whether  the  clauses  of  this  specification  could 
be  separated,  the  committee  held  that  the  clause  relied  on  amounted  to 
no  more  than  an  allegation  that  the  contestant  was  elected  and  the  con- 
testee was  not.  The  objection  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  had  not 
been  waived,  as  in  some  previous  cases,  but  had  been  made  in  time  for 
the  notice  to  be  amended,  and  was  expressly  insisted  upon. 

The  question  was  thereupon  presented  to  the  committee:  Shall  parties  contesting 
seats  in  the  House  of  Representatives  be  held  to  conduct  that  contest  according  to 
the  requirements  of  the  statutes  of  the  United  States,  or  be  permitted,  without  expense, 
to  depart  from  and  disrej^rd  the  plainest  provisions  of  those  statutes  in  this  regard, 
founaed  in  the  plainest  pnnciplesofjusticeandffiirdealing?  *  *  *  Thecommittee, 
after  a  careful  consideration  of  this  question,  have  come  unanimously  to  the  conclusion 
that  this  notice  is  in  no  just  sense  a  conformity  with  the  requirementH  of  the  statute, 
or  the  well-settled  rule«  which  should  govern  in  all  contests  of  this  kind.  The  com- 
mittee have  not  felt  at  liberty  to  pa.MH  over  this  entire  disregard  of  well-settled  rules 
and  statute  enactments  without  notice,  lest  proceedings  like  these  should  grow  into 
precedents,  and  parties  to  contests  should  hereafter  meet  committees,  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  trying  prepared  and  defined  issues,  but  for  the  purpose  of  making  vague  and 
uncertain  complaints  and  indulging  in  endless  and  unsatisractory  discussions. 

The  committee  were,  however,  induced,  from  a  desire  that  no  injustice  might  by 
any  possibility  be  done  the  contestant,  to  permit  him  to  orally  **specify"  and  "par- 
ticXilarize''  the  grounds  upon  which,  under  the  last  clause  of  the  tenth  specification, 
this  contest  is  based. 

These  grounds  were  allegations  of  mistakes  made  in  the  count  of  a 
number  of  precincts.     There  were  twelve  of  these  precincts,  and  if  the 
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results  of  the  recounts  of  all  twelve  were  accepted,  contestant  would  be 
elected  by  a  majority  of  8  votes.  Nearly  all  the  changes  were  in  three 
precincts,  the  cnanges  in  the  three  amounting  to  54:  votes,  and  the  dis- 
cussion was  chiefly  in  regard  to  these  three  precincts. 

The  committee  held  tnat  before  the  recounts  could  be  considered 
there  were  two  questions  to  be  answered: 

Were  the  ballot  boxes  produced  the  ones  actually  used  at  these  precincts  at  the 
election  contested?    And  did  they  contain,  untouched,  the  ballots  so  cast? 

On  the  question  of  identity  there  was  no  dispute,  as  the  boxes  were 
properly  labeled  and  identified  by  the  custodians.  But  the  integrity 
of  trie  ballots  was  not  shown,  and  the  contrary  was  indicated.  The 
boxes  were  left  in  exposed  places  in  public  offices.  One  of  the  boxes 
was  in  charge  of  a  man  whose  character  was  impeached.  He  testified 
that  it  had  been  taken  from  the  office  by  a  stranger  and  kept  for  some 
time.  The  other  box  had  been  left  where  it  could  have  been  tampered 
with.  One  of  the  aldermen  believed  from  its  appearance  that  it  had. 
The  conduct  of  another  alderman  was  suspicious.*  Most  of  the  bundles 
of  ten  and  of  "scratched  tickets"  corresponded  exactly  to  the  tally 
sheet,  but  there  were  certain  bundles  of  ten  which  had  been  counted 
as  straight  tickets,  but  which  had  "paaters"  containing  contestant's 
name  on  some  of  them.  It  was  alleged  that  the  judges  had  overlooked 
these  pasters.  But  the  peters  were  of  yellow  paper,  on  white  ballots, 
and  could  not  have  been  overlooked.  Some  of  them  were  pasted  across 
folds  in  the  ballots,  without  any  corresponding  folds  in  the  paster. 
The  third  box  appeared  on  its  face  to  have  been  Simpered  with.  There 
were  loose  ballots  on  top,  and  the  box  was  not  so  sealed  as  to  prevent 
loose  ballots  from  being  abstracted  and  insei'ted. 

The  committee  were  unanimous  in  the  Conclusion  that  no  confidence 
could  be  placed  in  the  recount  of  these  three  bpxes,  and  reconmiended 
resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected.  The  resolutions  were  passed 
by  the  House,  after  a  short  debate,  by  a  vote  of  105  to  13. 

[1  Bart,  381-391.] 

(6)  Beach. 

State  in  rehdlion.  Whole  dutrict^  except  one  precmct^  in  armed  occii^ 
pation  ofrebeh.^  and  election  in  that  precinct  not  hdd  in py/r8uan/)e  of 
any  valul  l^aio,      Clmmant  not  admitted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

A  constitutional  convention,  composed  of  delegates  from  the  western 
portion  of  the  State  of  Virginia,  had  assembled  at  Wheeling,  and 
organized  a  government  for  the  entire  State.  State  officers  and  a  leg- 
islature had  been  elected,  and  the  legislature  had  met  and  passed  laws 
for  the  State.  The  constitutional  convention,  however,  continued  in 
session,  and  also  passed  laws.  Among  these  laws  was  a  law  fixing  the 
time  for  holding  elections  for  Congress.  The  governor  issued  a  proc- 
lamation to  the  people,  calling  on  them  to  vote  on  the  day  thus  fixed. 
On  that  day  a  poll  was  opened  in  the  city  of  Alexandria,  and  claimant 
received  138  votes.  He  contended  that  the  fact  that  only  a  few  votes  were 
cast — if  they  were  legal  votes  and  cast  according  to  law — did  not  affect 
the  validity  of  the  election.  The  committee  applied  this  rule  to  the 
election  in  question,  and  found  that  it  would  not  stand  the  test.  The 
fixing  of  the  time  of  the  election  was  a  legislative  function,  and  could 
not  be  exercised  by  the  constitutional  convention  in  the  presence  of 
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the  legislature.  Further,  the  election  was  not  held  in  conformity  with 
the  code  of  Virginia.  The  code  prescribed  that  special  elections  should 
be  called  in  pursuance  to  writs  addressed  to  the  sheriffs,  who  were  to 
make  pro<Jamatiou.  In  this  case  there  were  no  writs  and  no  proclama- 
tions, and  the  votes  were  not  canvassed  according  to  law.  The  election 
was  hence  not  held  in  accordance  with  law.  But  the  committee  would 
not  have  held  it  void  on  this  account  if  the  legal  voters  of  the  district, 
jis  a  whole,  had  had  an  opportunity  to  vote.  But  the  whole  district, 
excerpt  the  city  of  Alexandria,  was  in  the  armed  ocx'upation  of  the 
rebels,  and  that  city  was  occupied  by  the  troops  of  the  United  States, 
and  was  practically  under  martial  law.  No  notice  could  be  given  to  the 
people  of  the  rest  of  the  district,  and  they  could  not  have  hold  elec- 
tions. They  could  not  be  held  to  have  acquiesced  in  the  result  of  the 
election,  for  ""ai^quiescence  presumes  liberty  to  protest.  In  this  in- 
stance that  liberty  did  not  exist."  The  committee  recommended  that 
the  claimant  be  not  admitted,  and  the  House  agreed  to  the  resolution 
recommended,  without  debate  or  division. 
[1  Bart.,  391-396.] 

(7)  Byincjton  m,  Vandeveb. 


Li'gal  time  of  dectmn.  Vacation  of  seat  by  dcceptance  of  rwUitary 
officif,      ComnvUtee  reported  seut  vacant,     llaase  concurred. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

Mr.  Vandever  was  elected  on  the  day  of  the  Presidential  election 
in  1860,  and  ittwas  contended  that  this  wa.s  not  the  proper  day,  but 
the  commitU^e  found  that  under  the  laws  of  Iowa  Representatives  in 
Congress  were  to  be  elected  at  a  '^  general  election,"  and  that  in  the 
Presidential  years  the  general  election  was  reqiiired  to  be  held  on  the 
same  day  as  the  Presidential  election.  Mr.  Vandever's  election  was 
therefore  legal.  But  he  had  since  the  election  raised  a  regiment  which 
had  been  mustered  into  the  volunteer  service  of  the  United  States 
and  had  been  appointed  colonel  of  that  regiment.  His  commission 
from  the  governor  of  Iowa  read  "Colonel  of  the  Ninth  Regiment  of 
the  Militia  of  Iowa;"  but  the  committee  found  that  the  regiment  in 
fact  was  the  Ninth  Regiment  of- Iowa  Volunteer  Infantrv.  \Vhether 
the  office  was  one  in  the  Volunteer  Army  of  the  United  States  or  in 
the  militia  of  Iowa  made  little  difference,  as  in  either  case  it  was 
incompatible.  It  was  a  physical  impossibility  to  perform  the  duties 
of  the  office  and  also  those  of  Representative,  and  the  conflict  of 
authority  involved  in  the  two  offices  was  irreconcilable.  And  the 
committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  in  spite  of  the  words  of  his  com- 
mission Colonel  Vandever  was  really  an  officer  in  the  Anny  of  the 
United  States.  The  acceptance  of  an  incompatible  office,  in  law, 
vacated  the  first  office,  and  the  committee  therefore  reported  that  the 
seat  had  been  vacated.  After  a  short  debate  the  resolution  was 
adopted  without  division.  Some  time  later  the  contestant  was  heard 
upon  the  question  of  his  own  right  to  the  seat  (this  question  was  not 
included  in  the  committee  report,  though  it  had  been  decided  in  the 
connnittee  against  contestant),  and  a  resolution  to  admit  him  to  the 
seat  was  defeated  by  a  vote  of  28  to  84. 

[1  Bart..  395-402.] 

H.  Doc.  510 12 
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(S)   MOKTOX  rx.  Daii.v. 

Frmul;  illegal  'V(ftef<,'  !rre(jular!t!<^-'<.  Majority  report  f(yr  v<mteiit<*e; 
minority  re])ort  for  contestant,      (^mit^stee  retained  tlie  seat, 

Majorit}'  report  by  Mr.  Dawes;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Voorhoos. 

On  the  face  of  the  returns  contestant  was  elected,  and  the  certiticute 
of  election  was  given  him  by  the  governor.  Subsequently  the  g()\'- 
ernor  gave  another  certificate  to  contestee,  and  at  the  beginning  of 
the  session  the  House,  after  some  debate,  admitted  the  contestet^  to  the 
seat.  The  testimony  having  been  taken  hy  the  contestee  as  contestunt 
and  the  contestant  as  contestee,  the  House  passed  a  resolution  refer- 
ring the  papers  to  the  committee  without  regard  to  this  irregularity. 

The  contestee  asked  that  votes  from  four  counties  or  parts  of  coun- 
ties be  rejected,  and  the  committee  held  that  they  should  be  rejected. 
One  of  these  was  the  northern  precinct  of  L'eau  qui  Court  County. 
The  evidence  showed  that  the  election  was  held  at  a  house  00  miles 
from  the  county  seat  and  close  to  the  Dakota  border.  There  were 
only  5  residents  at  or  near  the  place  of  election,  and  ne^irly  all  the 
votes  cast  were  bv  nonresidents.  Most  of  them  came  from  Dakotii; 
some  were  Indians,  and  some  of  the  voters  voted  several  times.  The 
United  States  census  was  completed  only  a  few  days  after  this 
election.  Counting  the  votes  returned  from  the  other  precincts  in 
this  county,  there  would  be  a  fair  proportion  of  votes  to  population, 
considering  that  it  was  a  frontier  country,  but  if  the  votes  of  this 
precinct  were  counted  there  would  be  more  voters  than  the  census 
showed  the  entire  population  of  the  county  to  be. 

The  contestant  attempted  to  overthrow  this  testimony  hy  impe^ich- 
ing  the  witnesses,  but  the  committee  held  that  he  had  not  ])een  success- 
ful, and  rejected  all  the  votes  returned  from  this  precinct. 

The  committee  also  rejected  81  votes  cast  by  residents  on  the  Pawnee 
Indian  Reservation.  This  reservation  was  not  a  part  of  the  Territory 
of  Nebraska  nor  under  its  jurisdiction. 

The  committee  also  rejected  the  votes  of  Buffalo  County  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  not  legally  organized.  The  organization  of  this  county 
had  been  declared  to  be  illegal  bv  the  House  in  the  former  case  of 
Daily  v,  Estabrook,  and  the  committee  quoted  from  the  report  in  that 
case. 

The  committee  also  rejected  the  votes  of  nonresidents  cast  at  some 
other  precincts,  but  refused  to  reject  votes  cast  on  the  '"half-l)reed 
land,"  which  was  not  exactly  an  Indian  reservation,  and  the  votes  of 
two  counties  in  regard  to  which  there  was  inconclusive  evidence  of 
lack  of  legal  notice. 

The  contestant  asked  to  have  the  vote  of  the  Falls  City  precinct 
rejected  on  account  of  fraud,  but  the  only  witness  testifying  to  the 
f mud  was  impeached.  He  asked  to  have  the  yote  of  Pawnee  County 
rejected  as  unor^nized,  but  the  committee  found  that  he  had  not  pre- 
sented proper  evidence  of  the  insufiiciency  of  the  original  organization, 
and  that  it  appeared  on  the  other  hand  that  the  county  had  Ihhmi  recog- 
nized by  the  legislature  as  organized  and  created  into  a  legislative 
district. 

The  main  contention  of  contestant  was  that  the  votes  of  nine  counties 
should  be  rejected  because  an  '*abstnict''  of  the  votes  was  not  returned 
to  the  Territorial  canvassers,  but  only  a  statement  of  the  aggregat^i 
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votes.  Assuming  that  this  statement  of  aggregates  was  not  the  absti-act 
required  by  law,  the  committeedid  notthinkthat  this  irregularity  would 
jastify  the  rejection  of  the  votes  of  the  counties,  especially  as  it  was 
not  denied  that  these  aggregate  returns  stated  the  actual  aggregate  of 
the  votes  cast. 

Under  the  rulings  of  the  committee,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  150 
vot<?s,  and  the  conunittee  recommended  that  he  retain  the  seat. 

The  minority  presented  a  long  reix)rt  (not  given  in  1  Bartlett),  dif- 
fering from  the  committee  on  most  points.  Ihey  held  that  there  was 
as  good  ground  for  rejecting  the  vote  of  the  Falls  VAty  precinct  as 
L'eau  qui  Court  precinct,  and  they  would  alK)ut  balance  each  other. 
How(»ver  irregular  the  original  organization  of  Buffalo  (bounty  may 
have  l>een,  the  present  officers  were  certainly  elected  legally,  and  the 
original  irregularity  could  not  forever  prevent  the  county  from  being 
organized.  The  return  of  the  aggregate  votes,  instead  of  the  abstract 
required  by  law,  had  the  effect  of  rendering  the  detection  of  fraud 
difficult  or  impossible,  and  should  not  be  permitted.  Contestant  had 
been  refused  permission  to  take  certain  additional  testimony  desired, 
but  the  minoritv  printed  an  ex  parte  affidavit  tending  to  show  that  the 
certificate  of  election  by  which  contestee  held  the  seat  was  a  forgery. 

After  some  debate,  the  House  laid  the  whole  subject  on  the  table,  by 
a  vote  of  69  to  48,  thus  leaving  the  sitting  member  in  his  seat. 

[1  Bart.,  402-414,  and  Report  No.  69,  second  session  Thirty -seventh 
Congress,  part  2,  and  on  preliminary  question  Report  No.  4,  firet 
session  Thirty-seventh  Congress.] 

(9)  Segar. 

/State  in  rSdlion,  Whole  district  except  one  precinct  in  arimd  (wcu- 
pation  of  rebels^  and  election  in  that  precinct  not  field  in  puntuaiice  of 
any  valid  law.     Claimant  not  admitted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  the  same  as  those  in  the  case  of  Beach, 
already  outlined  (page  176),  and  the  report  is  in  nearly  the  same 
words.  The  election  was  held  in  only  one  precinct,  and  only  25  votes 
were  cast.  The  committee  reported  against  the  claimant,  and  after  a 
long  debate  the  House  adopted  the  resolutions  reconmiended  without 
division.  This  case  is  earlier  than  the  one  of  Beach,  and  the  decision 
of  that  case  was  based  on  the  decision  of  this,  but  they  have  been  given 
here  in  the  order  of  1  Bartlett  in  order  to  avoid  confusion.* 

LI  Bart.,  426-437.] 

(10)    I^WE. 

(Jlaiiih  of  fuldltlonal  repnuscntatine  undrr  ftetr  app(/rti(mffie^nt. 
Claimafif  not  admitted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

The  seventh  census,  in  1860,  was  taken  under  a  law  which  provided 
a  method  by  which,  unless  a  subsequent  law  should  be  passed,  the 
eighth  and  all  subsequent  censuses  should  be  taken.     The  law  also 

frovided  for  a  method   of  apportionment  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
nterior,  on  the  basis  of  283  representatives,  to  take  effect  on  March 

'  Except  that  in  1  Bartlett  the  two  cases  of  Segar  are  accidentally  transposed.  This 
is  the  tirst  case. 
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3, 1853.  Under  this  act  California  was  entitled  to  but  one  representa- 
tive, but  in  consideration  of  the  incompleteness  of  the  census  of  that 
State,  Congress  passed  a  special  act  giving  her  two  representatives. 
Under  the  eightn  census  California  would,  under  the  apportionment 
law,  be  entitled  to  three  representatives,  and  believing  that  the  new 
apportionment  went  into  effect  immediati^ly,  the  authorities  of  Cali- 
fornia issued  proclamations  for  the  election  of  three  members  from 
the  State  at  large,  and  three  nieml)ers  were  so  elected,  claimant  being 
the  third. 

The  claimant  contended  that  as  there  was  no  express  provision  that 
the  new  apportionment  should  go  into  effect  on  March  8,  1863,  and 
as  all  the  preparatory  proceedings  were  required  to  be  finished  '"as 
soon  as  practicable,"  and  the  census  was  required  to  he  completed  by 
the  1st  of  November,  that  the  apportionment  must  go  into  effect  by 
March  3,  1861.  But  the  committee  held  that  the  whole  purpose  of 
the  law  was  to  have  the  Eighth  Census  and  apportionment  proceed, 
)}nttatis  Tnutandlii^  precisely  as  the  Seventh  had  done.  There  Avas  no 
express  provision  that  the  Eighth  Census  should  be  completed  by 
November  1,  1861,  except  the  provision  that  the  Seventh  should  be 
completed  by  November  1,  1851,  and  the  same  mode  of  construction 
would  require  that  the  provision  that  the  apportionment  under  the 
Seventh  Cfensus  should  go  into  effect  on  Marcn  8, 1853,  should  be  held 
to  require  that  the  appoitionment  under  the  Eighth  Census  should  go 
into  effect  on  March  3,  1863.  Such  was  the  plain  intent  of  the  law, 
and  such  had  been  the  construction  put  upon  it  hy  Congress  in  the 
special  act  providing  for  additional  representation  under  the  eighth 
apportionment.  The  construction  contended  for  would  substantially 
require  a  dissolution  and  reorganization  of  the  House,  as  in  the  case 
of  States  whose  representation  would  be  reduced  under  the  new  appor- 
tionment there  would  be  no  way  of  detennining  which  members  should 
retire,  and  all  the  seats  would  have  to  be  vacated  and  a  new  election 
had.  The  committee  reported  a  resolution  declaring  the  claimant  not 
elected,  and  the  House  agreed  to  the  resolution,  after  a  short  debate,  and 
without  division.  An  amendment  admitting  claimant  was  rejected  by 
a  vote  of  41)  to  61). 

[1  Bart,  418-424. J 

(11)  Foster. 

AVr//<;  ///  VfMHon,  Elect! wi  not  In  am  fortuity  to  lum^  and  few  rotes 
catit.     Claimant  not  admitted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes: 

The  State  of  South  Carolina  was  almost  entirely  occupied  by  rebel 
troops,  and  there  was  no  government  of  any  sort  except  tlie  rebel  gov- 
ernment. There  was  no  regular  election  held  anywhere,  but  claimant 
asked  to  be  seated  on  certtiin  papers  purporting  to  be  signed  by  a  few 
citizens  expressing  their  choice  of  him  for  Congress.  The  committee 
could  see  nothing  on  which  the  right  of  the  claimant  could  ])e  properly 
based,  and  reported  a  resolution  declaring  him  not  entitled  to  the  seat. 
The  House  aaopted  the  resolution  without  debate  or  division. 

[1  Bart.,  424-426.] 


M 
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(12)  Segar  (second  case). 

Eii>ct!<m  held  In  only  part  of  the  dint r n't ^  hut  under  the  formn  of 
In  u\      ( ^(nnmlttet'  innd-e  7W  revomnum  dntlon .      If  ni.se  adni  it  ted  el  a  Inutv  t, 

lin[x>it  by  Mr.  Dawes: 

After  the  report  of  the  committee  and  at^tion  of  the  House  on  the 
prior  ca*^e  of  Segar,  another  election  was  held,  in  which  th(»  o]>jections 
stilted  in  the  committt^e  report  were  sought  to  he  avoided.  Writs  of 
election  were  issued  by  the  governor  and  carried  to  the  sheriffs  of 
three  counties,  and  elections  were  held  in  form  of  law  in  two  of  these 
counties,  and  one  precinct  of  the  third.  About  l,i)0()  votes  were  cast, 
and  these  were  returned  and  canvassed  in  form  of  law.  The  governor 
issued  a  ceililicate  of  election,  but  this  was  not  until  after  the  case 
had  been  referred  to  the  committee.  There  were  17  counties  in  the 
district,  and  the  usual  vote  was  alnmt  8,000.  The  three  counties  where 
the  elections  were  held  contained  a  little  over  one-fouilh  the  {3opula- 
tion  of  the  district. 

The  conmiittee  reported  the  facts,  but  could  agree  on  no  conclusion. 
The  House,  after  some  debate,  by  a  vote  of  71  to  47,  julmitted  the 
claimant. 

[1  Bart.,  414-418.] 

(18)  Flanders  and  Haiin. 

Tiinr.  of  elf'rthnifixed  by  niUitary  gorernur.  Registration  law  partly 
dinrt^garded,      Conmiittee  report  for  dainmntfi,      (Jlmmayits  admitted. 

Reported  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

The  First  and  Second  districts  of  Louisiana,  from  which  these  claim- 
ants claimed  to  have  been  elected,  were  each  composed  of  portions 
of  the  city  of  New  Orleans  and  some  country  parishes.  The  city  of 
New  Orleans  and  most  of  the  country^  included  in  these  districts  were 
in  the  complete  control  of  the  Uiuted  States  army,  under  General 
Butler,  and  the  conditions  were  such  that  elections  could  be  held  in 
nearly  all  the  district  without  fear  of  rebel  interference.  Geneml 
Shepley  had  been  appointed  military  governor  of  Louisiana,  and  a 
very  large  j)ortion  of  the  population  in  the  reclaimed  territory  had 
taken  the  oath  of  allegiance  and  acquiesced  in  the  authority  of  General 
Shepley. 

No  Congressional  election  had  been  held  in  the  State  in  1861,  and 
there  were,  consequently,  vacancies  in  the  representations  of  all  the 
districts.  Under  the  constitution  of  the  State  the  governor  had 
authority  to  lix  the  time  of  elections  to  fill  vacancies,  and  the  military 
governor,  in  the  exercise  of  his  civil  powers,  fixed  the  time  for  this 
election  and  issued  writs.  I'he  election  was  held  under  all  the  forms 
of  law,  except  in  respect  to  the  registration  of  Orleans  Parish.  No 
registration  was  required  b}'  the  laws  of  the  State  except  in  this  parish, 
and  here  the  registration  was  a  permanent  one.  The  seceding  legisla- 
ture had  abolished  and  destroyed  the  former  registration,  and  required 
a  new  registmtion  conditioned  on  the  taking  of  the  oath  of  allegiance 
to  the  Confederacy.  This  enactment  was,  of  course,  void,  but  the 
destruction  of  the  former  and  still  valid  registration  rendered  it  impos- 
sible to  proceed  under  that.     A  new  registration  was  ordered  and 
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partly  completed,  but  it  was  ordered  that  all  persons  who  failed  to  be 
registered  might  be  permitted  to  vote  on  satisfying  the  judges  of  tht^ir 
q^ualitication.  This  was  generally  done  by  proof  of  former  registra- 
tion. The  committee  held  that  the  registration  law  was  directory,  and 
that  its  partial  disregard  did  not  vitiate  the  election,  but  if  it  were 
held  otherwise  the  election  could  still  stand  on  the  result  outside  of 
Orleans  Parish,  where  no  regivstration  was  required.  The  election  was 
participated  in  by  a  very  large  majority  of  the  lega*  voters  present  in 
the  parishes,  and  appeared  to  have  been  a  veiy  free  and  pea<»eabl(» 
election.  The  only  possible  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  election 
was  a  possible  objection  to  the  authority  of  the  military  governor  to 
order  tne  election. 

The  exact  powers  of  a  military  ^vemor  can  not  be  easily  defined.  They  have 
their  origin  in,  and  are  probably  limited  by,  necessity.  They  are  to  some  extent  civil 
as  well  a^  military,  and  the  authority  for  his  civil  functions  is  no  less  clear  than  for  his 
military. 

l^oth  had  been  recognized  by  the  Supreme  Court,  and  also  by  Con- 
gress, on  former  occasions,  as  in  the  admission  of  California.  The 
Constitution  required  the  United  States  to  guarantee  to  each  State  a 
republican  form  of  government.  Representation  was  one  of  the  essen- 
tiius  of  such  a  government,  and  the  right  of  the  people  to  representa- 
tion ought  not  to  be  dependent  on  the  willingness  of  the  rebel  gov- 
ernor of  Louisiana  to  order  an  election.  Some  one  must  assume  the 
power  to  order  the  election.  Genei*al  Shepley  assumed  to  act  as  gov- 
ernor of  Louisiana,  and  his  actions  were  acquiesced  in  by  the  people. 
The  House  ought  at  least  to  recognize  him  as  de  facto  governor  until 
his  authority  was  contested  b}'  some  one. 

The  committee  recommended  resolutions  admitting  daimant^^.  There 
was  no  minority  report,  but  in  the  extended  debate  m  the  House  strong 
objections  were  raised  to  their  admission,  based  on  the  fact  that  the 
military  governor  was  not  elected  by  the  people,  but  appointed  by  the 
President.  The  claimants  came  not  so  much  as  the  representatives  of 
the  people  as  the  creatures  of  Executive  power,  and  to  admit  them 
would  be  to  augment  the  already  dangerous  increase  in  that  power. 

After  an  extended  debate,  the  House  adopted  the  resolution  admit- 
ting the  claimants  bv  a  vote  of  92  to  44. 

LI  Bart.,  438-455.] 

(14)  McCloud  and  Wing, 

^tate  in  nMlion,  Elect  if m  not  in  form  of  lnw^  and  luld  in  //;//// 
small  part  of  the  district.  Report  against  claimajits,  (laimaittti  not 
adm  itted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

At  the  election  under  which  these  claimants  applied  for  seats,  Mr. 
McCloud  received  a  majority  of  the  voU\s,  but  if  a  precinct  where  the 
election  was  by  ballot,  the  law  of  Virginia  requiring  it  to  be  w'/y/  voce. 
were  thrown  out  Mr.  Wing  would  have  a  majority.  The  committee 
did  not  decide  between  the  claimants,  as  in  tneir  opinion  the  whole 
election  was  illegal. 

The  election  was  called  by  a  proclamation  of  Major-General  Dix, 
commanding  the  Department  of  Virginia,  who  issued  a  proclamation 
fixing  the  time  of  the  election  and  the  qualifications  of  voters,  and 
requiring  all  qualified  voters  to  vote,  under  pain  of  being  considered 
disloyal.     The  election   oflScers   were   appointed   by   General   Viele, 
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"military  governor  of  Norfolk,'"  and  returns  were  made  to  him.  Gov- 
ernor Pierpoint  issued  writs  of  election  to  tte  sheriffs  of  the  four 
counties  where  the  election  could  be  held,  but  the  date  mentioned  in 
these  writs  w^as  afterwards  changed  by  some  one,  so  that  the  election 
was  held  the  day  after  the  reception  of  the  writs,  though  the  law 
reouired  ten  days'  notice. 

The  committee  found  that  the  election  was  entirely  in  disregard  of 
law.  (xeneral  Dix  was  not  in  any  sense  a  militaiy  governor,  and  pre- 
tended to  no  civil  functions.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  ''military  gov- 
ernor of  Norfolk"  was  uncertain,  but  it  did  not  seem  to  cx)ver  the 
whole  district  in  which  the  election  was  held.  The  election  officers 
were  under  the  law  required  to  be  elected  by  the  people,  and  not  to 
be  app)inted  by  anv  officer.  The  requisite  notice  or  the  election  was 
not  ^iven,  and  the  returns  were  not  made  to  the  proper  officers.  The 
qualifications  of  voters  as  fixed  in  the  proclamation  of  General  Dix 
were  not  those  prescribed  by  the  constitution  and  laws  of  Vir^nia. 
Writs  of  election  were  issued  to  only  four  of  the  eleven  counties  of 
the  district.  This  was,  in  this  case,  the  result  of  necessity,  as  the 
remaining  counties  were  in  the  possession  of  the  rebels,  but  it  would 
be  dangerous  to  recognize  any  such  power  of  selecting  certain  coun- 
ties in  a  district  under  any  circumstances. 

The  election  could  not  be  considered  as  a  fair  expression  of  the 
choice  of  the  people,  as  it  was  only  held  in  four  of  the  eleven  counties 
of  the  district  ana  but  a  small  f inaction  of  the  total  vote  was  cast.  The 
rest  of  the  district  was  in  the  armed  occupation  of  rebels,  and  no  elec- 
tion could  have  ^)een  held  in  it.  The  committee  therefore  recom- 
mended resolutions  against  the  admission  of  claimants,  and  the  House 
passed  the  resolutions  without  debate  or  division. 

[1  Bart,  456-459.  J 

(15)  McKenzte. 

State  rn  reheJlian.  Mi^etion  not  in  fonn  of  law^  wnd  held  in  only 
mutll  part  of  the  (ViHtrivt,  Report  againM  rhmn^nt.  Claimant  not 
adm  )t%e(i. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

The  facts  in  this  case  were  much  the  same  as  in  the  other  Virginia 
cases.  Only  two  of  the  nine  counties  in  the  district  had  been 
reclaimed  so  that  elections  could  be  held  in  them.  Governor  Pierpoint 
issued  writs  of  election,  but  authorized  the  persons  to  whom  they  were 
addressed  to  change  the  date  of  the  election  if  necessary,  and  the  date 
was  changed  from  December  31  to  January  15.  The  committee  wei*e 
of  the  opinion  that  this  power  to  fix  the  dates  of  the  election  could  not 
be  delegated. 

The  legislature  ot  Virginia  had  subsequently  passed  an  act  which,  it 
was  contended,  legalized  this  election,  but  the  committee  found  that 
the  act  was.  only  intended  to  permit  the  making  of  returns  within  less 
that  the  formerly  legal  time.  If  the  act  had  hiS  the  intention  claimed, 
it  would  have  been  beyond  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  legalize  an 
election  not  legal  at  the  time  it  was  held. 

Only  two  of  the  nine  counties  were  able  to  participate  in  the  elec- 
tion, and  the  (committee,  on  the  principles  heretofore  followed,  rec- 
ommended that  the  claimants  be  not  admitted.  The  House  passed  the 
resolutions  without  debate  or  division. 

[lBart,4GO-462.J 
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(16)   RODGERS. 

State  redl^tricted  hy  Receding  hgislati(rt\      CJ<irtnant  rwt  admitted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

The  State  of  Tennessee  had  been  redistricted  by  the  rebel  legislature 
for  the  Conf edemte  congress.  On  the  day  of  the  election  for  members 
of  the  Confederate  congress  claimant  claimed  to  have  been  elected  to 
the  House  of  Representatives  from  a  district  composed  of  parts  of  two 
districts  already  represented  by  two  members  of  the  House.  The  com- 
mittee recommended  that  he  be  not  admitted,  and  the  House  concurred 
without  debate  or  division. 

[1  Bart.,  462,  463.] 

(17)   PiGOTT. 

State  in  rehelHon,  Meetmn  held  In  tmly  frniall  part  of  drntvici. 
Claimant  not  an  inhabitant.     Not  admitted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

The  election  was  held  in  only  three  of  the  eleven  countioj  of  the  dis- 
trict, and  only  in  portions  of  them.  Under  the  principles  heretofore 
followed,  the  committee  held  that  this  was  not  an  election. 

Claimant  had  formerly  lived  in  North  Carolina,  but  had  been  a  resi- 
dent of  Washington  for  years.  He  had  gone  to  North  Carolina  a  few 
months  before  the  election  as  private  secretary  to  the  military  governor. 
The  conmiittee  held  that  this  did  not  constitute  him  an  inhabitant. 

The  House  passed  the  resolution  refusing  to  admit  the  claimant 
without  debate  or  division. 

[1  Bart.,  463,  464.] 

(18)  Graffltn. 

State  i?i  rchellion.  Election  iwt  in  form  of  law ^  and  held  in  only  a 
small  part  of  the  district.     Claimaiit  not  admitted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

The  facts  in  the  case  were  the  same  as  those  in  the  case  of  McKen- 
zie,  and  the  committee  came  to  the  same  conclusions.  The  governor 
had  delegated  the  power  of  fixing  the  time  of  the  election  to  the  person 
who  earned  the  writs,  which  the  committee  held  he  had  no  power  to  do. 
The  election  was  held  in  only  a  small  f)art  of  the  district,  and  could  not 
express  the  choice  of  the  voters.  The  House  agreed  to  the  resolution 
refusing  admission  to  claimant  without  debate  or  division. 

[1  Bart,  464,  465.] 

(19)  Hawkins. 

State  in  rebellion.,  and  most  of  thr  diatrirt  in  armed  (fcrupation. 
Claimant  not  admitted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

A  convention  of  the  people  of  the  district  had  been  held,  and  a  date 
fixed  for  an  election,  unless  some  other  date  should  be  fixed  by  the 
gov^ernor.  The  district  was  then  free  from  troops.  Just  l)efore  the 
aay  fixed,  writs  from  the  milit*irv  governor  arrived  fixing  a  later  day. 
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The  rebels  heard  of  these  writs,  and  made  an  incursion  into  the  district. 
Kattles  were  fought,  and  by  the  day  of  election  the  whole  district  was 
occupied  by  the  contending  armies.  The  general  in  command  of  the 
Federal  troops  issued  ordere  postponing  the  election;  but  in  a  few 
places,  where  the  orders  did  not  reach,  polls  were  opened.  Perhaps 
1,900  votes  were  cast,  but  the  only  proof  of  the  votes  possible  was 
unsworn  lettei-s  and  statements  from  private  citizens.  The  committi^e 
thought  it  would  be  a  dangerous  precedent  to  accept  these  as  proof. 
The  House  refused  to  admit  claimant,  without  debate  or  division. 
[1  Bart.,  466-468.] 
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THIETY-EIOHTH  C0HOEE88,  1863-1865. 

Committee,  on  KhetUmn, 

Mr.  Dawes,  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Scofield,  Ponns^'lvania, 

VooRHEES,  Indiana,  Smithers,  Delaware, 

Baxter,  Vennont,  Upson,  Michigan, 

Smith,  Kentuck}-,  Brown,  Wisconsin, 

Mr.  Ctanson,  New  York. 

Cases^, 

(1)  Lewis  McKenzie  tw.  B.  M.  Kitchen,   Virqmia, 

(2)  John  8.  Sleeper  vh.  Alexander  H.  Rice,  JfaxHiwhU'fietffi. 

(3)  Jos6  M.  (lal  legos  ra,  Francisco  Perea,  N(>ir  2le.cico, 

(4)  John  P.  Bruce  vh,  Benjamin  F.  Loan,  MissmiH, 
(5^  Birch  vh.  King  and  Price  ?'/*.  McClurg,  Misstmri, 

(6)  Lucius  H.  Chandler,  Virginia, 

(7)  Samuel  Knox  vs.  Francis  P.  Blair,  MImouvL 
fs)  Robert  C.  Schenck  and  Francis  P.  Blair. 
^9)  John  H.  McHenry,  jr.,  vh.  George  H.  Yeaman,  Kenfnrhj. 

(10)  J.  B.  S.  Todd  VH.  William  Jayne,  Dakota  TerrH(m^, 

(11)  James  Lindsay  vh,  John  G.  Scott,  Mimouri, 

(12)  John  Kline  vs,  Leonard  Myers,  Pennsylvania, 

(13)  Charles  W.  Carrigan  th,  M.  Russell  Tnayer,  Pennrnjlvania, 
14^  Joseph  Segar,  Virginia, 
15)  A.  P.  Field,  L/nnsiana, 

(16)  M.  F.  Bonanzo,  A.  P.  Field,  and  W.  D.  Mann,  Louisiana, 

(17)  T.  M.  Jacks  and  J.  M.  Johnson,  Arkansas. 

(1)  McKenzie  ?w.  Kitchen. 

Election  lieldin  less  than  1ml f  tfte  district.  Claim  that  one  coimty 
was  a  jyaTt  of  West  Virginia,  Majority  rem/rt  against  both  claiiiutnts; 
minority  report  for  contestee.     Neither  elarmunt  admitted. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Dawes;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Smith. 

Of  the  votes  cast  at  this  election  contt^stee  received  a  majority,  but 
if  the  yote  of  Berkeley  County  were  excluded  contestant  would  have 
a  majorit3\  He  claimed  that  Berkeley  County  Wius  a  part  of  West 
Virginia,  and  had  no  right  to  vote  for  a  Representative  from  Virginia. 
But  the  committee  found  that  lierkelev  County  was  not  to  1k^.  admitted 
to  West  Virginia  until  the  voters  of  tLe  county  and  the  legislature  of 
West  Virginia  had  both  given  their  assent,  l^he  assent  of  the  voters 
was  given  on  the  same  day  that  votes  were  cast  for  Representative  in 
Congress,  and  that  of  the  legislature  was  not  given  until  some  time 
afterwards.  Berkeley  County  was  not  mentioned  in  the  act  of  Con- 
gress  admitting  West  Virginia,  and  hence  the  assent  of  Congress  had 
not  yet  been  given,  and  the  county  was  still  a  part  of  Virginia. 

This  disposed  of  the  claim  of  contestant.  The  case  of  cont(\stee  was 
more  difficult.  The  part  of  the  district  still  under  the  control  of  the 
rebels  contained  a  very  little  more  than  half  the  territory  and  popula- 
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tion  of  the  district.  The  counties  in  which  elections  were  held  con- 
tained nearly  half  the  i)opulation,  but  elections  were  not  held  in  the 
whole  of  all  the  counties,  and  parts  of  the  counties  were  still  disputed 
t^^rritory  and  only  partly  unaer  the  control  and  protection  of  the 
United  Staters  Army.  All  the  district  was  under  the  control  of  mai-tial 
law  and  military  discipline,  ''ceilainly,  at  best,  poor  instrumentalities 
for  as<*ertaining  the  cnoice  of  freemen."  The  cx)mniittee  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  this  case  was  within  the  application  of  the  precedents 
already  esbiblished,  and  recommended  that  the  claimant  be  not 
admitted. 

Mr.  Smith  favored  seating  the  contestee  on  the  ground  that  sub- 
stantialh"  half  the  district  participated  in  the  election  (this  report  is 
not  given  in  1  Bartlett),  but  the  House,  after  a  short  delmte,  adopted 
the  resolutions  presented  by  the  committee  without  division. 

[1  Bart.,  468-472,  and  Report  No.  14,  first  session  Thirt}^ -eighth 
Congress,  pp.  10, 11.] 

(2)  Sleeper  7w.  Rice. 

Mhtah'  In  JirM  emint,  Recovnt  and  amended  return.  Report  for 
contest et^,      Contestee  retnh\ed  the  setjt. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

According  to  the  precinct  returns  as  first  made  contestant  had  a 
majority  of  32  votes,  but  seven  dav's  after  the  election  an  amended 
return  was  made  from  Ward  12,  Baston,  which  was  counted  by  the 
board  of  aldermen  and  included  in  the  total  return.  Counting  this 
amended  return,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  28  votes.  Contestant 
claimed  that  this  amended  return  was  without  authorit}^  in  law  and 
untrue  in  fact.  But  the  committee  found  that  under  the  statutes  the 
ward  officers  had  authority  to  make  amended  returns,  within  nine  days 
after  the  election,  to  correspond  with  the  truth,  and  that  these  returns 
were  to  be  counted  by  the  board  of  aldermen  whether  made  in  obe- 
dience to  a  notice  from  said  board  or  not.  As  all  returns  were- to  be 
counted,  regardless  of  informalities,  the  reason  for  amended  returns 
contemplated  must  have  been  that  the  first  returns  were  not  true.  As 
no  specific  method  of  ascertaining  whether  they  were  true  or  not  was 
provided,  no  method  could  be  held  to  be  prohibited  which  attained 
that  object.  The  amended  return,  based  on  a  recount  of  votes  by  the 
election  officers,  was  hence  legal. 

An  examination  of  all  the  circumstances  convinced  the  committee 
that  it  also  represented  the  truth.  The  votes  were  counted  in  packages 
from  time  to  time  during  the  day,  a  tally  sheet  kept  of  this  count,  and 
the  result  announced  on  a  blackboard.  The  ballots  were  divided  into 
packages,  and  the  official  returns  were  based  on  a  count  of  these  pack- 
ages, made  in  the  evening.  According  to  the  first,  or  "rough  count," 
there  were  60  votes  less  cast  for  Representative  in  Congress  than  for 
other  offices.  An  examination  of  the  original  tally  sheet  showed  that 
a  mistake  of  60  had  been  made  by  reading  the  figures  578  as  518. 
There  was  also  a  deficiency  of  about  30  in  the  votes  for  Representa- 
tive in  Congress,  according  to  the  first  official  count.  If  this  should 
l>e  corrected  by  adding  the  60  votes  found  by  correcting  the  first 
"rough  count,"  there  would  be  an  excels  of  about  30  votes.  The  num- 
ber of  votes  shown  by  the  "  rough  count,"  as  corrected,  corresponded 
substantially  to  the  number  cast  for  other  offices. 


188  DIGEST    OF    CONTESTED    ELECTION   CASES. 

The  ballots  had  been  kept  in  a  trunk  in  the  attic  of  the  house  of  the 
clerk  of  the  ward.  Believing  that  a  mistake  had  been  made,  he  pri- 
vately recounted  them,  from  the  appearance  of  the  bundles,  without 
untying  the  package.  He  then  called  a  meeting  of  the  ward  oflScers, 
who  carv^f ully  recounted  all  the  ballots,  comparing  the  acx*ount  with 
the  tally  sheet  of  the  original  count.  It  was  found  that  one  pack- 
age of  28  votes  had  been  overlooked  in  the  original  count.  Counting 
this  package,  the  result  corresponded  substantially  to  that  shown  by 
the  corrected  '"rough  count,"  and  the  numl>er  of  votes  (^st  for  Con- 
gress was  substantially  the  same  as  for  other  offices. 

The  clerk  swore  that  the  ballots  had  not  been  tampered  with,  and 
the  committee  found  that  the  remarkable  coincidences  shown,  and  the 
probability  of  the  result  of  the  recount  and  the  improbability  of  the 
original  (»ount,  and  the  full  explanation  of  how  the  mistake  nmst  have 
occurred,  left  no  room  for  doubt  that  the  ballots  were  not  tampered 
with. 

The  resolutions  sustaining  the  right  of  contestee  to  his  seat  were 
adopted  without  debate  or  aivision. 

[1  Bart,  472-^81.] 

(3)  Gallegos  v^.  Pekea. 

AppJicatUni  fivr  furiluT  time  to  take  testimony  refxiHed, 

Report  by  Mr.  Smithers. 

^Notice  of  contest  and  answer  were  duly  served.  Contestee  took 
some  testimony.  Contestant  served  notice  to  take  testimony  either 
before  the  chief  justice  of  the  Territor}-  or  a  probate  judge.  He  took 
no  testimon}%  but  applied  to  the  House  for  further  time,  alleging  that 
there  were  but  two  judges  of  the  district  court  in  New  Mexico;  that 
one  of  them  resided  in  an  inaccessible  part  of  the  Territory  and  the 
other  was  a  violent  political  opponent.  No  reason  was  given  for  not 
taking  testimony  before  the  probate  judge  named  in  the  notice.  The 
committee  recommended  that  the  extension  be  not  granted,  and  the 
House  agreed  without  debate  or  division. 

[1  Bart,  481,  482.] 

(4)  Bruce  ?'.<?.  Ijoan. 

Violence  and  intimidation;  military  interference.  Majority  report 
to  declare  seat  vacant;  minority  report  far  cantestee,  Contei<tee  retained 
tlie  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Ganson;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Upson. 

Contestant  asked  that  the  election  be  declared  void  on  account  of 
violence  and  intimidation  and  illegal  interference  bv  the  aimed  militia 
of  the  State.  There  were  fifteen  counties  in  the  district,  and  the  con- 
testant charged  that  the  election  was  interfered  with  in  seven  of  them, 
but  he  took  testimony  in  only  five,  alleging  that  it  would  have  been 
dangerous  to  attempt  it  in  the  other  two.  It  was  conceded  that  the 
election  in  eight  counties  was  fair. 

The  convention  of  the  State  had  passed  a  law  requiring  all  persons 
to  take  a  prescribed  oath  of  lovalty  in  order  to  qualify  them  to  vote. 
All  the  loyal  citizens  of  the  ^tate  had  been  organized  into  militia. 
Shortly  before  the  election,  orders  had  been  issued  to  the  militia  cau- 
tioning them  against  interfering  with  the  freedom  of  anyone  to  vote 


I 

1 


THIRTY-EIGHTH    CONGRESS.  189 

at  the  election.  The  committee  found,  however,  that  theae  orders  had 
been  disregarded  in  the  five  counties  named.  Tosfimony  was  quoted 
in  all  of  them  to  show  that  there  were  scenes  of  violence  at  the  polls, 
and  that  persons  w^ere  prevented  from  voting  for  contestant.  Con- 
testee  had  been  a  brigadier-general  of  the  militia,  and  many  of  the 
candidates  on  the  same  ticket  with  him  were  officers  in  the  militia. 
None  of  the  candidates  on  the  ticket  with  contestant  belonged  to  the 
militia. 

After  quoting  and  commenting  on  the  testimony  in  regard  to  the 
various  polls,  tne  committee  called  attention  to  the  condition  of  Mis- 
souri, and  the  fact  that  it  had  been  entirely  reclaimed  from  the  rebels, 
and  that  there  was  no  occasion  for  military  interference  at  the  polls, 
nor  any  reason  why  a  free  and  quiet  election  could  not  have  been  neld. 
If  the  militia  had  obeyed  the  orders  given  them,  this  would  have  been 
the  case. 

But  the  evidence  discloses  ample  proof  that  a  portion  of  the  militia  in  certain 
localities  disregarded  entirely  the  injunctions  given  them  in  the  orders  before  men- 
tioned, and  in  many  instances,  in  violation  of  their  duty  as  good  citizens,  and  of  the 
commands  promulgated  prior  to  the  election  by  those  orders  to  them  as  soldiers, 
assumed  to  determine  who  should  and  who  should  not  vote,  and  for  whom  votes 
should  be  cast,  and  by  threats,  violence,  and  bv  various  modes  of  intimidation  so 
far  interfered  with  the  election  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  to  render,  the 
election  a  nullity. 

The  minds  of  the  people  of  Missouri  had  not  yet  become  quiet,  and 
threats  and  instances  ot  violence  were  likely  to  spread  a  condition  of 
alarm,  and  have  more  effect  than  they  would  have  in  a  community 
accustomed  to  the  conditions  of  peace.  Considering  the  evidence  in 
the  light  of  these  considemtions,  the  committee  concluded  that  the 
election  was  void,  and  recommended  resolutions  vacating  the  seat. 

The  minority  held  that  no  such  condition  of  affairs  existed  as  to  invali- 
date the  election.  There  were  15  counties  in  the  district,  and  evidence 
was  brought  against  only  5  of  them,  and  against  only  8  precincts  in 
these  5  counties.  There  were  probably  150  precincts  in  the  district, 
and  the  election  was  not  attacked  in  142  of  them.  A  detailed  examina- 
tion of  the  testimony  in  regard  to  these  8  precincts  showed  that  a 
large  part  of  it  was  hearsay,  or  consisted  of  vague  and  general  state- 
ments or  rumors,  not  confirmed  by  the  specific  facts  shown.  There 
was  excitement  and  some  violence,  but  this  was  to  be  expected  under 
the  circumstances,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  it  interfered  with  a  fair 
election.  The  fact  that  fewer  votes  were  cast  at  this  election  than  at 
former  elections,  taken  by  the  majority  as  indicating  the  result  of 
intimidation,  could  be  better  accounted  for  in  other  ways.  If  all  the 
votes  claimed  to  have  been  intimidated  at  the  only  poll  where  there 
was  serious  violence  were  deducted,  and  all  the  votes  at  the  other  polls 
that  could  be  claimed  upon  any  reasonable  estimate,  contestee  would 
still  have  a  majority.  The  minority  therefore  recommended  resolu- 
tions declaring  contestee  elected. 

After  a  long  del>ate  the  House  passed  the  resolutions  presented  by 
the  Vilnority^  bv  a  vote  of  71  to  59,  and  contestee  retained  his  seat. 

[1  Bart,  482-^520.] 

(5)  Birch  vs.  King  and  Price  vs,  McClurg. 

These  cases  were  similar  to  the  case  of  Bruce  va,  I^an.  After 
the  House  had  refused  to  agree  to  the  report  of  the  committee  in  that 
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case,  the  papers  in  the  above-named  cases  were  reported  back  to  the 
House  ana  laid  upon  the  table.     There  were  no  written  reports,  nor 
was  there  a  contest  in  the  House. 
[1  Bart.,  520.] 

(6)  Chandler. 

Statem  lehdlioUy  election,  in  ordy  snujU part  of  dhstrict,  Claiviant 
not  admitted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

This  was  a  case  like  a  number  of  others  in  Virginia.  Only  a  small 
part  of  the  district  had  been  reclaimed,  and  no  election  coula  l>e  held 
m  most  of  the  district.  The  committee  repoiled  against  the  claimant, 
referring  to  the  reports  in  similar  cases  for  the  principles  and  reason- 
ing involved  in  the  decision. 

[1  Bart,  520,  521.] 

(7)  Kjjox  vs,  Blair. 

Fraud;  illegal  votit\/g;  irregidariti^.  Majority  report  for  cmitest- 
ant;  yriinority  report  for  contestee.     Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Dawes;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Ganson. 

This  district  consisted  of  a  portion  of  the  cit}'^  of  St.  Louis  and  three 
outside  townships.  The  returned  majority  of  the  sitting  meml^er  was 
153  votes.  A  large  number  of  charges  were  made  by  both  sides,  but 
the  ones  relied  on  by  the  contestant  were  those  against  the  Abbev 
precinct,  and  charges  of  illegal  votes  cast  bv  members  of  various  mil- 
itary companies.  The  contestee  relied  on  charges  of  illegal  votes  cast 
by  members  of  the  various  companies  of  ''Osterhaus's  urigade"  and 
on  the  illegal  rejection  of  various  returns  for  informality.  The  com- 
mittee called  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  pleadings  on  both  sides  were 
very  vague  and  indefinite. 

For  va^eneas,  uncertainty,  and  generality  they  are,  in  the  opinion  of  the  com- 
mittee, without  example,  and  aeem  to  have  been  drawn  in  studiouB  disregai-d  both 
of  the  act  of  Congress  and  of  all  precedent.  But  as  neither  contei<tant  nor  sitting 
memlKjr  was  in  a  situation  to  take  exception  to  the  sulwtance  or  mode  of  the  other's 
pleading,  the  committee  were  not  called  U]:x)n  for  a  decision  ujwn  this  point,  but 
present  the  case  as  thev  find  it  upon  the  record.  They  do  not  feel  at  liberty,  how- 
ever, to  permit  these  pleadings  to  pass  into  a  precedent  without  reconlingthe  opinion 
that  many  of  the  allegations  on  both  sides  are  bad  both  in  substance  anti  form. 

In  the  Abbey  precinct,  where  424  votes  were  oist,  nearly  all  for  con- 
testee, contestant  charged  400  illegal  votes,  giving  the  names  of  the 
voters.  The  committee  found  that  the  whole  election  was  so  tainted 
with  fraud  as  to  require  the  rejection  of  the  entire  return.  The  law 
permitted  residents  of  the  district  to  vote  in  any  precinct  in  the  district 
on  taking  an  oath  that  they  had  not  and  would  not  vote  in  any  other 
precinct.  The  evidence  showed  that  the  judges  in  this  precinct  had 
pemiitted  88  illegal  voters  to  vote  in  a  body,  and  there  was  no  evidence 
that  they  had  administered  the  re(|uired  oath  to  any  of  them.  One  of 
the  judges  exchanged  places  with  a  violent  partisan  of  the  sitting  mem- 
ber during  part  of  the  day  while  he  himself  electioneered  for  contestee. 
The  polling  place  was  under  the  practical  control  of  another  violent 
partisan  of  the  sitting  member.  Tnere  were  large  numbers  of  paroled 
prisoners  in  the  barnicks  near  the  polling  pla(!e  under  the  charge  of  an 
ofliccr"who  was  an  active  supporter  of  the  sitting  member.     Many  of 
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these  soldiers  were  seen  in  wagons  going  toward  the  city  and  shouting 
for  Blair.  At  this  precinct  four  times  as  many  votes  were  cast  as  had 
ever  l>een  cast  in  it  oefore  or  since,  and  mostly  by  persons  who  were 
entire  strangers  to  old  residents  of  the  district. 

Indeed,  it  iw  difficult  to  see  in  the  manner  in  which  this  election  wsw  conducted  any 
limit,  Ixiyond  an  exhaustion  of  the  supply  of  men,  to  the  number  of  votes  returned 
from  this  precinct. 

When  the  result  in  any  precinct  has  been  shown  to  be  "so  tainted  with  fraud  that 
the  result  can  not  l)e  deducible  therefrom,"  then  it  should  never  be  permittecl  to 
form  a  part  of  the  cAnvaas.  The  precedents,  as  well  as  the  evident  requirements  of 
truth,  not  only  sanction  but  call  for  the  rejection  of  the  entire  poll  when  stamped 
with  the  charact4»risti(«  here  shown. 

The  evidence  in  regard  to  illegal  voting  by  members  of  military  com- 
panies consisted  largely  of  sworn  copies  of  muster  rolls.  Contestee 
claimed  that  these  were  not  admissible  for  any  purpose,  but  asked  that 
if  they  were  admitted  for  any  purpose  they  be  aamitted  for  all  pur- 
poses. The  committee  held  that  tne  copies  of  the  muster  rolls  kept 
with  the  regiment,  as  well  as  those  kept  m  the  office  of  the  Adjutant- 
General  at  Washington  and  of  the  adjutant-general  of  Missouri,  were 
each  original  papers,  sworn  copies  of  which  might  be  admitted.  The 
committee  held  also  that  they  were  evidence  of  the  ages  of  the  persons 
whose  names  were  contained  in  them,  and  when  maae  about  the  time 
of  the  election  of  the  persons  l>e longing  to  the  regiments,  but  they 
were  not  evidence  of  the  residence  of  voters,  and  when  made  a  year  or 
two  before  the  election  were  not  evidence  of  the  persons  composing 
the  regiment  at  the  time  of  the  election.  Upon  this  and  other  evidence 
the  committee  rejected  a  large  number  or  illegal  votes  cast  for  the 
contestee. 

The  contestee  claimed  that  802  persons  voted  as  members  of  the 
•"Osterhaus  brigade"  who  did  not  belong  to  it,  and  that  a  large  num- 
ber of  othera  were  nonresidents  of  the  district,  and  asked  that  the 
vote  of  the  whole  brigade  be  thrown  out.  The  muster  rolls  were 
made  out  nearly  two  years  before  the  election,  and  constant  recruiting 
from  the  city  of  St.  Louis  had  been  going  on  since,  so  the  committee 
held  that  the  302  voters  whose  names  were  claimed  not  to  ])e  on  the 
muster  rolls  were  not  shown  not  to  be  members  of  the  brigade.  The 
fact  that  large  numbers  of  these  names  were  difficult  German  names, 
liable  to  be  misspelled,  probably  accounted  for  a  large  part  of  the  appar- 
ent discrepancy.  There  was,  nowever,  specific  proof  of  illegal  votes 
in  many  of  the  companies  of  the  brigade,  and  the  committee  rejected 
these  votes. 

A  number  of  poll  books  Of  military  companies  were  rejected  by  the 
oflEicial  canvassers  because  no  "abstract  of  votes  "was  returned  with 
them.  But  the  abstract  was  simply  a  computation  or  casting  up  of 
the  votes,  and  as  the  votes  themselves  were  all  returned  (the  election 
in  military  companies  was  viva  rore)^  the  omission  to  cast  them  up 
was  immaterial.  Making  all  the  deductions  and  additions  indicated 
above,  Mr.  Knox  had  a  plumlity  of  49  votes,  and  the  conunittee 
recommended  resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

The  minority  held  that  the  case  of  contestant  was  not  made  out. 
Without  the  rejection  of  the  whole  vote  of  the  Abbey  precinct  a 
majority  could  not  be  shown  for  him.  Contestant  did  not  in  his  notice 
of  contest  ask  that  this  precinct  l)e  thrown  out,  or  allege  fraud  against 
the  judges,  and  he  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  do  so  now.  His 
origmal  charge  was  illegal  votes,  and  he  now  only  claimed  to  have 
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proved  88  of  these.  Accepting  the  proof  according  to  the  claims  of 
contestant,  there  were  in  fact  only  70  such  votes.  If  the  charge  of 
fniud  was  allowed  to  be  made  now,  the  reception  of  that  number  of 
illegal  votes  did  not  prove  fraud,  and  the  evidence  on  which  the  votes 
were  claimed  to  1x3  illegal  was  not  conclusive.  The  other  charges 
alleged  to  show  fraud  were  not  sustained  hy  the  evidence  and  the 
minority  could  see  no  reason  for  rejecting  this  poll. 

The  nuister  rolls,  the  minority  held,  wen*  not  trustworthv  (evidence, 
but  if  they  were  to  b(^  admitted  th(»v  ought  to  avail  both  sides,  and  not 
be  admitted  under  a  i)artial  rule  which  ix^rmitted  contestant  to  prove 
by  them  such  chargers  as  he  had  made,  while  not  |KU'mitting  contastee 
to  prove  in  the  same  way  the  class  of  charges  he  had  made.  And  con- 
testant, further,  had  charged  that  votes  were  illegal  on  certain  grounds, 
and  was  now  permitted  k)  show  them  illegal  on  other  grounds,  which 
ought  not  to  be  done.  The  specrificjitions  relied  on  by  contestee  were 
specific,  and  the  proof  came  within  them,  so  that  the  committee's  excuse 
for  permitting  contestant  to  go  beyond  the  law  because  contestee  had 
done  so  had  no  basis.  Deducting  all  illegal  votes  as  found  by  the 
minorit}',  Mr.  Blair  had  a  majority  of  469  votes,  ''or,  allowing  that 
identity  of  name  proves  identity  of  person,"'  of  399  votes. 

After  a  brief  debate  the  House  adopted  the  resolutions  presented  by 
the  majoritv,  giving  the  seat  to  contestant,  bv  a  vote  of  81  to  33. 

|1  Bart.,  521-550.1 

(8)  ScHENCK   and   Blair. 

Acceptance  of  military  appoint n tent  vacates  seat  unleini  appointment 
7'eHig7ied  before  the  he<jinn  !ng  of  tJte  seMnion .  Mr.  Schenck'^H  neat  d<*clared 
not  voA'ant;   Mr,  Bfair\s  raca?it. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

This*  report  is  not  given  or  mentioned  in  1  Bartlett,  probably  because 
it  is  not  stvictly  the  report  of  a  contested  election  case.  lioth  Mr. 
Schenck  and  Mr.  Blair  had  been  appointed  majorgeneiuls  in  the 
Anny  subsequent  to  their  election  to  Congress,  (xeneral  Schenck  had 
resigned  before  the  beginning  of  the  tirst  session:  General  Blair  not 
until  about  a  month  after  the  session  commenced.  Both  had  resigned 
under  a  verbal  understanding  that  they  might  be  restored  to  their  |X)si- 
tions  if  they  desii*ed.  General  Schenck  had  not  made  application  to 
be  restored,  but  (Jeneral  Blair  had  made  application  for  a  command. 

Upon  these  facts  the  committee  reported  that  Mr.  Schenck  was  enti- 
tled to  his  seat,  but  that  General  Blair  had  never  had  the  legal  right 
toqualify.*  TheoflScesof  major-(jeneral  andmemberof  Congress  were 
clearly  incompatible,  and  under  tiie  principles  laid  down  in  all  the  prec- 
edents the  acceptance  of  a  disciualifying  office  operaU^d  as  a  resig- 
nation of  the  office  already  held.  But  under  the  precedent  of  the  cjise 
of  Herrick  (Fifteenth  (Congress)  a  Representative-elect  was  not  a  mem- 
ber until  the  beginning  of  the  Hrst  session  of  Congress,  and  the  fact  of 
holding  an  incompatible  office  subse(iuent  to  election,  but  previous  to 
the  beginning  of  the  session,  did  not  prevent  the  Representative-elect 
from  qualifying  as  a  member,  having  previously  resigned  his  other 
office.     General  Schenck,  therefore,  was  entitled  to  retain  his  seat. 

The  case  of  General  Blair  involved  a  new  question.    He  had  resigned 

*  General  Blair  had  alread}-  }x?en  deprivtxi  of  his  seat  by  the  action  of  the  House  in 
the  case  of  Knox  vs.  Blair. 
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his  military  office  before  (lualifying  avS  a  member  of  Congress,  but  not 
until  a  month  after  the  day  on  which  he  could  and  should  have  quali- 
fied. The  conunittee  held  that  where  a  person  holding  one  office 
is  appointed  to  another  and  incompatible  one,  the  duties  of  which  are 
required  to  commence  at  a  certain  time,  and  he  continues  to  perform 
the  duties  of  the  former  office  after  that  time,  he  must  be  held  to  have 
declined  the  latter,  and  can  not  afterwards,  bv  resigning  his  former 
office*,  be  entitled  to  assume  the  latter.  At  the  opening  of  the  first 
session  General  Blair  had  to  ch(H)se  between  the  two  offices,  and  having 
continued  in  the  military  service,  he  could  not  afterwards  take  a  seat 
in  Congress. 

[Report  No.  110,  tirst  session  Thirty -eighth  Congress.] 

(y)  McHknky  vf<,  Yeaman. 

Mil  f  til  r If  inter  fern  we.      Majority  report  f(fr  afiiUattee;   rejport  hy  Mt, 
Vo(frh4ieii  to  viicate  neat,  .   ConteJitee  retnined  the  .seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Smithers;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Voorhees. 

The  sitting  membci*  received  a  majority  of  5,224  votes.  Contestant 
asked  that  the  election  be  declared  void  on  account  of  certiiin  military 
orders,  declaring  the  State  under  martial  law  and  directing  the  mili- 
tary to  aid  the  civil  authorities  in  holding  a  fair  and  peaceable  ele<^tion, 
and  on  the  ground  that  the  election  was  carried  by  force  and  fmud, 
and  that  test  oaths  were  applied  unknown  to  the  laws  of  Kentucky. 

The  committee  did  not  inquire  into  the  propriety  of  the  orders  com- 
plained of.  Contestee  received  a  very  large  vote — a  majority  of  all 
the  voters  in  the  district,  as  shown  by  the  largest  vote  ever  previously 
<*ast.  The  population  of  the  district  had  been  depleted  by  the  war, 
and  if  all  the  voters  left  in  it  who  did  not  vote  had  voted  for  contest- 
ant contestee  would  still  have  been  ele^^ted.  There  were  occasional 
irregularities,  Imt  contestee  was  plainly  the  choice  of  a  majority  of 
the  people,  and  ought  to  retain  his  seat. 

Mr.  Voorhees  tiled  a  report  (not  given  in  I  Bartlett)  contending  that 
the  election  was  void,  because  held  under  martial  law,  and  )>ecause 
the  orders  and  policy  of  the  military  authorities  were  such  as  to  intimi- 
date persons  from  voting  for  contestant. 

Any  election  for  a  civil  office  held  under  martial  lnu\  where  the  qualifications  of 
voters  are  prescribed  by  military  officers,  is  not  such  an  election  as  the  founders  of 
this  (lovemment  intended  should  \ye  held  under  the  Constitution  which  they  framed, 
and  should  be  declared  void  in  all  cases  by  the  Congress  of  the  nation.  Such  an 
election  is  the  one  now  in  question. 

After  a  brief  dcbati>  the  House  passed  the  resolution  declaring  the 
sitting  member  entitled  to  his  seat  by  a  vote  of  96  to  26. 

[I  Bart.,  550-555,  and  Rej)ort  No.  70,  first  session  Thirty-eighth 
Gmgrcss,  part  2.] 

(10)  Todd  m,  Jayne. 

Ih'iina  facie  riijlit  to  the  Hvat.  ConteMant  ad  nutted.  Fraud  y*  irreg- 
fdaritie>i;  iJlegal  rote^t.  Majority  7'eport  for  contestatit ;  minority 
report  fn'  contestee.      Content  ant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Dawes;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Scofield. 
At  the  beginning  of  the  session  both  contestant  and  contestee  pre- 
sented themselves  and  claimed  the  right  to  be  sworn  in.     The  question 

H.  Doc.  510         18 
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was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Elections,  who  reported  in  favor  of 
Mr.  Jayne.  Mr.  Jayne  presented  a  certificate  of  election,  signed  b}' 
himself  as  governor,  a  certificate  of  election  from  the  present  governor, 
and  the  proclamation  of  the  secretary  and  acting  governor,  showing 
that  he  was  elected  according  to  the  ofiicial  canvass.  Mr.  Todd  pre- 
sented a  certificate  from  the  same  secretary  and  acting  governor,  stat- 
ing that  subsequent  to  the  time  fixed  by  law  for  the  oflScial  canvass 
another  return  had  been  received,  giving  Mr.  Todd  a  larger  majority 
than  the  majority  of  Mr.  Jayne  on  the  ofiicial  canvass.  The  commit- 
tee found  that  the  secretary  had  no  legal  authority  to  issue  this  certifi- 
cate, and  it  had  no  more  weight  than  tne  statement  of  a  private  person. 
But,  taking  it  as  true,  it  showed  that  the  prima  facie  right,  under  the 
law  and  the  oflScial  canvass,  belonged  to  Mr.  Jayne.  Whether  the 
votes  in  question  were  actually  cast  and  correctly  returned  was  a  ques- 
tion to  be  considered  when  the  case  was  heard  on  the  merits. 

On  the  merits  of  the  case  the  committee  reported  for  contestant. 
On  the  face  of  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  16  votes.  This 
did  not  include  the  votes  of  two  counties  rejected  by  the  Territorial 
canvassei's  and  the  county  whose  returns  were  delaved.  Contestant 
claimed  that  the  votes  of  two  of  thase  three  counties  should  be  counted, 
and  that  illegal  votes  cast  in  various  counties  should  be  deducted. 
Contestee  made  counter  charges  of  illegal  voting,  and  asked  that  one 
of  the  counties  not  counted  be  counted  and  the  others  rejected. 

Technical  objections  were  raised  by  both  sides.  The  committee 
excluded  a  deposition  taken  by  contestee  a  month  after  the  expiration 
of  the  legal  time  before  a  judge  in  the  District  of  Columbia  instead  of 
before  an  oflScer  resident  of  the  Territory.  Contestee  objected  to  the 
notice  of  contest,  because  it  was  served  hefare  the  result  had  been  pro- 
claimed.    The  committee  were — 

of  opinion  that  this  was  a  defect  which  the  sitting  Delegate  could  waive,  and  that 
by  answering  afler  the  result  had  been  proclaimed,  and  within  the  time  when  a  new 
notice  of  contest  could  have  been  serven,  without  availing  himself  of  the  objection, 
and  proceeding  to  take  the  testimony,  he  had  waived  the  right  to  object  to  it  at  the 
hearing. 

The  testimony  of  contestant  was  taken  before  two  justices  of  the 
peace.  The  law  of  1851  permitted  it  to  be  taken  )>efore  justices  of  the 
peace  only  when  no  other  officer  named  in  the  law  was  a  resident  of 
the  Territory.  Contestant  claimed  that  the  only  othei*  officers  in  the 
Territory  included   in  the  law  were  the  chief  justice  and   associate 

i'ustice  of  the  Territory,  and  that  as  their  families  were  domiciled  in 
owa,  and  they  only  went  into  the  Territory  to  hold  court,  they  were 
not  residents  of  the  Territorv. 

The  committee  were  of  opinion  that  the  two  justices  of  the  peace,  residents  of  the 
Territory,  were  comjxitent  to  take  the  depositions. 

The  committee  rejected  9  votes  cast  by  a  surveying  party  only 
temporarily  in  the  Territory.  They  also  deducted  the  votes  of  one 
precinct  whose  whole  vote  was  evidently  tainted  with  fraud.  The 
poll  was  opened  the  night  before  the  election,  at  a  different  place  from 
that  required  by  law,  and  a  large  number  of  illegal  votes  received. 
The  next  day,  at  the  legal  place,  other  votes  were  received  and  put 
into  the  same  box  unopened.  Names  were  added  to  the  poll  list  to 
make  up  for  the  extra  ballots,  and  there  were  other  indications  of 
fraud. 

Another  countv  was  attacked  ))ecause  the  votes  of  man  v  Iowa  soldiers 
and  a  number  of  half  breed  Indians  were  nn'oivcnl.     From  the  evidence 
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it  was  possible  to  tell  the  largest  number  of  votes  that  could  have  been 
cast  ))y  these  persons,  and  they  were  eliminated  and  the  rest  counted. 
Another  county  was  not  counted  by  the  official  canvassers  nor  by  the 
committee.  A  party  friend  of  contestant,  who  had  been  appointed 
judge,  but  wah  refused  permission  to  act.  requested  voters  to  vote 
open  tickets,  and  his  friends  did  so,  and  he  took  their  names.  The 
judges  adjourned  for  dinner,  taking  the  box  with  them.  When  the 
box  was  opened  in  the  evening  there  were  more  ballots  than  voters 
had  voted,  but  less  for  Mr.  Todd  than  had  voted  open  tickets  for  him. 
There  was  a  general  fnwas  when  this  was  discovered,  and  the  ballots 
never  were  finally  canvassed. 

The  only  other  disputed  point  was  the  vote  of  Kittson  C'ounty,  which 
was  returned  to  the  secretary  of  the  Territory  a  few  days  late.  The 
committee  did  not  think  this  ought  to  prevent  it  being  counted,  if  it 
was  otherwise  correct.  Contestee  claimed  that  the  vote  was  fraudu- 
lent and  fictitious,  but  his  only  evidence  was  the  deposition  taken  in 
Washington,  which  had  been  excluded  by  the  committee.  It  was  also 
objectea  to  on  the  ground  that  the  precinct  was  in  the  Indian  country. 
But  the  committee  neld  that  the  onlv  Indian  lands  excluded  from  the 
limits  of  the  Territory  bv  the  organic  iK»t  were  such  as  were  held 
under  certain  treaties.  This  was  not  such  land,  and  the  votes  not 
having  been  proved  to  be  otherwise  illegjil,  should  be  counted.  This 
would  give  a  majority  to  contestant,  and  the  committee  recommended 
that  he  be  seated. 

Mr.  Scofield  and  Mr.  l^pson  presented  a  minoritv  report  sustaining 
the  right  of  the  sitting  member.  They  rested  the  case  on  Kittson 
County.  If  evidence  not  strictly  within  the  law  of  1851  was  to  be 
excluded,  the  law  should  be  impartially  applied,  which  would  exclude 
all  of  contestant's  testimony.  The  chief  justice  of  the  Territory  was 
required  by  law  to  be  a  resident  of  the  Territory,  and  he  was  actually 
in  the  Territory  during  part  of  the  time  that  the  testimony  was  being 
taken,  and  issued  subpoenas  for  contestant,  who  acknowledged  him  in 
his  notices  to  be  a  resident  of  the  Territory.  So  long  as  he  was  a  res- 
ident, testimony  could  not  be  taken  before  justices  of  the  pe^ce  under 
the  law.  If  contestee  was  to  be  held  to  have  waived  his  objection  to 
the  notice  of  contest,  contestant  must  also  be  held  to  have  waived  all 
objections  to  the  testimony  in  regard  to  Kittson  County  by  being  pres- 
ent and  cross-examining  the  witness  (though  under  protest),  and  con- 
senting to  an  adjournment  that  the  deposition  might  be  complet<id.  If 
this  deposition  were  admitted  it  would  show  that  the  election  in  Kitt- 
son C!k)unty  was  a  fraudulent  one.  Unless  this  vote  was  counted,  the 
case  of  contestant,  according  to  the  statements  of  the  majority  report, 
could  not  be  made  out.  After  some  debate  the  House  adopted  the 
resolution  declaring  contestee  not  elected,  by  a  vote  91  to  1,  and  that 
declaring  contestant  elected  bv  a  vote  of  64  to  31. 

[  1  Bart.,  555-568,  and  on  prinia  facie  case,  Report  No.  I,  first  session, 
Thirty -eighth  Congress.] 

(11)  Lindsay  -m.  Scott. 

II  le(fal  votes;  IrreytdurltieH,  Report  for  carUeatee.  Ckmtestee  retauied 
the  Heat, 

Report  by  Mr.  Upson. 

According  to  the  returns,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  489  votes. 
The  election  was  contested  on  the  ground  that  many  disloyal  person? 
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voted  illegally  for  contestee  and  that  in  a  nunit>er  of  precincts  neither 
the  election  officers  nor  the  voters  took  the  oath  of  loyalty  prescribed 
by  the  convention  of  the  State.  The  committee  held  that  the  require- 
ment of  this  oath  was  in  effect  the  requirement  of  loyalty  as  a  qualifi- 
cation for  voting,  and  while  the  election  officers  might  pwssibly  have 
no  discretion  to  refuse  the  vote  of  a  person  who  should  take  the  oath 
falsely,  the  vote  would  be  none  the  less  an  illegal  one. 

In  a  number  of  precincts  it  appeared  that  this  oath  was  taken  neither 
by  the  election  officers  nor  the  voters  and  the  committee  rejected  the 
votes  of  these  precincts.  The  laws  of  the  State  required  that  all  bal- 
lots should  be  numbered  and  that  no  ballots  not  numbered  should  be 
counted.  In  three  precincts  the  ballots  were  not  numbered  and  the 
committee  rejected  the  votes  (but  on  this  point  they  were  not  unani- 
mous, as  they  were  on  the  others).  The  votes  of  two  military  com- 
panies were  objected  to  because  given  vim  iv/ct'^  but  the  committee 
found  on  examination  that  this  was  permitted.  Contestant  also  charged 
many  individual  disloyal  votes,  but  the  committee  found  the  evidence 
in  regard  to  them  insufficient.  Making  all  the  deductions  required 
contestee  still  had  a  majoritv  of  61  votes  left,  and  the  committee 
recommended  that  he  retain  liis  seat.  The  resolution  presented  was 
adopted  without  debate  or  division. 

fl  Bart.,  569-574.] 

(12)  Kline  f\s,  Myers. 

Opmrtufutf/  to  rcvonat  refused  In  ahnciwc  of  vDulentc  of  pnjfHthlv 
fraud  or  ef*ror,      Contentee  retained  the  sent, 

Repoil  by  Mr.  Si'otield. 

Contestant  conceded  that  he  had  not  made  out  his  case  on  the  evi- 
dence presented,  but  showed  that  he  had  made  an  unsuccessful  effort 
to  procure  a  recount  of  the  ballots  and  applied  for  an  order  of  the 
House  to  send  for  the  boxes  and  recount  the  votes. 

The  coiiimittee  were  of  opinion  that  such  an  appliciition  rIiouM  Ik*  foundtMl  njwn 
Bome  proof  {<ufiicient  at  least  to  raise  a  presumption  of  mistake,  irn»gularity,  or  fraud 
in  the  ori^nal  count,  jind  ought  not  to  he  granted  upon  the  mere  suggestion  of  pos- 
sible error.     The  contestant  railed  to  furnish  such  proof. 

On  the  contmry,  the  election  appeared  to  have  })een  fair  and  the 
count  careful. 

To  adopt  the  rule  that  ballot  lx)xes  should  ]>e  opened  unon  the  mere  requexl  of  the 
defeated  candidate  would  occasion  more  fraud  than  it  could  possibly  expose. 

The  committee  reconmiended  resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected. 
Mr.  Dawes  and  Mr.  (vanson  dissented  from  the  ruling  of  the  commit- 
tee, but  the  resolutions  were  adopted  without  division. 

fl  Bart.,  574,  575.] 

(13)  Carkuiax  /'.v.  Thayek. 

Recount  refmed^  in  absem^e  of  eoidence  of  prohahlc  fraud  ur  f  rror^ 
or  if  legal  steps  to  procure  it  within  t/w  time. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

This  was  another  case  from  Philadelphia  in  which  a  recount  bv 
order  of  the  House  was  asked  for.  The  mavor  and  recorder  of  Phil- 
adelphia  had  refused  to  obey  ii  suhpivmi  duces  tenun^  issued  by  two 
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ju8ti(0s  of  the  pence  at  the  iiustance  of  contestant.  The  committee 
refused  to  grant  the  application,  on  the  grounds  stated  in  Kline  ?%v. 
Myers,  and  also  because  these  two  justices  of  the  peace  had  no  juris- 
diction to  issue  subpcenas  in  the  case,  and  hence  no  legal  steps  had 
been  taken  to  procure  the  recount  within  the  sixty  days.  The  act  of 
i  851  gave  jurisdiction  and  authority  to  justices  of  the  peace  only  in  case 
none  of  the  other  oflScers  mentioned  in  the  act  were  resident  in  the  dis- 
trict. There  were  at  least  three  such  oflScers  resident  in  this  district. 
The  contestant  conceded  that  on  the  evidence  already  taken  he  had  not 
made  out  his  case,  and  the  committee  accordingly  recommended  resolu- 
tion declaring  contestee  elected.  The  resolutions  were  passed  by  the 
House  without  debate  or  division. 
[1  Bart.,  576-577.] 

(14)  Segar. 

State  in  rebellion;  election  hdd  hi  only  a  small  part  of  district. 
Claimant  not  admitted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

At  the  election  in  question  about  1,667  votes  were  cast,  of  which 
Mr.  Segar  received  about  1,300.  He  had  a  certificate  of  election  in 
due  form,  and  asked  to  be  sworn  in  and  to  occupy  the  seat  until  some 
one  else  should  appear  showing  a  better  title. 

But  the  committee  were  of  opinion  that  they  should  inquire  into  anci  report  the 
factH  concerning  thin  election  and  their  conclusion  thereon. 

There  were  twenty  counties  in  the^district,  and  polls  were  opened 
in  only  four  of  them,  containing  about  one-fourth  of  the  voting  popu- 
lation; the  rest  of  the  district  being  occupied  by  the  rebel  armies. 
Under  the  principles  decided  in  previous  cases,  the  committee  held 
that  this  could  not  be  considered  an  election.  In  all  previous  cases — 

It  was  recognized  as  a  rule  that  when  the  vote  actually  polled  was  such  a  minority 
of  the  whole  vote  that  it  could  not  be  detennined  that  the  person  selected  by  that 
minority  was  the  choice  of  the  whole  district,  and  the  absent  majority  were  not 
voluntarily  staying  away  from  the  polls,  but  were  kept  away  by  force,  then  no  such 
selection  thus  made  could  be  tweatwi  as  an  election. 

The  resolution  recommended  was  adopted,  after  a  brief  delate,  by  a 
vote  of  94  to  23. 
[1  Bart.,  577-579.1 

(15)  Field. 

State  not  redistricted.  Election  in  nearly  all  of  old  district  sup- 
jyremed  hy  ynilitary  intenference,     Claimaiit  not  admitted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

Mr.  Field  claimed  to  have  been  elected  from  the  First  district  of 
Louisiana,  but  the  State  had  not  been  redistricted  under  the  new 
apportionment  law,  giving  it  five  Representatives  instead  of  four,  and 
the  Fii-st  district,  from  which  he  claimed  his  seat,  was  the  old  First 
district. 

If,  therefore,  there  was  no  other  difficulty  in  the  way  of  giving  effect  to  this  allege<l 
election,  it  could  not  l)e  said  to  have  l>een  held  in  conformity  with,  but  in  contra- 
vention of,  law. 

But  the  main  objection  to  the  election  was  that  it  was  held  in  a  very 
small  part  of  the  district.     The  district  was  composed  of  a  part  of  the 
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city  of  Now  Orleans,  and  two  small  outside  parishes.  In  the  city  of 
Mew  Orleans,  where  nineteen-twentieths  of  the  voters  resided,  the 
whole  election  was  suppressed  b}"  order's  of  General  Shepley,  military 
governor.  There  was  some  evidence  that  15()  votes  were  east  in  one 
of  the  outside  parishes,  and  perhaps  about  as  many  were  cast  in  the 
other;  but  in  the  city  of  New  Orleans  10,000  voters  were  kept  from 
the  polls  by  soldiers  acting  under  the  orders  of  General  Shepley.  The 
committee  could  see  no  reason  for  this  action  on  the  part  of  the  mili- 
tary governor,  and  strongly  condemned  it,  but  it  was  effectual,  and 
even  if  the  fact  that  the  district  had  no  legal  existence,  and  that  the 
votes  were  informally  returned  to  an  unauthorized  private  committee, 
could  be  overlooked,  the  fact  that  the  election  was  thus  suppressed  in 
nearl}^  the  whole  district  was  fatal  to  its  validity. 

After  a  brief  debate,  the  resolution  recommended,  refusing  admis- 
sion to  the  claimant,  was  passed  bv  a  vote  of  85  to  48. 

[1  Bart.,  680-583.] 

(16)  BoNANzo,  Field,  and  Mann. 

Reorganization  of  State  qjyvenxinent  initiated  and  partly  directed  hy 
railitary  authority,  Majori,ty  nqyortfm^  and  minority  rejxrrt  a<fainst^ 
the  admission  of  claimants.     No  action  hy  the  House, 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Dawes;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Smithers. 

These  cases  involved  the  question  of  the  recognition  of  the  reorgan- 
ized State  government  of  Louisiana.  Full  reports  were  made  on  the 
case  of  Bonanzo,  and  brief  reports  in  the  other  two  cases,  calling 
attention  to  the  fact  that  they  were  based  on  the  same  state  of  facts. 

An  election  had  been  held  in  Louisiana  under  the  proclamation  of 
the  military  governor,  and  mem))ers  elected  at  it  had  been  admitted 
to  the  Thirty -seventh  Congress.  No  election  had  been  held  at  the 
regular  time  for  the  election  for  the  Thirty-eighth  Congress,  but 
soon  after  that  time  Major-General  Banks  had  issued  a  proclamation 
inviting  the  loyal  people  of  the  State  to  participate  in  the  election  of 
State  officers.  The  State  officers  were  elected,  and  afterwards,  under 
the  proclamation  both  of  the  civil  and  military  authorities,  delegates 
were  elected  to  a  convention  to  revise  the  constitution  of  the  State. 
This  convention  divided  the  State  into  five  Congressional  districts, 
and  directed  an  election  to  be  held  for  Represento-tives  in  Congress. 
The  validity  of  this  election,  the  committee  held,  depended  "upon  the 
effect  which  the  House  is  disposed  to  give  to  the  efforts  to  reorganize 
a  State  government  in  Louisiana."  The  objection  to  these  efforts 
was  that  they  originated  in  no  previous  State  or  Fedeml  law;  but 
this  was  the  result  of  necessity.  "The  State  was  attempting  to  rise 
out  of  the  ruin  caused  bv  the  ^lYiuqA  oreHhrmc  oi  its  laws."  There 
were  no  State  laws  providing  for  such  a  contingency,  and  it  was  not 
within  the  power  of  the  United  States  to  pass  them.  Their  enact- 
ment was  within  the  power  reserved  "to  the  States,  respectively,  or  to 
tJw people,'^'  If  this  new  government  was  the  work  of  tne  people,  and 
was  republican  in  form,  it  was  entitled  to  recognition.  The  committee 
found  from  the  evidence  in  the  case  that  the  elections  in  question  had 
been  ptirticipated  in  by  a  large  majority  of  the  loyal  people  of  the 
State,  and  that  the  loyal  people  constituted  a  majority  of  all  the  peo- 
pic.     They  therefore  recommended  that  the  claimants  be  admitted. 
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The  minority  \v(  iv  of  the  opinion  that  the  election  in  question  did 
not  represent  the  free  and  vohmtary  action  of  the  majority  of  the 
loyal  people  of  the  State.  The  election  was  called  by  the  proclama- 
tion of  a  military  ruler,  and  his  orders  were  such  as  to  amount  to  a 
.practical  conunand  to  the  people  to  take  part.  The  State  was  under 
martial  law,  a  condition  inconsistent  with  the  free  creation  of  a  civil 

{rovernment.  As  nearly  as  could  l>e  judged  from  available  data,  much 
ess  than  half  of  the  loyal  voters  within  the  Union  lines  took  part  in 
the  election,  and  a  lar^e  part  of  the  State  was  without  the  lines.  It 
was  in  evidence  that  alarge  class  of  voters  voluntarily  remained  away 
from  the  polls.  In  an  ordinary  election,  held  under  an  existing  law, 
they  would  have  been  held  to  have  acquiesired  in  the  result,  but  an 
election  to  organize  a  new  government  nuist  be  participated  in  by  a 
majority  of  the  people.  The  minority  thought  that  the  restoration  of 
the  unquestioned  authority  of  the  United  States  in  Louisiana  depended 
more  on  the  prosecution  of  the  war  and  the  destruction  of  the  seceding 
government  than  on  the  organization  of  impotent  State  governments, 
subservient  to  military  autnority,  and  recommended  that  the  claim- 
ants be  not  admitted. 

There  wa.s  no  action  by  the  House. 
[1  Bart.,  58:^597;  2  Bart,  1-16.] 

(17)  Jacks  and  Johnson. 

EhH!o)}  under  prm^i^ional  gmunmme^d  of  ArJcansoH.  Committee 
rr('(riintu*i}(l<>(l  adimssion  of  claimants.     No  actum  l/y  the  IFotise. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

The  people  of  Arkansas  had  met  in  convention  and  amended  the 
constitution  of  the  State,  and  provided  for  a  provisional  government. 
The  amended  constitution  and  other  acts  of  tne  convention  were  rati- 
fied l)y  a  large  and  substantially  unanimous  vote.  It  was  apparent  that 
a  large  portion  of  the  people  of  the  State  had  always  been  loyal,  and 
at  least  10,000  volunteer  soldiers  had  been  funiished  for  the  Union 
army.  At  the  election  for  members  of  Congress  a  very  full  vote  was 
cast,  and  both  claimants  were  elected  b\^  very  large  majorities.  Under 
the  principles  laid  down  in  the  case  of  nonanzo,  the  committee  thought 
the  claimants  ought  to  be  admitted,  and  recommended  resolutions  to 
that  effect. 

There  was  no  action  hy  the  House. 

[1  Bart.,  597-604;  2  Bart.,  17-24.] 
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THIETY-NINTH  CONGRESS,  1865-1867. 

Mr.  Dawes,  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Paine,  Wisconsin, 

ScoFiELi),  Pennsylvania,  Shellabakgek,  Ohio, 

Baxter,  Vermont,  McClurg,  Missouri, 

Upson,  Miehif^an,  Radford,  New  York, 

Mr.  Marshall,  Illinois. 

Mr.  Paine  re>igned  his  place  at  the  commencement  of  the  second 
session,  and  Mr.  Poland,  of  Vermont,  took  his  place. 

(1)  Augustus  C.  Baldwin  v-s-.  Rowland  E.  Trowbridge,  Michigan, 

(2)  Henry  D.  V^'^ashburn  ?w.  Daniel  W.  Voorhees,  Indiann. 
(8)  William  E.  Dodge  vh,  James  Brooks,  Neto  York. 

(4^  Charles  Follett  m,  Columbus  Delano,  Ohio. 

(5)  S.  H.  Boyd  vs.  John  R.  Kelso,  3lis8ouri, 

(6)  Smith  Fuller  vs.  John  L.  Dawson,  Penn^yJvcmia. 

(7)  William  H.  Koontz  vh,  Alexander  H.  Coffroth  (two  wises), 
Peimsylvavia. 

(8)  L)oi>5ey  B.  Thomas  vs.  Samuel  M.  Arnell,  Tmnemee. 

(1)  Baldwin  %\h.  Trowbridge. 

Right  of  State  Jegislatare  to  Ji>v  place  of  elect  ious  in  '}>iolation  of  Stat^ 
constitution.  Majority  report  fi/i^  contest ee;  nilnority  r(port  for  con- 
testant.     (Jontestee  retained  tlie  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Scofield;  minority  report  ))y  Mr.  Marshall. 

Contestee  had  a  majority  of  all  the  votes  cast,  but  contesbint  had  a 
majority  of  the  votes  cast  inside  the  State.  The  State  (*onstitution 
prohibited  the  elector  from  voting  outside  of  the  township  or  ward  in 
which  he  resided,  but  the  legislature  had  passed  a  law  permitting  sol- 
diers to  vote  outside  of  the  State,  wherever  their  regiments  might  be 
encamped.  A  large  number  of  such  votes  were  cast,  and  the  majority 
of  Mr.  Trowbridge  depended  on  them.  The  supreme  court  of  Michi- 
gan had  held  that  the  provision  permitting  these  votes  to  be  cast  out- 
side the  State  was  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution,  and  the  committee 
agreed  with  the  (!Oui*t,  but  held  that  in  (tasc  of  such  conflict  the  power 
of  the  legislature  was  paramount.  The  power  to  flx  the  times  and 
places  of  elections  wa.«5  conferred,  by  the  terms  of  the  Constitution,  on 
the  leglslatitreH  of  the  States.  The  fact  that  each  of  the  colonies,  at 
the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  C'Onstitution,  had  a  legislature  similar 
to  the  legislatures  of  the  present  States,  and  that  throughout  the  Con- 
stitution the  viovA  '"legislature"  was  consistently  used  to  designate 
this  assembly,  and  was  carefully  distinguished  from  the  word  ''con- 
vention,-' which  was  also  used  with  a  definite  meaning,  showed  that  b}" 
the  word  '"legislature"  the  Constitution  meant  '"the  legislature  eo 
ounnlne.  as  known  in  the  political  history  of  the  country."  The  power 
to  act  at  all  in  the  premises  was  derived  from  the  (Constitution,  and 
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not  from  any  previously  oxistinj^  power,  and  if  it  was  conferred  upon 
the  legislature  by  the  Constitution,  a  constitutional  convention  could 
not  exercise  it,  or  inhibit  the  legislature  from  exercising  it. 

Even  if  the  constitutional  convention  was  to  be  eonsiaere<l  as  a  con- 
structive legislature,  it  could  only  be  held  to  possess  this  power  by 
virtue  of  it^  chanicter  as  a  legislature,  and  its  (enactments  on  the  sub- 
ject could  only  have  the  force  of  legislation,  which  subsequent  legisla- 
tion could  sui>ersede. 

The  law  having  been  passed  by  the  legislature  and  not  being  in  con- 
flict with  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United  SUites,  was  valid,  and 
contestee,  having  been  elected  by  the  votes  received  in  accordance  with 
it,  was  entitled  to  his  seat. 

Mr.  Marshall  in  a  report  signed  only  by  hhnself  dissented  from  the 
opinion  of  the  committee.  The  legislative  assembly  of  limited  powers, 
known  as  the  *^  general  assembly,"  or  by  various  other  names  in  the 
different  States,  did  not  exhaust  the  legislative  power  of  the  State. 

The  "legislature"  of  a  State,  in  its  fullest  and  broadest  sense,  signifies  that  body 
in  which  all  the  legislative  powers  of  a  State  reside,  and  that  body  is  the  people 
themselves  who  exercise  the  elective  franchise. 

The  secondary  or  subordinate  legislature — 

is  the  creature  of  the  organic  laws  of  the  State,  owes  its  existence  to  it,  and  can 
rightly  do  nothing  in  contravention  of  its  provisions.  If,  then,  this  section  of  the 
Fefleral  Constitution  can  be  construeci  to  refer  to  this  secondary  or  subordinate  legis- 
lative body  of  a  State,  it  must  be  held  to  mean  that  the  time,  place,  and  manner  for 
holding  elec^tions  for  Representatives  shall  be  prescril)e<l  in  each  State  by  the  legis- 
latu'Xi  thereof,  such  legislature  acting  in  subordination  and  in  conformity  to  that 
organic  law  to  which  it  owes  its  own  existence. 

Mr.  Marshall  held  that  the  cases  of  Shiel  vs.  Thayer  (Thirty -seventh 
Congress^  and  Farlee  ^w.  Runk  (Twenty-ninth  Congress)  had  ah'eady 
decided  tne  question  according  to  his  interpretation.  But  admitting 
the  interpretation  of  the  committee,  the  law  in  question  was  not  a  law 
to  fix  the  places  of  holding  elections.  If  the  legislature  had  pa,ssed  a 
law  that  anv  citizen  of  the  State  might  vote  at  any  place  wnere  he 
happened  to  be  on  the  day  of  election,  it  would  not  be  a  law  fixing  the 
place  of  elections.  This  was  practically  that  law  as  applied  to  a  cer- 
tain class  of  citizens;  and  in  any  case  it  was  doubtful  if  the  legislature 
of  a  State  could  fix  a  place  for  holding  elections  outside  the  limits  of 
the  State.  If  the  legislature  had  this  power,  so  had  Congress,  and*  it 
mig'ht  pass  a  law  requiring  all  the  citizens  of  Michigan  to  vote  in 
Chicago. 

The  resolution  presented  by  the  committee  declaring  cont<»stee 
elected  was  passed  bv  a  vote  of  108  to  80, 

[2  Bart.,  46-54. J 

(2)  Washburn  vm.  Voorhkes. 

Belli ot-lxw  f<fuffiug.  Majority  report  for  ('n)ttri<tant;  ml)iorlti/  rrjxtrt 
f(^r  rontcMee,      (\>ntf'i<t<tnt  xHit^l. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Dawes;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Marshall. 

The  testimony  in  this  ctise  was  all  taken  before  the  mayor  of  Terre 
Haute;  but  it  was  not  Uiken  in  the  city  of  Terre  Haute,  but  in  a  num- 
ber of  small  towns  in  the  same  county.  Under  the  laws  of  Indiana  the 
mayor  was  only  empowered  to  administer  oaths  in  th(*  city  of  which 
he  was  mavor,  and  contestee  moved  to  exclude  the  testimonv  in  this 
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case  on  the  ground  that  it  was  taken  before  an  unauthorized  oiBcer. 
But  the  committee  held  that  the  right  of  the  mayor  to  take  testimony 
in  this  case  was  not  derived  from  the  laws  of  Indiana^  but  from  the 
United  States  statute  of  1851.  Until  1861  the  laws  of  Indiana  had  not 
empowered  all  mayors  to  administer  oaths,  even  in  their  own  towns, 
and  yet  since  1851  they  had  been  authorized  b}"  name  in  the  United 
States  statute  to  take  testimony  in  contested  election. cases. 

All  the  testimony  in  the  case  was  taken  by  contestant,  contestee 
neither  offering  any  testimony  of  his  own  nor  attending  to  cross- 
examine  the  witnesses  examined  b^^  contestant.^  A  large  number  of 
charges  were  made  by  contestant,  but  the  onl}^  ones  relied  on  were 
fraud  and  ballot-box  stuffing  in  four  precincts.  In  each  of  these  pre- 
cincts a  number  of  voters  considerably  in  excess  of  the  number 
returned  as  voting  for  Mr.  Washburn  were  called  and  testified  that 
they  voted  for  him.  The  votes  of  a  few  voters  who  could  not  be 
found  were  proved  by  others,  but  the  number  themselves  testif \4ng 
was  in  each  case  larger  than  the  returned  number.  In  two  of  the 
precincts  there  was  in  addition  proof  of  actual  fraud.  In  both  the^e 
cases  all  the  election  officers  were  partisans  of  contestee.  In  one  pre- 
cinct the  judges  after  counting  15  or  20  votes  adjourned  for  supper, 
fmtting  the  15  or  20  strimg  ballots  on  top  of  the  uncounted  Imllots  and 
ocking  the  box.  The  box  was  left  in  the  room  where  the  election  had 
been  held,  unprotected  except  by  the  lock.  On  the  return  of  the 
judges  the  key  belonging  to  the  box  would  not  unlock  it,  but  it  was 
unlocked  by  another  key  in  the  possession  of  one  of  the  judges.  The 
string  of  counted  ballots  was  not  visible,  but  after  some  time  it  was 
found  in  the  bottom  of  the  box  under  the  uncounted  ballots.  The 
judges  of  election  issued  a  public  card  the  next  day  acknowledging 
that  fraud  was  probably  perpetrated,  but  insisting  that  it  was  without 
their  knowledge.  There  were  counted  for  contestant  148  votes,  but 
170  voters  were  m*oved,  all  but  6  by  their  own  testimony,  to  have 
voted  for  him.  The  committee  held  that  the  return  was  so  tainted 
with  fraud  that  the  ti-uth  could  not  be  deduced  from  it  and  that  it 
must  be  rejected.  But  the  rejection  of  the  return  did  not  necessarily 
leave  the  votes  actually  cast  uncounted.  The  170  votes  proved  outside 
the  return  were  counted  for  Mr.  Washburn. 

At  the  other  precinct  where  there  was  direct  proof  of  fraud  108 
persons  were  shown  to  have  voted  for  contestant,  while  only  88  were 
returned.  The  election  officers  all  took  dinner  with  the  inspector,  who 
put  the  ballot  box  into  a  closed  bedroom.  After  dinner  he  went 
mto  this  bedroom  and  remained  for  fifteen  minutes.  The  next  day 
the  sei^vant  girl  found  that  she  could  not  open  the  door  leading  from 
this  bedroom  to  another,  and,  looking  for  the  cause,  found  that  a  tack 
had  been  removed  from  the  carpet  and  a  large  number  of  Republican 
tickets  put  under  it.  The  committee  rejected  this  return  and  counteil 
the  108  votes  proved  outside  the  return. 

The  proof  of  fraud  in  the  other  two  precincts  consisted  chiefly  of  the 
discrepancy  between  the  vote  proved  and  the  vote  returned,  though 
there  were  other  suspicious  circumstances.  In  one  precinct  tne 
returned  vote  for  contestant  was  58,  the  proved  vote  91;  in  the  other 
case  the  returned  vote  was  24,  the  proved  vote  36.  In  these  two  pre- 
cincts the  committee  preferred  not  to  reject  the  whole  return,  espe- 

*  What  the  reason  for  this  was  does  not  appear  from  either  report. 
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ciallv  as  the  result  would  not  be  affected  either  wav,  l)ut  counted  for 
contestant  the  38  and  12  votes  proved  in  excess  of  the  returns.  Making 
thes(»  corrections,  contestant  would  have  a  majority  of  225  votes,  and 
the  conmnttee  recommended  that  he  l>e  seated. 

The  minority  (Mr.  Marshall  and  Mr.  Radford)  held  that  the  charges 
had  not  been  sustained.  There  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  more 
votes  were  cast  for  Mr.  Washburn  than  were  returned  for  him,  but  if 
all  the  vot4\s  proved  by  the  testimony  of  othere  than  the  voter,  or  by 
the  testimony  of  voters  who  could  not  read  and  might  have  been  impcxsed 
upon,  were  disregarded,  nearly  all  the  excess  would  disappear.  But 
even  taking  the  evidence  as  true,  it  merely  showed  that  cont(\'*tant  was 
entitled  to  75  additional  votes,  which  could  be  given  to  him  without 
affecting  the  result.  The  precincts  where  the  additional  votes  were 
claimed  were  always  strong  Democratic  districts,  and  contestant  jsvas 
returned  as  receiving  about  the  usual  Republican  vote  in  them.  No 
sane  man  could  believe  that  he  actually  received  a  majority  of  the  votes 
in  them,  and  unless  he  did  he  could  not  have  received  a  majority  of 
the  votes  in  the  district.  The  minority  report  quoted  all  the  evidence 
b^  which  fi-aud  was  sought  to  be  shown,  and  held  that  it  was  insuffi- 
cient. All  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  majority  report  could  be 
explained  in  a  way  consistent  with  the  innocence  of  the  election  officers. 
The  ballot  box  where  the  strung  tickets  were  found  under  the  others 
might  have  been  shaken  by  someone  without  being  opened.  The 
inspector  who  went  into  the  room  alone  with  the  ballot  l)ox  was  its 
lawful  custodian  and  had  a  right  to  go  there.  He  might  have  gone 
to  change  his  clothes  or  write  a  letter.  The  girl  who  found  the  tickets 
under  the  carpet  signed  her  testimony  with  her  mark,  and  did  not 
explain  how  sue  knew  they  were '^Republican  tickets,""  or  whether 
they  had  on  them  the  name  of  contestant. 

The  minority  sustained  the  objection  to  the  testimony  taken  before 
the  mayor,  but  did  not  press  the  point.  They  concluded  by  saying 
that  if  the  report  of  the  majority  was  sustained  the  case  would  '^  de- 
serve to  stand  out  in  history  solitary  and  alone,  and  occupy  a  place  to 
itself  and  alwve  all  others  on  the  grand  roll  of  partisan  outrage  and 
injustice." 

The  resolutions  recommended  by  the  majority,  giving  the  seat  to 
contestant,  were  adopted  by  a  vote  of  87  to  36. 

[2  Bart.,  54-78. J 

« 

(3)  DoixJe  vm.  Brooks. 

J^Wft/d,  3fajoHfi/  report  fifv  cfrnttsfiuit;  nuhority  rcjx/i^t  for  con- 
t('i<tiU'.      Coyife-shoit  Heattd, 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Dawes;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Marshall. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  plurality  of  148  votes. 
Many  long  and  somewhat  vague  charges  were  made  by  both  parties, 
but  the  charges  relied  on  by  contestant  were  charges  of  irregularities 
and  of  fraudulent  registration  and  the  reception  of  f mudulent  votes 
in  four  precincts.  The  district  was  entirely  comprised  within  the  city 
of  New  York,  and  the  precincts  where  fraud  was  charged  were  pre- 
cincts bordering  on  the  Ejist  River,  filled  with  tenement  houses  and 
shanties.  Two  of  the  four  precincts  where  fraud  was  charged  were 
rejected  by  the  committee— the  Fifteenth  district  of  the  Eighteenth 
Ward,  known  as  "Mackerelville,"  a  tenement-house  district  bordering 
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on  tho  river,  and  the  Seventh  district  of  the  Twentv-firstWardv  known 
as  ""Dutch  Hllf  a  Htony  elevation  covered  with  tenipomrv  shanties, 
built  on  ground  not  owned  or  rented  by  the  occupants. 

Especially  in  such  precincts  as  these,  where  the  detection  of  illegal 
voting  would  be  difficult  even  when  the  laws  were  strfctly  obser\'ed, 
was  it  ne(^essarv  that  the  rigid  registration  laws  should  be  fully  carried 
out.  But  in  tlie  first  of  these  districts  nearly  all  the  provisions  of  the 
law  were  violated.  The  district  was  a  new  one,  divided  off  from  the 
old  Twelfth  district  since  the  last  election.  The  place  for  holding 
the  election  was  not  designated  until  two  days  before  the  election,  and 
the  voters,  and  even  the  election  officers,  liad  difficulty  in  finding  it 
on  the  day  of  election.  The  registering  officers  were  not  residents  of 
the  district,  as  required,  and  did  not  hold  their  meetings  during  all  the 
legal  time,  and,  of  course,  not  in  the  legal  plac*e,  as  that  had  not  yet 
been  designated.  One  of  the  three  registering  officers  did  not  attend 
at  all  and  the  other  two  were  not  regular  in  their  attendance,  leaving 
most  of  the  registering  to  be  done  by  an  unsworn  acting  clerk,  brother 
of  the  regularly  appomted  clerk.  Many  names  were  put  down  in  an 
old  account  book  ny  the  keeper  of  the  saloon  where  the  registering 
officers  met,  and  afterwards  copied  on  the  registry,  partly  by  himself. 
No  adequate  precautions  were  taken  to  limit  the  registmtion  to  the 
legal  voters.  The  result  was  that  at  the  election  this  district  polled 
nearly  as  large  a  vote  as  had  ever  been  polled  in  the  whole  of  tne  old 
Twelfth  district,  from  which  it  was  cut  off.  No  new  houses  had  been 
built,  and  there  was  no  known  increase  of  population. 

The  committee  were — 

of  the  opinion  that  there  was  no  registry  at  this  district;  that  neither  of  the  per- 
sona appointed  as  registers  was  competent  to  hold  the  office;  that  tlie  man  acting  as 
clerk  acted  without  authority;  that  the  mode  of  making  up  the  registry  it<<olf  wa«  a 
fraud  upon  the  registry  law  and  in  no  manner  a  compliance  with  \tn  provisions;  that 
the  use  of  such  registry  at  the  polls  as  a  guide  to  the  inspectors  of  election  contribute<l 
directly  to  the  polling  of  fraudulent  votes;  and  that  the  large  and  unaccounted-for 
increase  of  votes  at  this  j>oll  is  directly  attribute<l  to  these  departures  from  and  vio- 
lations of  plain  provisions  of  law,  and  that  to  accept  the  rvimh  of  such  im)11  so  taken 
and  so  counted  as  the  tnie  account  of  legal  votes  only  is  to  sanction  most  inexciLsable 
violations  of  important  provisions  of  law,  essential  to  the  purity  of  the  ballot  l)ox. 

The  committee  therefore  excluded  the  vote  of  this  poll. 

The  charges  against  the  other  precinct  were  of  much  the  same 
character.  It  was  a  ^'shanty"  or  'Scjuatter"  district,  and  there  could 
have  been  no  increase  in  its  population  without  an  increase  in  the 
houses,  but  there  had  been  a  decrease  of  houses.  The  vote,  how^ever, 
increased  100  per  cent.  The  houses  not  being  arranged  in  streets  or 
numbered,  it  was  almost  impossible  to  detect  illegal  voting,  ))ut  con- 
testant introduced  the  testimony  of  a  skilled  man  who  had  spent  six 
weeks  hunting  through  the  district  and  was  unable  to  find  anyone  to 
correspond  to  lOU  of  the  names  on  the  poll  list.  One  of  the  officers 
of  election  testified  in  detail  to  the  methods  of  fraudulent  registration 
and  voting  adopted  by  himself  and  the  other  officers.  The  testimony 
was  corroborated  on  most  material  ix)ints  }>v  two  other  witnesses,  and 
not  denied  in  the  main  by  another  officer  of  election  who  testified. 
J'rom  all  the  testimonv  it  was  clear  that  at  least  IIH  fraudulent  votes 
were  cast,  but  it  was  impossible  to  tell  for  whom  more  than  30  of 
them  were  cast.  These  were  cast  for  contestee.  The  rest  of  the  poll 
must  either  be  retained  with  these  fmudulent  votes,  one-fourth  of  the 
whole  number,  included  in  it,  or  the  whole  poll  must  Ik*  rejected. 
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The  committee  thought  the  latttu*  course  the  more  just,  but  if  only  the 
30  voters  were  rejected  the  result  would  be  the  same. 

In  the  Thirteenth  district,  Eighteenth  Ward,  there  was  testimon}^ 
to  similar  frauds;  but  as  al)out  an  equal  number  of  witnesses  testified 
to  the  contrary,  the  committee  did  not  find  the  proof  sufficient  to 
reject  the  poll.  In  the  Third  district.  Twenty-first  Ward,  there  were 
great  irregularities,  and  contestant  claimed  to  have  proved  that  more 
votes  were  cast  foi*  him  than  were  returned.  But  13  of  these  votes 
were  only  proved  by  statements  made  by  the  voters  to  witnesses  long 
after  the  election,  and  disregarding  these  only  a  small  excess  remained. 

The  committee  reconmiended  the  seating  of  contestant. 

The  minority  held  that  contestant's  case  was  not  sustained  by  the 
evidence,  and  that,  on  the  contrary,  if  he  were  the  sitting  member  he 
would  have  to  be  unseated  for  bribery.  The  specifications  of  the 
notic(»  of  contest  were  very  vague  and  general,  and  not  su(*h  as  cou- 
testei*.  ought  to  be  called  iipon  to  meet.  The  testimony  was  of  an 
entirely  inconclusive  sort.  The  fact  of  increase  in  the  vote  of  some  (if 
the  wards  might  be  contrasted  with  a  still  greater  increase  in  the  vote 
of  wards  giving  large  majorities  for  contestant.  The  minority  cited 
from  the  evidence  very  fully  to  show  that  it  did  not  sustain  the  state- 
ments and  inferences  of  the  majorit}^  report. 

The  contestant  was  a  man  of  immense  wealth,  and  had  himself  spent 
$(nOO()  in  election  expanses,  while  the  contributions  of  his  friends 
increased  the  expenditure  to  5^15,000.  The  expenditure  of  such 
inmiense  sums  was  a  p^enace  to  elections,  and  ought  to  be  rebuked. 
But  if  the  polls  rejected  by  the  majority  were  to  be  rejected  there  was 
another  poll  where  the  election  officers  left  the  Ijallots  unprotected  for 
some  time  when  the  count  was  only  half  completed.  There  was  better 
reason  for  rejecting  this  poll  than  the  others,  and  if  all  three  were 
rejected  they  would  about  balance  each  other. 

The  House  passed  the  resolutions  seating  contestant  by  a  vote  of 
70  to  53. 

12  Bart.,  7S-110J. 

(4)    FOLLETT  VK   DeLANO. 

Service  of  notice  (f  content  proi)ed  hy  e,r  parte  affidamt.  Irregulari- 
ties hi  poll  hooka,     iteportfor  coiitestee.      Content ec  retained  the  neat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

C/ontestee  did  not  reply  to  the  notice  of  contest,  and  denied  that  it 
had  been  regularly  served.  The  onlv  proof  that  it  had  been  served  at 
all  was  an  e.v  parte  affidavit  appended  to  it.  The  committee  held  that 
while  in  ordinary  cases  the  sitting  member  in  his  answer  admits  the 
service  of  the  notice,  yet  when  he  does  not  answer  or  admit  it  the  fact 
of  service  ought  to  })e  proved  by  deposition  and  not  by  affidavit.  The 
affidavit  stated  that  the  notice  was  served  by  leaving  it  at  the  house  of 
contestee,  but  contestee  insisted  that  under  the  act  of  1S51,  requiring 
that  contestant  should  '*^  qlre  notice  in  writing,"  he  was  entitled  to  per- 
sonal service,  and  the  committee  sustained  him  in  this.  Another  affi- 
davit stated  that  contestee  was  given  notice  on  January  5,  but  contestee 
contended  that  this  was  too  late.  The  law  of  Ohio  providec*  that  the 
result  nmst  be  declared  '^within  ten  days  after  the  first  day  of  Decem- 
ber," but  there  was  no  way  provided  by  statute  by  which  anyone  could 
ascertain  on  what  (biv  within  this  limit  the  determination  was  made. 


206  DIGEST    OF    CONTESTED    ELECTION    CASES. 

The  committee  held  that  under  this  law  the  thirty  days  within  which 
notice  must  be  .served  commenced  to  run  on  December  10,  unless 
knowledge  of  a  determination  on  an  earlier  day  was  brought  home  to 
contestant.  Hence  if  the  service  on  January  5  were  properly  proved 
it  would  be  within  the  time.  The  contestant  claimed  that  the  sitting 
member,  bj'  not  answering  the  notice  of  contest,  must  be  taken  to  have 
confessed  the  truth  of  the  allegations.  But  the  committee  held  that 
however  fair  this  might  be,  if  contestant  and  contestee  were  the  only 
parties  interested  in  the  case,  the  right  of  the  majority  of  the  people 
to  representation  ought  not  to  be  compromised  in  this  way. 

The  committee  are  of  opinion  that  the  House  should  require  proof  that  the  sittini^ 
member  has  not,  and  that  the  contestant  has,  a  majority  of  tne  legal  votes  before 
unseating  the  one  and  admitting  the  other,  however  the  sitting  member  may  have 
seen  fit  to  conduct  his  own  case  in  a  contest. 

But  the  conmiittee  chose  to  examine  into  the  merits  of  the  case 
without  relying  on  these  technical  points  of  pleading.  The  allegations 
relied  on  by  contestant  were  that  the  poll  books  forming  part  of  the 
returns  of  certain  ''soldier  votes"  were  defective  in  form  and  sub- 
stance. It  appeared  that  some  of  these  poll  books  were  not  signed  and 
certified;  one  of  them  did  not  contain  the  oath,  and  one  of  them  did 
not  show  when  or  where  the  ele<'.tion  was  held.  But  the  committee 
found  that  under  the  law  the  result  was  to  be  declared  from  fhe  tally 
sheets  and  not  from  the  poll  books,  and  that  the  tally  sheets  were 
required  to  accompany  the  poll  books,  and  to  contain  the  same  signa- 
tures and  certificates  as  the  poll  books  should  contain.  In  the  absence 
of  proof  to  the  contrary  the  committee  presumed  that  the  tally  sheets 
had  been  returned  correctly  and  in  due  lorm.  This  presumption  was 
not  rebutted  by  showing  iiTegularities  in  the  poll  books,  for  the  law 
did  not  require  the  tally  sheets  to  be  corroborated  by  the  poll  books; 
they  were  of  themselves  a  sufficient  basis  for  the  return.  There  being, 
then,  no  evidence  overthrowing  the  prima  faeie  correctness  of  the 
returns,  by  which  contestee  had  a  majority  of  289  voti»s,  the  committee 
recommended  that  he  retain  his  seat. 

The  resolution  presented  by  the  committee  was  passed  without 
division. 

[2  Bart,  113-121.J 

(5)  Boyd  v-s,  Kelso. 

Irregularities.     Repart  for  contestee,      ConUstet-  regained  the  sent. 

Report  by  Mr.  Upson. 

There  were  two  notices  of  contest.  The  first  was  va^jue  and  indefi- 
nite, but  as  the  contestee  had  not  objected  to  it  in  his  answer,  the 
committee  considered  it.  The  second  was  not  served  within  the  time 
required  by  law,  and  there  was  no  proof  except  the  certificate  of  a 
deputy  sheriff  that  it  was  served  at  all.  The  committee  did  not  con- 
sider this  notice  or  the  testimony  offered  under  it,  but  said  that  a 
cii^ual  examination  of  its  contents  indicated  that  it  would  not  affect 
the  result.  The  contestant  introduced  abstracts  of  votes  from  the 
various  counties  of  the  district,  and  also  an  abstract  from  the  secretary 
of  state,  giving  the  votes,  except  certain  returns  which  had  been 
rejected  for  informality.  One  of  the  coimty  certificates  seemed  to  be 
made  up  of  votes  from  two  counties,  though  it  was  only  certified  by 
the  clerk  of  one.  It  was  claimed  that  this  vote  ought  to  be  rejected, 
but  it  is  not  clear  what  the  committee  did  with  it.     The  testimony  in 
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regard  to  the  various  irregularities  alleged  was  very  unsatisfactory. 
A  few  votes  were  testified  to  have  been  cast  by  soldier^  or  by  non- 
residents of  the  precincts,  but  there  was  no  eviaence  that  the  soldiers 
were  not  legal  voters,  and  nonresidents  of  the  precinct  might  vote  in 
Missouri  under  some  circumstances.  Some  of  the  poll  books  appeared 
like  poll  books  of  a  v!ra  voce  election,  but  from  the  testimony  of  other 
witnesses  it  would  seem  that  ballots  were  used.  One  military  poll 
book  was  in  the  form  for  an  election  by  ballot,  but  soldiers  could  vote 
either  ulra  voce  or  by  Imllot,  so  this  was.  immaterial.  The  evidence 
l)resented  by  contestant  did  not  satisfactorily  show  what  votes  were 
counted  for  either  party  on  the  final  canvass,  and  he  had  not  shown 
anything  to  overcome  the  prima  faei^  I'ig'^t  ^^f  contestee. 

The  resolution  declaring  the  sitting  member  entitled  to  the  scat  was 
passed  without  division. 

[2  Bart,  121-120.1 

(6)  Fuller  iw.  Dawson. 

frregidarities.     Report  for  coiiteatee,     Cont^tee  retained  tlie  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Paine. 

According  to  the  returns  as  canvassed,  contestee  had  a  majority  of 
125  votes.  Contestant  alleged  that  various  military  returns,  giving 
him  an  aggregate  majority  of  141  votes,  were  wrongfully  excluded 
from  the  canvass,  and  that  certain  military  returns  giving  majorities 
for  contestee  ought  not  to  have  been  included  in  the  canvass.  Con- 
test(»e  objected  that  the  notice  of  contest  had  never  been  legally  served 
on  him,  and  that  it  was  vague  and  indefinite,  and  that  much  of  the 
testimony  introduced  did  not  properly  come  within  the  specifications. 
He  also  insisted  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  returns  alleged  to 
have  been  wrongly  counted  for  him  were  really  counted  at  all.  The 
committee  examined  the  evidence  without  reference  to  these  points, 
and  as  the  conclusion  thus  reached  was  favorable  to  contestee,  it  was 
then  not  necessary  to  decide  them. 

A  detailed  examination  of  the  evidence  in  regard  to  the  military 
returns  alleged  to  have  been  rejected  showed  that  some  of  them  were 
properly  rejected,  and  that  the  vote  claimed  by  contestant  must  be 
corrected  in  other  instances,  so  that  the  total  majority  received  by  him 
in  the  precincts  that  mi^ht  properly  be  counted  was  only  104.  This 
would  leave  contestee  still  a  majority  of  21  votes,  whic^h  could  not  be 
reduced  below  16  votes  by  the  construction  most  favorable  to  contest- 
ant of  the  evidence  against  returns  giving  a  majority  for  contestee. 
The  committee  therefore  recommended  a  resolution  declaring  contestee 
entitled  to  his  seat,  which  was  passed  without  division. 

\2  Bart.,  126-138.] 

(7)    KOONTZ  Va,  COFFROTH. 

Pruna  facie  c^ise,  Confilctlng  returns;  Home  returnH  not  counted. 
Seat  glreri  to  contestee.  Cane  on  nu^rlts.  Irregularities  in  returns  and 
ille<jal  votes.      Contestant  seated. 

Majority  r^^rt  ovi  prima  facie  case  by  Mr.  Upson;  minority  report 
by  Mr.  Paine. 

Report  on  case  on  merits  by  Mr.  McClurg. 

The  governor  of  Pennsylv^ania,  in  his  proclamation  declaring  who 
were  elected  to  represent  the  State  in  Congress,  refused  to  declare 
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either  clainiant  from  this  district  elected.  The  House  passed  a  resolu- 
tion referring  the  papers  to  the  Committee  on  Elections,  with  instruc- 
tions to  report  "  wnich  of  the  rival  claimants  to  the  vacant  seat  from 
that  district  has  i\i^.  prima  facie  right  thereto,  reserving  to  the  other 
party  the  privilege  of  contesting  the  ciise  upon  the  merits."  Acting 
under  this  resolution  the  majority  of  the  committee  reported  in  favor 
of  Mr.  Coffroth,  and  the  minoritv  in  favor  of  Mr.  Koontz. 

Each  of  the  claimants  presented  what  purported  to  be  a  certificate 
of  the  return  judges,  showing  that  he  had  received  a  majority  of  the 
votes,  and  declaring  him  elected.  The  certificate  of  Mr.  CoflFroth  was 
signed  by  four  return  judges,  representing  four  of  the  five  counties; 
that  of  Mr.  Koontz  was  signed  by  five  persons,  representing  the  five 
counties,  but  it  was  conceded  that  only  two  of  the  persons  signing  this 
certificate  were  regularly  appointed  return  judges,  and  one  of  these 
also  signed  the  certificate  of  Mr.  Coffroth.  This  condition  of  affairs 
came  about  from  the  following  facts:  When  the  return  judges  of  the 
different  counties  assembled  to  count  the  votes,  the  majority  of  the 
judges  in  three  of  the  counties  rejected  certain  military  returns  as 
irregular,  and  made  out  statements  of  the  votes  not  including  these 
returns.  They  appointed  return  judges  to  represent  the  county  and 
take  the  statement  of  the  votes  to  the  meeting  of  the  district  board  of 
return  judges,  and  these  return  judges,  with  the  return  judge  from 
another  county,  were  the  ones  who  met  and  canvassed  the  votes  and 
^ave  the  certificate  to  Mr.  Coffroth.  The  minority  of  the  return 
judges  of  these  three  counties;  each  selected  one  of  their  number,  and 
made  out  statements  of  the  votes  as  counted  by  them.  These  three 
minoritv  return  judges  assembled,  and  were  joined  by  the  return  judge 
of  Somerset  County,  who  refused  to  sign  the  certificate  made  by  the 
majority  return  judges.  The  Fulton  County  return  judge  signed  both 
certificates. 

It  being  admitted  that  the  certificate  showing  the  election  of  Mr. 
Coffroth  was  signed  by  four  out  of  the  five  return  judges  duly 
appointed,  while  the  majority  of  those  signing  the  other  certificate 
were  admitted  to  be  without  legai  title,  the  committee  found  it ''  diffi- 
cult to  explain  why  this  return,  thus  made  and  certified  by  these 
return  judges,  does  not  show  2l  prima  facie  right  in  Mr.  Coffroth  to 
the  seat  in  question."  But  it  was  claimed  that  this  return  showed  on 
its  face  that  the  vote  of  Somerset  County  was  not  included  in  it.  The 
committee  did  not  think  that  the  voluntary  refusal  of  the  return  judge 
of  this  county  to  take  part  in  the  official  canv'ass  ought  to  put  iSiv. 
Koontz  in  a  better  position  than  he  would  have  held  if  the  judge  had 
done  his  duty.  The  vote  of  Somerset  County  was  undisputed,  and  if 
it  was  added  to  the  votes  of  the  other  counties,  as  certified  by  the  legal 
return  judges,  Mr.  Coffroth  would  still  have  a  majority  of  93  votes  on 
the  official  returns  of  the  whole  district;  or,  if  the  return  of  the  dis- 
trict board  of  return  judges  was  to  be  gone  behind,  the  separate 
county  returns  might  be  taken.  Those  returns  made  by  a  minority  of 
the  return  judges  in  the  counties  certainly  had  no  authority  in  law. 
Taking  the  returns  made  by  the  majority  of  the  return  judges  where 
there  was  a  dispute  and  the  undisputed  returns  of  the  other  counties, 
Mr.  Coffroth  had  a  majority  of  88  votes  in  the  district.  It  was  claimed 
by  Mr.  Koontz  that  all  the  return  judges  of  a  county  present  at  a 
Hunzting  must  sign  the  return,  but  the  committee  agreed  with  the 
attorney -gencMiii  of  the  Stute  in  holding  that  a  majority  could  act. 
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The  committee  did  not  see  how  on  a  prirrut  facie  case  they  could  go 
}>ehind  the  county  returns;  but  if  they  should  go  behind  these  returns 
they  were  of  the  opinion  that  most  of  the  militery  returns  complained 
of  as  improperly  rejected  appeared,  so  far  as  could  be  judged  from  the 
papers  before  the  committee,  to  be  properly  rejected.  Several  of  the 
returns  returned  an  aggregate  of  votes  cast  considerably  in  excess  of 
the  number  of  names  on  tne  poll  book.  In  some  of  the  other  cases 
the  law  in  regard  to  certifying  the  poll  book  and  the  oath  was  entirely 
neglected.  In  one  case  two  companies  appeared  to  have  voted  at  the 
same  poll,  though  the  law  required  a  separate  poll  to  be  opened  for 
each  companj. 

The  conunittee  reported  resolutions  declaring  Mr.  Coflfroth  entitled 
to  be  sworn  in  and  providing  a  manner  in  which  Mr.  Koontz  should 
contest  the  seat. 

The  minority  held  that  neither  party  had  such  2k  prirria  f(icie  title  to 
the  seat  as  would  have  justified  the  Clerk  of  the  House  in  putting  his 
name  on  the  roll,  but  that  Mr.  Koontz  had  the  sort  of  prima  jade 
right  that  must  have  been  contemplated  by  the  House  in  the  resolu- 
tion referring  the  case.  The  returns  of  the  two  rival  district  boards 
of  return  judges  were,  on  their  faces,  equally  entitled  to  credit,  but 
they  were  negatived  by  each  other  and  by  the  proclamation  of  the  gov- 
ernor refusing  to  recognize  either.  The  county  returns  were  not  in 
any  sense  such  oflScial  papers  as  could  be  relied  upon.  They  were  only 
to  be  taken  by  the  return  judges  of  each  county  to  the  district  meeting, 
and  after  their  use  there  there  was  not  even  a  provision  for  their  cus- 
tody by  any  oflScer.  The  minority  returns  in  the  disputed  counties 
would  in  any  case  be  of  no  eflfect,  and  the  majority  returns  were  of 
doubtful  authority  under  the  law.  It  would  be  a  safer  rule  in  such 
cases  to  allow  a  dishonest  minority  temporarily  to  dei)rive  a  duly- 
elected  member  of  his  rights  than  to  allow  a  dishonest  majority  to  give 
the  seat  to  one  not  elected.  Going  to  the  question  of  the  propriety 
of  the  rejection  of  the  military  returns  complained  of,  it  appeared  from 
the  law  that  the  returns  were  something  separate  and  distinct  from  the 
poll  books  and  tally  sheets,  and  that  the  return  judges  were  to  base 
their  canvass  on  the  returns,  and  to  count  all  intelligible  returns,  with- 
out regard  to  irregularities.  Most  of  the  irregularities  complained  of 
were  in  the  poll  books,  and  not  in  the  returns  at  all.  Where  the  signa- 
tures or  certification  oi  the  oath  on  the  poll  books  were  deficient,  the  de- 
ficiency did  not  exist  in  most  cases  on  all  the  papers.  Where  there  was 
an  excess  of  votes  over  names  on  the  poll  books  it  arose  from  the  fact 
that  votes  would  be  received  from  more  than  one  county,  while  the  poll 
book  returned  would  represent  the  votes  of  only  the  county  to  which 
it  was  returned.  A.9>  there  was  no  proof  that  the  extra  votes  might  not 
also  have  been  counted  in  the  county  to  which  they  belonged,  the 
minority  in  each  case  deducted  the  excess  from  Mr.  Koontz  and  counted 
the  rest  of  the  votes.  In  the  case  where  members  of  two  companies 
appeared  to  have  voted  together  there  was  no  proof  that  they  might 
^  not  have  been  merely  detachments  from  the  two  companies,  separated 
*  from  the  organized  companies,  in  which  case  the  votes  woula  be  legally 
cast  together. 

Counting  all  the  rejected  votes,  except  as  above  indicated,  a  majority 
was  shown  for  Mr.  Koontz,  and  the  minority  recommended  that  he  be 
sworn  in. 

The  House  agreed  with  the  majority,  and  Mr.  Coflfroth  was  sworn  in. 

H.  Doc.  510 14 
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After  further  testimony  had  been  taken  the  ease  came  before  the 
committee  on  the  merits,  contestant  alleging  that  the  rejected  military 
returns  ought  to  have  been  counted,  and  also  that  illegal  votes  were 
oast  for  contestee,  and  contestee  alleging  that  most  of  the  returns  were 
properly  rejected,  and  also  that  certain  returns  counted  for  contestant 
ougnt  to  have  been  rejected. 

The  facts  in  regard  to  the  rejected  returns  were  more  fully  devel- 
oped by  the  testimony  taken,  and  the  committee  counted  most  of  the 
returns  where  there  was  an  excess  of  votes  over  the  names  on  the  poll 
books.  The  discrepancy  arose  from  returning  all  the  votes  cast  in 
one  statement  while  transmitting  the  poll  books  to  diflFerent  counties. 
When  duplicate  statements  of  votes  were  also  sent  the  committee  made 
allowance  for  votes  that  would  thus  be  counted  twice;  where  only  one 
statement  of  votes  was  sent  the  committee  counted  it.  The  defect  in 
the  returns  in  which  the  oath  was  not  properly  certified  on  the  poll 
book  was  in  each  case  cured  by  testimony  that  the  judges  were  actually 
sworn.  In  one  case  they  were  sworn  by  an  officer  not  authorized  to 
administer  oaths,  but  the  committee  held  that  having  taken  the  oath 
in  good  faith  they  were  officers  de  facto ^  whose  acts  were  valid  until 
shown  to  be  false  or  fraudulent.  The  case  where  the  two  military 
companies  voted  together  turned  out  to  be  a  case  of  two  separately 
organized  companies  voting  at  the  same  poll  in  violation  of  flie  law, 
and  a  majority  of  the  committee  favored  rejecting  this  return.  A 
minority  favored  counting  it  on  the  ground  that  the  election  was  fair 
and  the  votes  legal,  but  a  decision  of  this  point  either  way  would  not 
affect  the  result.  If  this  vote  was  counted,  the  majority  of  Mr. 
Koontz  would  be  71;  if  it  was  not  counted,  his  majority  would  be  40. 

Contestee  asked  that  certain  returns  be  rejected,  but  there  was  in 
some  cases  no  evidence,  and  in  other  cases  no  sufficient  evidence  that 
they  had  been  included  in  the  original  count.  Certified  copies  of  some 
of  the  papers  in  evidence  were  very  irregular,  omitting  the  signatures 
of  the  officers  or  the  certification  of  the  oath,  or  being  otherwise  imper- 
fect, but  the  certificate  of  the  prothonotary  to  the  copies  was  so  worded 
that  the  copies  might  be  garbled  or  iuaperfect  copies  without  conflict- 
ing with  the  terms  of  the  certificate.  The  committee  rejected  none  of 
these  returns.  Contestee  objected  to  one  poll  on  the  ground  of  mili- 
\auX\  interference.  There  were  some  soldiers  at  the  polls,  but  so  far 
as  appeared  they  were  legal  voters  and  had  a  right  to  be  there.  Their 
arms  were  stacked  at  a  distance.  There  were  some  persons  who  did 
not  vote  on  account  of  the  presence  of  the  soldiers  who  were  known 
Democrats,  and  who,  it  was  claimed,  would  hence  have  voted  for  con- 
testee, but  they  were  deserters  who  had  been  hiding  from  arrest,  and 
they  did  not  show  themselves  at  the  polls  for  fear  of  being  arrested 
as  deserters. 

A  few  votes  of  paupers  and  students  were  attacked  as  illegal,  hut 
there  was  no  proof  that  the  paupers  in  one  county  poor-house,  who 
were  nonresidents,  had  had  their  votes  counted,  and  tnere  was  nothing 
against  the  other  paupers  except  that  thev  were  paupers,  which,  the 
committee  held,  did  not  deprive  them  of  tlieir  votes  in  the  absence  of 
statute  enactments.     The  evidence  against  the  students  was  insufficient. 

Mr.  Koontz  having  received  a  majority  of  the  votes,  the  committee 
unanimously  recommended  resolutions  declaring  him  elected.  The 
resolutions  were  passed  bv  the  House  without  debate  or  division. 

[2  Bart.,  25^0;  138-1()2.] 
f 
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(8)  Thomas  vif,  Arnell. 

*  Law  not  comjM^  with;  no  notice  of  cmiteM  or  atrnwer  nenuid.  Com- 
iidttee  would  not  henr  cdse^  but  reeommended  that  furtliei*  tim<'  he 
granted.     No  action  hy  tfie  House, 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

No  notice  of  contest  or  answer  had  been  served,  but  a  few  deposi- 
tions seem  to  have  been  taken.  Contestant  presented  a  letter  from  the 
sitting  member  which  he  claimed  was  a  w^aiver  of  the  requirement  of 
notice  of  contest.  Without  passing  on  the  proper  construction  to  be 
given  the  letter, 

The  committee  were  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  competent  for  the  parties  to  entirely 
waive  the  requirements  of  the  statute  of  1861. 

No  issues  having  been  made,  it  was  manifestly  out  of  the  question  for 
the  committee  to  hear  the  case,  and  it  must  be  dismissed  unless  the  House 
should  choose  to  grant  further  time  to  procure  testimony  in  a  regular 
way.  Owing  to  the  peculiar  state  of  affairs  in  Tennessee  and  the  fact 
that  none  of  the  members  from  the  State  had  been  admitted  until  near 
the  close  of  the  first  session,  the  committee  recommended  a  resolution 
giving  the  parties  sixteen  days  for  the  service  of  notice  and  answer  and 
eighteen  days  to  take  testimony.  There  seems  to  have  been  no  action 
bv  the  House. 
^[2  Bart.,  162,  163.] 
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Committee  on  Elections, 

Mr.  Dawes,  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Cook,  Illinois, 

ScoFiELD,  Pennsylvania,  Poland,  Vermont, 

Upson,  Michigan,  Nicholson,  Delaware, 

811ELLABAKGEK,  Ohio,  Kerh,  Indiana, 

Mr.  McCluro,  Missouri. 

Mr.  Nicholson  subsequently  resigned,  and  Mr.  Chanler,  of  New 
York,  took  his  place. 

Cmes. 

(1)  Cohmuio  (^se  (Hunt  and  Chilcott). 

(2)  Columbus  Delano  vw.  George  W.  Morgan,  Ohio. 

(3)  James  H.  Burch  -m,  Robert  T.  Van  Horn,  Missouri. 

(4)  William  McGrorty  vh,  William  H.  Hooper,  Utah. 
(4)  John  Hogan  vs.  William  A.  Pile,  Missouri. 

(0)  Ketitu4;ky  members  (two  cases). 

(7)  G.  G.  Symes  vs,  Lawrence  S.  Trimble,  Kentiu^ky. 

(8)  William  F.  Switzler  os,  George  W.  Anderson  (two*  cases).  Wis- 
souri. 

(9)  Samuel  E.  Smith  vs.  John  Young  Brown,  Keiitiwky. 

(10)  George  D.  Blakey  vs.  J.  S.  Golladay,  Kentucky. 

(U)  Samuel  McKee  vs.  John  D.  Young  (two  cases),  Ketitivoky. 
(12^  Roderick  R.  Butler,  Kentucky. 

(13)  John  H.  Christy  and  John  A.  Wimpy,  Geo7*giit. 

(14)  J.  Francisco  Chaves  rs,  Charles  P.  Clever,  Neio  Mexico. 
fl5)  Simon  Jones  vs,  James  Mann,  Louisiana. 

(16^  Caleb  S.  Hunt  vs.  J.  Willis  Menard,  Louisiaiia. 

(17)  Thomas  A.  Hamilton,  Tennessee. 

(18)  J.  S.  Casement,  Wyoming. 

(1)  Colorado  Case.     (Hunt  and  Chilcott.) 

PrhnxL  facie  case.  Majority  report  that  neither  cl<iimant  he  sworn 
in  ;  imno7*ity  report  for  Hunt,     ilouse  seated  Chilcott. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Scofield;  minority  report  ])y  Mr.  Kerr. 

Mr.  Hunt  had  a  regular  certificate  of  election,  signed  by  the  gov- 
ernor of  the  Territory,  declaring  him  duly  elected,  but  not  reciting 
any  canvass  of  votes  or  other  data  on  which  the  result  was  based. 
Governor  Cummings,  who  was  Mr.  Hunt's  attorney,  stilted  before  the 
committee  that  two  members  of  the  canvavssing  board  were  of  the 
opinion  that  Mr.  Chilcott  had  the  majority,  and  the  other  that  Mr. 
Hunt  had  it.  Considering  himself  a  member  of  the  board,  he  v^oted 
with  the  minority,  and  there  being  then  a  tie  he  decided  the  result 
himself  and  issued  to  Mr.  Hunt  a  certificate  of  election,  signed  by 
himself  and  the  secretarv  of  the  Territorv. 

The  papers  of  Mr.  Chilcott  consisted  of  a  certificate  of  the  result  of 
the  count  of  the  board  of  canvassers,  signed  by  two  membera,  show- 
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in^  a  majorit}-  for  him,  and  a  certificate  of  election,  siti^ned  **  Frank 
Hall,  secretary  and  actinggovernor,"  dated  some  time  later  than  the 
certificate  of  Mr.  Hunt.  The  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  these 
papers  were  not  such  credentials  as  would  entitle  Mr.  Chilcott  to  the 
jrrnna  facie  riffht  to  the  seat,  but  that  they  did  show  that  the  certifi- 
cate was  issued  to  Mr.  Hunt  in  violation  of  the  law,  which  required 
that  it  be  issued  to  the  person  having  the  highest  number  of  votes. 
The  committee  recommended  that  neither  claimant  be  sworn  in  on  his 
privia  facie  title. 

The  minority  recommended  that  Mr.  Hunt  be  sworn  in.  He  had 
the  regular  certificate  of  election  such  as  other  members  of  the  House 
had,  and  there  was  no  evidence  competent  to  be  considered  on  fijyrvma 
facie  case  affecting  the  validity  of  this  certificate.  Governor  Cum- 
mings  had  made  no  statement  before  the  committee  in  the  wav  of  evi- 
dence,  and  the  certificate  of  the  ''secretary  and  acting  governor"  was 
without  authority. 

The  House  refused  to  adopt  the  conclusions  of  either  majority  or 
minority,  and  by  a  vote  of  91  to  36  gave  the  seat  to  Mr.  Chilcott.  Mr. 
Hunt  was  thus  made  contestant,  but  he  shortly  after  abandoned  the 
contest. 

[2  Bart,  164-168.] 

(2)  Delano  vs,  Morgan. 

Illegal  votes;  fraud.  Majm^ityrejx/rt  for  contestant;  minority  I'eport 
for  coritej<tee.      Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Scofield;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Kerr. 

On  the  face  of  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  271  votes. 
Contestant  claimed  that  this  result  would  be  overcome  by  eliminating 
illegal  votes  and  fraudulent  returns.  A  large  number  of  votes  were 
attacked  on  the  ground  that  they  were  cast  by  deserters.  Under  the 
laws  of  Ohio  a  voter  must  be  a  citizen  of  the  L  nited  States,  and  under 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  deserters  were  deemed  to  have  relin- 

auished  their  citizenship.  The  disqualification  was  not  conviction  of 
esertion,  but  the  fact  of  deseilion,  and  the  committee  held  that  the 
election  boards  and  the  committee  had  the  right  to  determine  this  fact, 
just  as  the  committee  had  the  power  to  determine  the  fact  of  bribery 
and  the  election  boards  the  fact  of  nonresidence  or  lunacy.  All  votes 
cast  by  persons  proved  to  be  deserters  were,  ac^'ordingly,  rejected. 
The  votes  of  40  nonresidents,  2  aliens,  and  8  minors  were  also  deducted 
from  contestee. 

In  one  township  one  of  the  judges  of  election  was  a  deserter,  and 
hence  not  a  qualified  elector.  The  law  required  the  election  oflicers  to 
be  qualified  elector's.  It  had  already  been  decided  in  seveml  cases  that 
where  one  of  the  judges  did  not  act  the  return  was  invalid.  The  com- 
mittee thought  the  case  was  still  stronger  where  one  of  the  judges  was 
disqualified  but  nevertheless  acted  and  in  part  controlled  the  a<rtion 
of  the  l)oard.  In  this  precinct  11  votes  of  deserters  were  received, 
showing  that  the  action  of  this  judge  may  have  had  a  substantial 
influence,  and  the  certificate  to  the  pou  book  was  essentiallv  defective, 
in  that  it  certified  only  to  the  number  of  votes  cast^  omitting  to  stJite,  as 
required  by  law,  that  they  were  cast  by  elector's.  The  committee  threw 
out  the  vote  of  this  township. 
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In  two  townships  there  were  great  irregularities  and  suspicious  cir- 
cumstances, and  it  was  shown  by  the  testimony  of  the  voters  that 
many  more  votes  were  cast  for  contestant  than  were  returned  for  him. 
This  was  proof  of  fraud,  but  as  in  proving  the  fraud  both  parties  had 
proved  the  votes  actually  cast,  the  committee  counted  them  as  proved, 
making  changes  in  favor  of  contestant  of  46  and  20  votes  respectivel3\ 

The  contestee  charged  illegal  votes  and  bribery  against  contestant, 
and  also  asked  that  certain  precincts  be  thrown  out.  The  committee 
deducted  the  votes  of  7  idiots,  8  minors,  22  nonresidents,  and  6  bribed 
voters.  A  precinct  which  had  had  a  large  temporary  increase  of  popu- 
lation on  account  of  oil  discoveries  was  asked  to  be  thrown  out  on  the 
ground  of  wholesale  illegal  voting.  There  was  no  definite  proof  of 
illegal  voting,  the  increase  of  the  vote  was  not  so  great  as  it  would 
have  been  if  many  illegal  votes  were  cast,  and  the  committee  refused 
to  reject  the  votes.     Twelve  precincts  were  objected  to  because  the 

I'udgcs  adjourned  for  dinner,  but  the  practice  was  common  and  no 
larm  had  resulted,  and  while  the  committee  did  not  approve  of  the 
practice  they  were  unwilling  to  disfranchise  the  voters.  Another 
precinct  was  objected  to  because,  under  a  special  chartei',  a  township 
and  an  incorpomted  town  had  voted  at  the  same  poll,  contrary  to  the 

S general  law.  The  committee  were  inclined  to  think  that  the  "general 
aw  applied,  but  as  18  different  elections  had  been  held  in  the  same 
way,  under  the  same  law,  they  did  "not  feel  justified  in  setting  aside  an 
election  held  in  pursuance  of  a  construction  so  long  sanctioned  by  the 
authorities  of  the  State." 

Under  these  findings  contestant  had  a  majority  of  81  votes,  and  the 
committee  recommended  that  he  be  seated. 

The  minorit}^  disagreed.  The  notice  of  contest  was  not  suflScientl}" 
specific.  It  gave  notice  of  illegal  votes  charged  at  many  precincts, 
but  gave  only  the  number  at  each  precinct,  and  the  statement  that 
they  were  ille^l.  It  should  have  at  least  specified  in  what  fact  the 
illegalit}'^  consisted.  The  evidence  of  the  voters  in  the  two  townships 
where  their  evidence  was  taken  was  not  suflScient  to  show  fraud;  but 
the  minority  counted  the  votes  according  to  the  testimony  of  the  voters 
and  not  according  to  the  returns.  The  alleged  disqualification  of  a 
judge  in  another  township  by  being  a  deserter  was  not  a  disqualifica- 
tion if  proved,  and  it  was  not  sufficiently  proved.  In  any  case  he  was 
a  de  facto  officer.  The  minoritv  did  not  agree  with  the  majority  in 
all  their  conclusions  in  regarcf  to  nonresidents,  minors,  etc.  The 
charge  that  deserters  voted,  if  material,  was  in  very  many  cases  not 
sufficiently  proved;  but  where  it  was  proved  it  should  not  disqualify 
the  voters.  The  United  States  law  under  which  the  deserters  were 
alleged  not  to  be  citizens  was  unconstitutional.  It  was  an  ex  post 
facto  law,  and  if  it  was  intended  to  interfere  with  the  qualifications 
of  voters  in  the  States  it  was  an  encroachment  on  the  reserved  rights 
of  the  States.  None  of  these  persons  had  ever  been  convicted  of 
desertion,  by  any  tribunal,  and  Congress  certainly  could  not  convict 

f)ersons  of  crime  and  inflict  the  penalty  of  disfranchisement  by  legis- 
ative  enactment  and  proclamation. 

The  precinct  whose  population  was  chiefly  made  up  of  oil  prospect- 
ors and  sp)eculators  ought  to  be  rejected,  because  a  large  part  or  the 
votes  was  not  cast  by  permanent  residents,  and  the  election  was  marked 
by  such  irregularities  and  disregard  of  law  that  it  was  impossible  to 
deduce  the  truth  from  the  returns.     In  the  city  of  Mount  Vernon  no 
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election  was  held  according  to  law,  the  law  requiring  the  township 
and  city  elections  to  be  separate,  and  the  citv  election  to  be  held  in  the 
separate  wards;  and  the  whole  vote  should  be  rejected.  The  action  of 
the  judges  in  a  number  of  precincts  in  adjourning  for  dinner  was 
improper  and  illegal,  but  the  minority  agreed  with  the  majority  in 
not  reiecting  the  votes. 

Under  the  findings  of  the  minority,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  742 
votes,  and  they  recommended  that  he  retain  his  seat. 

The  House  agreed  with  the  majority,  and  seated  contestant  by  a 
vote  of  80  to  38. 

[2  Bart.,  168-204.] 

(3)  BuRCH  vs.  Van  Horn. 

Vote^  rejected f(yr  disloyalty,  Repc/rtfor  conitestee.  Contestee  retained 
the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Poland. 

The  main  allegation  in  this  case  was  that  a  large  number  of  legal 
voters  had  been  refused  the  right  to  register  or  to  vote.  Contestee's 
majority  was  only  434,  and  more  than  2,500  votes  had  been  rejected 
by  the  oflScers  or  election,  all  but  8  of  them  being  for  contestant. 
The  new  constitution  of  Missouri  provided  that  no  one  guilty  of  acts 
of  disloyalty  could  vote,  and  specified  with  great  minuteness  what 
should  be  considered  acts  of  disloyalty.  No  one  was  permitted  to  vote 
without  taking  an  oath  that  he  had  committed  none  of  the  acts  enu- 
merated in  the  constitution.  Contestant  claimed  that  the  convention 
which  framed  this  constitution  exceeded  the  powers  given  it  by  the 
legislative  act  by  which  it  was  called,  and  that  this  defect  was  not 
cured  by  its  subsequent  adoption  by  the  people,  because  thousands  of 
persons  who  were  formerly  voters  were  not  permitted  to  vote  by 
reason  of  not  being  able  to  take  the  oath  prescribed  by  the  proposed 
constitution.  The  committee  held  that  inasmuch  as  tHis  constitution 
had  been  recognized  by  all  State  and  Federal  authorities  as  the  estab- 
lished constitution  of  the  State,  it  was  too  late  for  the  House  to  inquire 
into  the  validity  of  its  adoption.  The  part  of  this  constitution  pro- 
hibiting disloyal  persons  from  engaging  in  the  practice  of  law  and 
certain  other  lawful  occupations  had  been  declared  unconstitutional 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  on  the  ground  that  such 

Srohibition  could  only  have  been  intended  as  a  punishment  for  the 
isloyal  acts,  and  was  hence  an  e.e  post  facto  law.  But  the  committee 
held  that  excluding  persons  from  tne  elective  f mnchise  was  not  a  pun- 
ishment. No  State  permitted  all  persons  to  vote,  and  each  State  had 
plenary  power  to  permit  such  persons  to  vote  as  it  thought  best. 
.  The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  provisions  of  the  constitution 
were  enforced  ver^^  strictly  by  the  election  and  registration  officers, 
and  there  may  have  been  instances  of  partisan  unfairness.  No  testi- 
mony had  been  taken  b}^  contestee,  and  the  testimony  of  contestant 
was  perhaps  such  that  under  some  circumstances,  if  it  was  not  contra- 
dicted, it  might  raise  sufficient  presumption  of  unfairness  as  to  call  for 
the  vacating  of  the  election.  But  the  evidence  was  very  vague  and 
indefinite,  scarcely  ever  going  te  the  individual  voters.  As  in  this 
case  the  law  furnished  contestant  with  the  name  of  every  rejected 
voter  and  the  candidate  for  whom  he  offered  to  vote,  it  would  have 
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been  very  easy  for  him  to  have  proved  the  facts  alleged  by  particular 
and  specific  evidence  if  they  were  true,  and  under  such  circumstances 
the  production  of  indefinite  and  inconclusive  evidence  indicated  ina- 
bility to  produce  any  other. 

The  committee  consider  also  that  in  order  to  unseat  a  member  of  this  House  who 
has  the  regular  certificate  of  election,  and  who  is  conceded  to  have  received  a  major- 
ity of  several  hundred  votes  of  the  votes  received  and  counted,  they  should  be  able 
to  report  whose  votes  were  excluded  that  oiight  to  have  been  counted;  that  it  would 
not  do  for  the  committee  or  for  the  House  to  say  that  out  of  2,500  rejected  voters, 
all  of  whose  names  are  unknown,  they  are  satisfied  that  enough  were  legal  voters 
and  oi^ht  to  have  been  counted  to  give  the  contestant  a  majority. 

The  conmiittee  reported  resolutions  declaring  contestant  elected, 
which  were  passed  by  the  House  without  dissent. 
[2  Bart.,  205-211.] 

(4)  McGrortt  v^.  Hooper. 

Mormonism  in  Utah.  Report  for  contestee.  Contestee  retamed  his 
seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Chanler. 

Mr.  Chanler's  report  in  this  case  consisted  chiefly  of  a  long  account 
of  the  origin  and  history  of  the  Mormon  Church,  and  an  analysis  of 
its  speculative  affinities,  none  of  which  need  be  outlined  here.  Con- 
testee received  16,068  votes;  contestant  105.  Contestee  was  not  a 
polygamist,  but  contestant  charged  that  as  a  member  of  the  Mormon 
Chutch  he  had  taken  an  oath  inconsistent  with  his  duties  as  an  Ameri- 
can citizen  and  as  a  Representative,  and  also  that  the  Territory  of 
Utah,  under  the  control  of  the  Mormon  hierarchy,  did  not  have  a 
republican  form  of  government,  that  its  institutions  were  inimical  to 
those  of  the  United  States,  and  that  all  the  votes  cast  for  Mr.  Hooper 
were  so  cast  under  coercion. 

The  general  conclusion  of  the  report  was  that  institutions  dominated 
by  such  religious  ideas  as  those  of  Mormonism  were  necessarily  in  a 
sense  hostile  to  those  of  the  United  States,  and  that  the  evil  of  polyg- 
amy was  one  which  demanded  action  by  Congress,  but  that  there  had 
been  no  such  overt  acts  of  disloyalty  or  coercion  of  voters  on  the  part 
of  the  people  of  Utah  as  called  for  setting  aside  this  election. 

The  committee  were  unanimous  in  recommending  resolutions  that 
contestee  was  and  contestant  was  not  elected.  The  latter  resolution  was 
passed  by  the  House,  and  the  former  laid  on  the  table,  which  had  the 
same  effect  as  if  it  had  passed. 

[2  Bart.,  211-281.] 

(5)  HoGAN  v8.  Pile. 

Fraudndent  registration  and  voting.  Majority  report  for  contestee; 
minority  reports  for  contestant.     Contestee  retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Cook;  minority  reports  by  Mr.  Chanler 
and  Mr.  Kerr. 

Most  of  the  questions  in  this  case  were  questions  of  fact,  arising 
under  the  execution  of  a  newly  adopted  registration  law.  In  one  pre- 
cinct the  election  officers,  instead  of  using  the  certified  copy  of  the 
registry  list  furnished  them  by  the  registering  officers,  had  a  more 
perfectly  alphabetized  copy  made  to  facilitate  voting.     The  men  who 
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made  and  who  used  this  copy  swore  that  it  was  correct,  and  both  the 
original  Hst  and  the  certified  copy  were  at  the  poll  and  in  use,  and  the 
committee  held  that  the  use  of  the  alphabetized  copy  did  not  affect 
the  validity  of  the  election.  But  contestant  contendea  that  the  copy 
used  was  incorrect  and  fraudulent,  and  in  proof  of  his  assertion  pre- 
sented a  list  of  154  names  which  he  said  were  found  on  the  poll  Hat  as 
voting,  but  were  not  found  on  either  the  original  or  certified  copy  of 
the  registry  list.  The  committee  found  that  most  of  these  names  were 
German  names,  which  in  many  cases  had  been  written  on  the  original 
list  in  German  by  the  voters,  or  written  by  the  clerks  attempting  to 
spell  them  by  sound.  The  result  was  a  large  number  of  variations  in 
spelling  in  tne  different  lists.  But  the  committee,  by  a  careful  com- 
parison, found  names  sufficiently  similar  to  be  probably  intended  for 
the  same  person,  to  correspond  with  most  ol  the  names  on  contestant\s 
list. 

Certain  votes  were  received  by  the  election  officers  where  the  votere 
were  registered  on  the  original  lists,  but  not  on  the  copies,  and  the 
committee  sustained  this  action.  One  of  the  polls  was  kept  open  some 
time  after  sunset.  The  connnittee  expressly  refrained  from  deciding 
whether  the  votes  received  ought  to  be  counted,  but  in  two  or  three 
other  precincts,  where  the  polls  were  closed  at  sunset  and  afterwards 
openea,  they  rejected  the  votes.  They  also  rejected  a  large  number 
or  votes  cast  for  contestant  by  persons  whose  names  could  not  be  found 
on  the  registry  list.  Ex  parte  affidavits,  taken  without  notice,  and 
after  the  close  of  the*  time  for  taking  testimony,  were  introduced  by 
contestant  to  show  that  persons  who  were  counted  as  voting  for  con- 
testee  voted  for  contestant,  but  the  committee  did  not  receive  them. 

The  committee  found  that  contestee's  majority  was  not  overcome, 
and  recommended  a  resolution  declaring  him  elected. 

Mr.  Chanler  and  Mr.  Kerr  each  presented  mmority  reports,  going 
over  substantially  the  same  ground,  but  in  a  slightly  different  way. 
They  claimed  that  the  attempt  of  the  majority  to  account  for  the  dis- 
crepancies in  the  lists  was  unsuccessful.  A  considerable  number  of 
names  was  not  accounted  for  even  by  the  majority,  and  of  those 
accounted  for  very  many  of  the  names  given  as  analogous  to  names 
on  the  poll  book  were  also  found  correctly  on  it,  showing  either  that 
the  persons  in  question  voted  twice  or  that  the  supiK)sed  analogy  in 
the  names  was  an  imaginary  one.  The  '"alphabetized"  copy  of  the 
registry  list  was  privately  made  by  an  unautnorized  person,  and  was 
not  verified  except  by  counting  the  names.  The  testimony  showed 
that  fraudulent  votes  must  have  been  admitted  in  some  way,  and  evi- 
dently this  copy  was  a  fraudulent  one  made  for  the  purpose.  The 
f)recinct  where  it  was  used  ought  to  be  rejected,  but  if  only  the  f  raudu- 
ent  votes  were  rejected  the  result  would  be  the  same.  All  the  votes 
given  after  sunset  ought  to  be  rejected,  and  a  large  number  of  votes 
offered  foi  contestant  by  persons  who  were  regularly  registered  on 
the  original  lists,  but  who  were  told  at  the  polls  tnat  their  names  were 
"not on  the  list,"  should  be  counted.  The  minority  found  that  con- 
testant was  elected  by  a  large  majority  if  fraudulent  precincts  were 
rejected,  and  by  a  smaller  majority  if  only  individual  votes  were 
eliminated,  and  recommended  that  he  be  seated. 

The  resolution  recommended  by  the  majority,  declaring  contestee 
elected,  was  passed  by  a  vote  of  90  to  32. 

[2  Bart,  281-327.] 
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(6)  Kentucky  Members. 

Dvihryalty,     Question  investigated^  and  part  of  the  members  admitted. 

First  report  by  Mr.  Dawes;  second  report  by  Mr.  Cook. 

Protests  were  made  against  the  swearing  in  of  all  the  members-elect 
from  Kentucky  on  the  ground  that  they  had  been  guilty  of  acts  of 
disloyalty,  and  could  not  truthfully  take  the  "ironclad  oath."  The 
credentials  and  papers  were  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Elections, 
which  reported  the  contents  of  such  papers  as  had  been  referred  to 
it,  with  a  general  expression  of  opinion  that  where  specific  and 
apparently'  well-grounaed  charges  of  personal  disloyalty  were  made 
a^inst  a  member-elect,  they  should  be  investigated  before  permitting 
him  to  take  his  seat,  but  where  the  charges  were  against  the  loyal t}^ 
of  the  persons  who  voted  for  him,  or  against  the  validity  of  his  elec- 
tion, they  were  matters  pertaining  to  an  ordinary  contest,  and  should 
not  prevent  him  from  taking  his  seat. 

On  motion  of  Mr.  Logan,  of  Illinois,  the  House  passed  a  resolution 
directing  the  committee  to  make  an  investigation,  the  members  not 
to  be  sworn  in  pending  the  investigation.  A  subcommittee  was  sent  to 
Kentucky,  and  on  its  return  the  committee  reported  that  Messrs. 
Beck,  Jones,  Grover,  and  Knott  were  not  proved  to  have  been  engaged 
in  armed  hostility  to  the  United  States  or  to  have  given  aid  and  com- 
fort to  its  enemies.  The  committee  recommended  that  they  be  sworn 
in,  and  the  House  agreed  without  dissent.  Against  Messrs.  Trimble, 
Young,  and  Brown  there  were  separate  contests  pending,  in  which  one 
of  the  charges  was  disloyalty;  and,  as  the  committee  had  not  yet 
examined  the  testimony  taken  in  these  contests,  they  made  no  recom- 
mendation in  regard  to  these  three  cases. 

[2  Bart.,  327-870.] 

(7)  Stmes  vk  Trimble. 

Dislmjaliy,     Report  foi'  contestee,      Contestee  seated. 

Report  by  Mr.  Upson. 

The  charges  of  disloyalty  a^inst  Mr.  Trimble  were  chiefl}^  to  the 
effect  that  he  had  been  engagea  in  trade  across  the  rebel  lines  during 
the  early  part  of  the  war.  But  the  evidence  showed  that  at  the  time 
Mr.  Trimble  was  absent  from  the  district,  on  account  of  the  hostility 
of  the  rebel  element  to  him,  and  that  if  any  such  trading  was  done  by 
a  firm  in  which  he  was  interested,  it  was  without  his  knowledge  and 
consent.  The  evidence  tending  to  show  such  transactions  on  the  part 
of  his  firm  was  contradicted  and  the  circumstances  fully  explained. 
Mr.  Trimble  had  been  a  pronounced  Union  man  and  had  run  for  Con- 

fress  on  the  Union  ticket,  but  after  the  emancipation  proclamation  he 
ad  opposed  the  manner  and  purpose  of  conducting  the  war  and  had 
expressed  himself  much  as  members  of  Congress  opposed  to  the 
Aaministration  had  expressed  themselves  in  Congress.  Ihe  committee 
recommended  resolutions  declaring  him  entitled  to  be  sworn  in,  and 
they  were  passed  without  division. 
[2  Bart.  370-373.] 
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(8)  SWITZI.ER   Vft.   ANDElttON. 

Intimidatio7i/  dm^egard  of  registratUm  law;  disloyalty  of  contest- 
ant. Maio7*ity  report  foi'  contestant y*  remn't  hy  Mr.  McClurg  for  sit- 
ting mernhiT.     Sitti^ig  metnher  retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Poland;  minority  report' bj-  Mr.  McClurg. 

The  secretary  of  state  certified  the  election  of  the  sitting  member  oy 
a  majority  of  178  votes,  but  this  count  did  not  include  tne  county  of 
Callaway;  if  this  county  had  been  included,  there  would  have  been  a 
majority  of  1,122  votes  for  contestant.  The  refusal  of  the  secretary 
of  state  to  open  the  returns  of  this  county  was  based  on  a  certificate 
of  the  officer  of  registration  for  the  count}^  appended  to  his  copy  of 
the  registry  list  of  tne  county,  certifying  that  tncre  had  been  an  entire 
disregard  of  the  registry  law,  and  that  such  a  state  of  intimidation 
existed  throughout  the  county  that  it  was  impossible  to  enforce  the 
law  against  the  registration  of  disloyal  persons.  After  many  of  the 
names  on  the  list  returned  by  him  were  written  the  words  "Enrolled 
disloyal,"  "Under  V)ond,"  "In  rebel  army,"  etc.,  written  by  himself. 
The  committee  held  that  this  registering  officer  had  no  right  to  certify 
to  these  or  any  other  facts,  except  to  the  correctness  of  the  cop^'^;  that 
his  statements  written  after  the  names  of  the  voters  were  not  evidence; 
and  that  the  secrettiry  of  state  ought  to  have  opened  and  canvassed 
the  returns  of  Callaway  Countv  and  given  the  certificate  to  contestant. 
-  The  conmiittee  examined  in  detail  tne  testimony  by  which  contestant 
sought  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  facts  alleged  and  found  that  the  proof 
was  not  sufficient  to  w^arrant  the  rejection  of  the  vote  of  the  C/Ounty. 

From  the  mans  of  conflicting  opinion  on  this  subject  and  from  the  character  of  the 
threats  proved,  the  committee  comei»  to  this  conclusion:  That  there  was  no  just  and 
reasonable  ground  to  fear  personal  violence  or  injury  in  consequence  of  appearing  to 
make  and  supi)ort  objections  to  registration;  but  that  it  was  against  the  general  and 

Eublic  opinion  of  the  county  that  persons  who  had  not  committed  disloyal  acts  should 
e  disf ranch ise<l  merely  on  the  score  of  opinions  and  symi)athies,  and  that  probably 
man^  persons  did  refrain  from  making  objections  rather  tnan  encounter  this  general 
sentiment. 

And  from  the  general  testimony  submitted — 

It  would  appear  that  a  large  numlx?r  must  have  been  registered  who  were  disqual- 
ified by  reason  of  ha\nng  gynqmOxized  with  those  engage<i  in  rel)ellion. 

But  none  of  the  testimonv  was  definite  and  specific,  and  the  com- 
mittee had  already  expressed  its  opinion  (in  which  it  had  been  sustained 
by  the  House)  on  the  propriety  of  throwing  out  votes  on  such  vague 
and  indefinite  testimony.  If  all  the  persons  against  whose  names  the 
registering  officer  had  written  remarks  indicating  disqualification  or 
in  regard  to  whom  there  was  any  specific  evidence,  even  of  an  unsatis- 
factory character,  were  rejected,  contestant  would  still  have  a  majorit}'^; 
and  the  committee  recommended  resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

Mr.  McClurg,  in  a  report  signed  by  himself  alone,  dissented  from 
the  conclusions  of  the  committee.  The  validity  of  the  registration  law 
of  Missouri,  disfranchising  rebel  sympathizers,  had  alreaay  l)een  unani- 
mously sustained  by  the  committee  and  the  House.  It  was  perfectly 
evident  from  the  evidence  that  this  law  had  been  in  no  sense  enforced 
in  Callaway  County.  Throughout  the  county  whoever  applied  for 
registry  was  registered,  and  the  evidence  showed  such  a  state  of  public 
sentiment  as  to  have  rendered  it  unsafe  for  registering  officers  to 
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enforce  the  law  or  loyal  citizens  to  assist  them  by  appearing  as  wit- 
nesses. The  apparent  majority  of  contestant  was  all  due  to  the  disloyal 
vote  of  this  county,  cast  in  defiance  of  law,  and  such  proceedings  should 
be  rebuked  by  the  House  by  refusing  him  a  seat. 

When  the  case  came  before  the  HousCj  charges  of  disloyalty  were 
made,  against  the  contestant  by  Mr.  Benjamin,  of  Missouri,  and  the 
case  was  recommitted  to  the  committee  with  instnictions  to  investigate 
them.  At  the  third  session  the  committee  reported,  through  Mr.  Cook, 
that  the  charges  were  not  sustained.  Their  only  substantial  basis  was 
an  article  which  had  appeared  in  contestant's  newspaper  on  the  death 
of  Colonel  Ellsworth,  and  contestant  denied  authorsnip  or  responsi- 
bility for  the  article  in  question,  and  it  was  not  in  harmony  with  other 
articles  in  the  paper. 

The  committee  renewed  its  former  recommendation  that  contestant 
be  seated;  but  the  House  rejected  the  resolutions  by  a  vote  of  40  to  89, 
thus  leaving  contestee  in  his  seat. 

[2  Bart,  374-395.] 

(9)  Smith  7)8.  Brown. 

Disloyalty.  Right  of  minority  candidate  to  seat  wlien  inajjority  can- 
didate vndigible.  Majority  report  to  declare  seat  va^cant;  minority 
report  fo7^  contestee.     Seat  declared  vacant. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Dawes;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Kerr. 

Contestant  claimed  that  contestee  had  been  guilty  of  disloyalty,  and 
was  consequently  ineligible,  and  that  as  the  disloyalty  was  well  known 
to  the  voters  who  voted  for  him,  they  must,  under  the  English  rule, 
be  held  to  have  thrown  their  votes  away,  and  that  he,  having  received 
a  majority  of  the  remaining  votes,  was  elected. 

The  specific  act  of  disloyalty  was  a  letter  written  by  contestee  to 
the  Louisville  Courier  in  1861,  correcting  an  ambiguous  report  of  a 
speech  made  by  him,  and  saying  that  what  he  did  say  was: 

Not  one  man  or  one  dollar  will  Kentucky  furnish  Lincoln  to  aid  him  in  his  unholy 
war  against  the  South.  If  this  Northern  army  shall  attempt  to  cross  our  borders  we 
will  resist  it  unto  the  death;  and  if  one  man  shall  be  found  in  our  Commonwealth 
to  volunteer  to  join  them  he  ought,  and  I  believe  he  will,  l)e  shot  down  before  he 
leaves  the  State. 

Contestee  tried  to  explain  this  letter  consistently  with  his  loyalty, 
but  the  committee  found  that  it  admitted  of  no  such  intei'pretation  as 
claimed,  and  that  it  was  plainly  an  expression  of  hostility  to  the 
Union.  The}'  held  that  he  could  not  truthfully  take  the  oath  that  he 
had  "voluntarily  given  no  aid,  countenance,  counsel,  or  encourage- 
ment" to  the  rebellion.     He  was  therefore  not  entitled  to  the  sea't. 

Mr.  Smith,  the  minority  candidate,  was  also  not  entitled  to  the  seat. 
Even  if  the  English  rule  were  held  to  apply  to  this  country  he  would 
not  come  within  it,  for  in  England  it  was  always  held  that  the  voters 
must  have  notice  of  the  ineligibility  of  a  candidate;  and  this  doctrine 
of  notice  was  held  very  strictly.  There  must  be  actual  and  fomial 
notice  at  the  polls,  and  of  some  unmistakable  disqualification,  and  not 
of  a  doubtful  conclusion  from  disputed  facts.  But  the  English  rule 
had  never  been  applied  in  this  country  and  was  hostile  to  the  genius 
of  our  institutions.  Mr.  Cushing,  in  stating  the  English  parlia- 
mentary rule,  states  that  in  his  opinion  the  same  rule  applies  m  this 
country,  but  he  gives  no  cases  to  sustjiin  his  sUitement,  which  is  the 
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})est  of  evidence  that  there  are  none.  There  had  been  numerous  cases 
in  the  House  and  Senate  where  members  were  deprived  of  their  seats 
because  of  ineligibility,  but  in  no  case  had  it  been  even  claimed  that 
any  title  was  thereby  given  to  the  minority  candidate.  The  English 
rule  arose  from  the  omnipotence  of  Parliament,  and  the  character  of 
statutory  enactments  given  its  decisions  in  election  cases.  No  such 
rule  could  obtain  in  this  country  with  the  limited  powers  of  Congress 
and  the  reserved  rights  of  the  States  in  regard  to  elections. 

The  committee  therefore  recommended  resolutions  declaring  the  seat 
vacant. 

The  minority  held  that  the  letter  in  question,  properly  interpreted, 
was  not  an  act  of  disloyalty.  The  action  of  the  House  in  this  case  was 
really  a  trial  of  the  contestee  on  the  charge  of  treason,  and  he  should 
not  be  found  guilty  unless  the  truth  of  the  charge  was  proved  beyond 
a  reasonable  doubt.  Interpreting  the  letter  in  the  light  of  the  times 
and  circumstances,  it  was  simply  a  profession  of  adherence  to  the  neu- 
trality policy  of  Kentucky,  at  that  time  favored  by  the  best  Union 
men  of  the  State.  The  letter  was  in  regard  to  a  public  discussion 
between  contestee  and  Ex-Governor  Helm,  in  which  contestee  appeared 
as  a  Union  and  Governor  Helm  as  a  secession  advocate.  Everyone 
understood  at  the  time  that  Mr.  Brown  favored  enforcing  neutrality 
toward  the  South,  and  this  letter  was  intended  to  emphasize  the  idea 
that  he  favored  it  toward  the  North  as  well .  Mr.  Brown  had  announced 
himself  as  a  candidate  for  Congress  on  the  Union  ticket,  and  through- 
out the  war  he  had  done  nothing  which  could  be  construed  as  an  act 
of  disloyalty.  After  the  emancipation  proclamation  he  had  violently 
opposedi  the  policy  of  the  Administration  and  the  conduct  of  the  war, 
and  had  probably  expressed  this  opposition  in  injudicious  and  intem- 
perate language,  but  he  ought  not  on  this  account  to  be  found  guilty 
of  "constructive  treason"  by  the  House. 

The  House  passed  the  resolutions  declaring  contestee  and  contestant 
not  elected,  by  votes  of  108  to  43,  and  102  to  30,  respectively. 

[2  Bart.  395-417.] 

(10)  Blakey  vs,  Golladay. 

Right  of  minority  candidate  on  death  of  majanty  candidate  hefm^e 
canvass  of  votes.     Report  for  contestee.     Contestee  seated. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

Mr.  Golladay  was  elected  to  fill  a  vacancy,  and  there  was  no  ques- 
tion as  to  his  election  and  right  to  be  seated,  provided  any  vacancy 
existed,  but  Mr.  Blakey  claimed  to  have  been  elected  at  a  prior  elec- 
tion. At  this  election  a  very  large  majority  of  the  votes  was  cast  for 
his  opponent,  Mr.  Hise,  but  Mr.  Hise  died  before  the  votes  were  can- 
vassed, and  contestant  contended  that  he  being  the  only  living  person 
for  whom  any  votes  were  returned,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  board  of 
canvassers  to  have  certified  to  his  election.  The  committee  held  that 
when  the  polls  were  closed  the  result  was  unalterably  fixed,  and  the 
only  dutv  of  the  board  of  canvassers  was  to  ascertain  and  declare  that 
result,  ^he  death  of  the  member  receiving  the  majority  of  the  votes 
at  any  time  after  they  were  cast  created  a  vacancy,  whether  they  had 
been  canvassed  or  not. 

Contestant  further  contended  that  in  all  the  counties  but  one  the 
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law  requiring  the  election  boaixl  to  contain  members  of  all  political 
parties  was  violated,  and  as  he  had  a  majority  of  the  votes  in  the  only 
county  where  the  law  was  obeyed,  he  was  elected.  But  the  only  evi- 
dence was  the  fact  that  nearly  all  the  election  oflScers  voted  at  this 
election  for  Mr.  Hise.  This,  the  committee  held,  was  not  proof  that 
the  law  had  not  been  complied  with,  as  the  appointing  oflScers  could 
not  be  expected  to  determine  the  politics  of  the  judges  from  the  poll 
books  of  an  election  which  had  not  yet  taken  place  at  the  time  of  their 
appointment,  and  there  was  no  proof  how  these  persons  had  voted  at 
former  elections,  or  what  their  general  political  reputation  was.  And, 
even  if  it  should  be  admitted  that  the  law  was  Wolated,  and  that  all 
the  counties  but  one  must  be  thrown  out,  contestant  certainly  could 
not  be  given  the  seat  on  the  small  majority  received  in  that  county. 

The  only  objection  to  the  right  of  contestee  being  the  claim  of 
contestant,  the  committee  recommended  that  contestee  be  sworn  in. 
The  resolutions  recommended  were  adopted  without  division. 

[2  Bart.  417-421.] 

(11)  McKee  vs.  Young. 

Loyalty,'  right  ofretui^ned  rebel  soldU'TH  Ut  vote  in  Kentucky,     First 
mafority  report  to  vacate  seat,*  first  mimyrity  re^nyrtfor  contestee;  second 
minority  report  for  contestant;  second  majority  report  for  contestant. 
•  Corvtestant  seated. 

First  majority  report  by  Mr.  McClurg;  first  minority  report  by 
Mr.  Kerr;  second  minority  report  by  Mr.  Upson;  second  majority 
report  by  Mr.  Cook. 

The  committee  found  the  charge  of  disloyalty  against  Mr.  Young 
sustained  by  the  evidence.  There  was  the  testimony  of  a  number  of 
witnesses  who  had  heard  him  express  sentiments  in  sympathy  with  the 
rebellion;  two  witnesses  had  seen  food  sent  from  his  house  to  a  rebel 
camp;  he  had  at  one  time  pointed  out  to  a  squad  of  rebel  soldiers  a 
house  where  a  Union  soldier  was  hiding,  and  advised  them  to  ''go  and 
get  him,"  which  they  did;  he  had  been  at  a  place  where  a  rebel  com- 
pany was  being  organized,  and  pointed  out  a  good  gun  to  one  of  the 
men,  and  advised  him  to  take  it,  under  circumstances  that  indicated 
that  he  had  brought  the  gun  there;  and  it  appeared  that  he  was  gener- 
ally regarded  in  the  community  as  a  rebel  sympathizer.  For  these 
reasons  the  committee  held  that  he  could  not  truthfully  take  the  test 
oath,  and  was  not  entitled  to  be  sworn  in. 

Contestant  claimed  the  right  to  the  seat  in  the  first  place  on  the 
ground  that  the  known  ineligibility  of  the  majority  candidate  gave  the 
seat  to  the  person  having  the  next  highest  number  of  votes,  but  the 
committee  overruled  this  point  on  the  same  grounds  as  in  a  previous 
case.  He  then  claimed  to  have  received  the  majority  of  the  votes 
legally  cast.  There  was  evidence  tending  to  show  tliat  over  2,000 
returned  rebel  soldiers  voted  for  contestee,  but  the  specific  proof  only 
showed  752  by  name,  or,  leaving  out  those  cast  in  precincte  asked  to 
be  rejected  on  other  grounds,  ^fo^o.  But  the  committee  could  find  no 
law  of  Kentucky  under  which  the  votes  of  rebel  soldiers  could  be 
rejected. 

A  niunber  of  precincts  were  attiicked  on  the  ground  that  all  the 
oflicers  of  election  were  partisans  of  contestee,  and  a  number  of  others  *, 
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on  the  ground  that  part  of  the  officers  of  election  were  returned  rebel 
soldiers  or  sympathizers  with  the  rebellion,  who  were  not  entitled  to 
be  appointed,  on  account  of  the  recent  act  declaring  that  sympathizera 
with  the  rebellion  should  not  be  considered  as  constituting  one  of  the 
parties  entitled  to  representation  on  the  election  boards.  If  all  these 
precincts  in  regard  to  which  the  proof  was  clear  should  be  rejected, 
cont^stee  would  still  have  a  majority  of  82  votes,  or  if  another  precinct 
where  the  proof  was  not  quite  clear  was  also  rejected,  his  majority 
would  be  6  votes.  There  were  also  8  votes  (»st  for  contestee  by 
deserters,  but  the  committee  could  find  no  law  of  Kentucky  depriving 
deseiters  of  their  votes.  As  the  rejection  of  all  these  precincts  would 
not  quite  overcome  contestee's  returned  majority  of  1,479,  it  was  not 
necessary  to  decide  the  legal  points  raised,  or  whether  the^'^  ought  to 
be  rejected.  The  committee  recommended  resolutions  declaring  neither 
claimant  entitled  to  the  seat. 

The  minority  strongly  dissented  from  even  the  provisional  recog- 
nition of  the  justice  or  contestant's  claims  found  in  the  majority  report. 
It  would  be  preposterous  for  the  House  to  attempt  to  say  that  returned 
rebel  soldiers  should  not  vote  in  Kentucky,  when  the  State  of  Ken- 
tucky itself  had  passed  no  laws  depriving  tliem  of  their  votes.  Where 
the  officers  of  election  were  charged  to  be  all  of  one  party,  the  charge 
was  sought  to  be  sustained  b}^  the  poll  books  of  the  election  in  contest, 
an  election  made  after  their  appointment.  Under  the  recent  decision 
in  Blakey  vs,  GoUaday  this  was  not  evidence  of  the  fact  sought  to  be 
shown.  Besides,  there  was  no  pretense  that  these  officers  had  not 
conducted  the  election  fairly  and  honestly,  and  they  were  at  least  de 
fdcto  officers.  The  returned  rebels  who  acted  as  election  officers  were 
also  at  least  officers  defacto^  and  their  acts  would  be  valid  even  if.  there 
were  any  law  of  Kentucky  prohibiting  them  from  acting,  which  there 
was  not. 

The  minority  held  also  that  contestee  was  entitled  to  the  seat.  The 
law  under  which  he  was  sought  to  be  excluded  was  strictly  penal,  and 
must  be  strictly  construed.  The  intent  of  the  law  was  to  exclude  per- 
sons guilty  of  treason,  and  the  words  of  the  law  onl3rprovided  for  tneir 
exclusion  on  conviction  of  taking  the  oath  falsely.  The  minority  could 
not  see  how  they  could  be  excluded  before  conviction.  At  any  rate, 
no  one  should  be  excluded  except  upon  clear  and  conclusive  proof  of 
actual  acts  of  disloyalty.     There  was  no  such  proof  in  this  case. 

The  minority  earnestly  argued  that  the  law  calling  for  the  imposi- 
tion of  a  test  oath  was  unconstitutional.  It  was  in  effect  the  require- 
ment of  an  additional  qualification  for  Representatives  beyond  those 
mentioned  in  the  Constitution.  It  had  often  been  held  that  the  States 
had  no  power  to  add  to  these  qualifications,  and  it  was  equally  clear 
that  Congress  had  no  such  power.  In  this  case,  however,  contestee 
asserted  nis  ability  truthfully  to  take  the  oath,  and  his  willingness  to 
do  so,  and  the  minority  could  see  no  reason  for  refusing  him  his  seat. 

Mr.  Upson  filed  a  dissenting  report,  contending  that  contestant  was 
elected.  Under  the  statement  of  the  majority  report  contestee  had 
only  5  majority,  and  there  were  8  votes  cast  for  him  by  deserters, 
which  ought  to  be  rejected  under  the  decision  in  Delano  ^'^.  Morgan, 
giving  contestant  a  majority  of  3.  And  there  were  precincts  over- 
looked in  the  majority  report  precisely  similar  to  those  provisionally 
rejected  in  it,  which  ought  also  to  be*^  rejected,  thus  increasing  con- 
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testant's  majority.  Mr.  Upson  also  held  that  the  votes  cast  by  the 
returned  rebel  soldiers  should  be  rejected,  on  the  ground  that  they 
were  paroled  prisoners,  not  yet  pardoned.  All  the  armies  from  which 
they  could  have  come  had  surrendered  under  conditions  which  involved 
the  paroling  of  all  the  men.  The  proclamation  of  amnesty  issued  by 
the  President  had  expressly  excepted  ''all  persons  who  left  their  homes 
within  the  jurisdiction  ana  protection  of  tne  United  States  and  passed 
beyond  the  Federal  military  lines  into  the  pretended  Confederate  States 
for  the  purpose  of  aiding  the  rebellion."  This  necessarily  applied  to 
all  soldiers  from  Kentucky,  and  they  were  hence  not  pardoned,  but 
were  still  prisoners  of  war.  A  prisoner  of  war  had  no  more  right  to 
vote  for  Kepresentatives  in  Congress  than  an  enemy  in  the  field. 

Mr.  Upson  also  argued  that  the  statutes  requiring  the  judges  of 
election  to  be  of  opposite  political  parties  and  disqualifying  rebel 
adherents  from  acting  as  election  officers  were  mandatory,  and  that  the 
precincts  where  these  laws  were  violated  should  be  rejected.  The 
evidence  in  regard  to  the  politics  of  the  judges  was  the  poll  book  of 
the  election  in  contest,  but  as  the  judges  were  appointed  only  two 
months  before  the  election,  their  votes  at  this  election  sufficiently 
showed  their  political  affiliations  at  the  time  of  their  appointment. 

The  House  recommitted  the  case,  so  far  as  the  question  of  contest- 
ant's right  to  the  seat  was  concerned.  The  committee  then  repoited 
again,  renewing  their  former  conclusion  as  to  the  disloyalty  of  con- 
testee,  but  coming  also  to  the  conclusion  that  contestant  was  elected. 
This  result  was  reached  by  deducting  the  votes  of  returned  rebel 
soldiers  and  all  votes  cast  at  precincts  where  returned  rebel  soldiere 
acted  as  election  officers.  The  reasons  given  were  substantially  those 
•  given  by  Mr.  Upson  in  the  report  previously  presented  by  him. 

The  House  agreed  to  this  last  report,  giving  the  seat  to  contestant 
by  a  vote  of  62  to  43. 

[2  Bart.,  422-461.] 

(12)  Butler. 

Avevptance  of  memhei^Hhip  in  a  tieceding  hgialattire  hy  a  person  in 
fact  loyal.     Joint  resolution  relieving  him  from  disabilities  passed. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

Mr.  Butler  had  been  elected  to  the  legislature  of  Tennessee  after 
that  State  had  sought  to  secede,  and  as  a  member  of  the  legislature  he 
had  taken  the  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Confederate  States.  He  could 
not  therefore  truthfullv  take  the  oath  that  he  had  not  exercised  "  the 

ft/ 

functions  of  any  office  whatever  under  any  authority  or  pretended 
authority  in  hostility  to  the  United  States."  But  it  appeared  that  he 
had  been  elected  to  the  legislature  as  the  representative  of  the  Union 
sentiment  in  his  district,  with  the  hope  that  ne  might  be  able  to  bene- 
fit those  who  were  suffering  for  their  loyalty.  His  district  was  so 
strongly  Union  that  it  had  furnished  more  soldiers  to  the  Federal 
Army  than  there  were  voters  in  it,  and  he  was  throughout  the  war 
known  as  one  of  the  strongest  and  most  influential  Union  men  in  it. 
He  had  been  singled  out  for  especial  persecution  by  the  rebels,  his 
property  destroyed  and  plundered,  lives  of  his  family  put  in  danger, 
and  himself  arrested  for  treason.  The  committee  recommended  the 
passage  of  a  joint  resolution  permitting  that  so  much  of  the  oath  as 
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.stood  in  the  way  of  his  admission  might  be  omitted  in  administering 
the  oath  to  Mr.  Butler.     The  joint  resolution  was  passed  and  Mr. 
Butler  was  sworn  in. 
[2  Bart,  461-464.] 

(13)  Christy  and  Wimpy. 

Disloyalty,'  right  ofniiTwrity  candidate.    Neither  clairnant  adviitted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Dawes. 

The  election  under  which  these  claimants  claimed  seats  was  held 
under  the  military  government  of  Georgia.  The  certificate  of  Mr. 
Christy  was  signed  by  General  Meade,  then  in  command  of  the  dis- 
trict by  whose  orders  the  election  was  held;  that  of  Mr.  Wimpy  was 
signed  by  Governor  Bullock,  who  was  elected  at  the  same  election.  It 
was  conceded  that  Mr.  Christy  received  a  majority  of  about  100  votes, 
but  he  acknowledged  that  he  had  been  the  editor  of  a  newspaper 
during  the  war  which  had  supported  the  rebellion.  He  was  nence 
ineligible. 

The  law  of  Georgia  provided  that  when  the  majority  candidate  was 
ineligible,  the  canaidate  having  the  next  highest  number  of  votes 
should  be  elected.  Mr.  Wimpy  claimed  the  seat  under  this  provision, 
but  the  committee,  without  deciding  whether  the  law  in  question 
ap]3lied  to  Congressional  elections,  held  that  Mr.  Wimpy  was  also 
ineligible,  having  served  for  some  time  as  an  officer  in  the  rebel  aimy. 

Both  claimants  claimed  to  be  Union  men,  Mr.  Christy  claiming  that 
he  opposed  secession,  and  only  went  out  with  his  State,  ana  Mr. 
Wimpy  that  he  was  forced  into  the  army  by  the  force  of  public  senti- 
ment; but  the  committee  held  that  neither  of  them  could  truthfully 
take  the  oath,  and  recommended  that  neither  be  sworn  in.  The  case 
was  not  reached  in  the  House. 

[2  Bart,  464-466.] 

(14)  Chaves  m.  Clever. 

Fraud  and  irregvlarities.    Report  for  conta^tant,     dmtestant  Heated. 

Report  by  Mr.  Pettis. 

There  were  several  precincts  in  which  it  was  proved  that  alterations 
were  fraudulently  made  in  the  returns  and  poll  books  after  the  close 
of  the  election,  whereby  contestee  was  returned  as  receiving  several 
hundred  votes  which  were  never  cast.  In  one  precinct  the  place  of 
voting  was  removed  to  an  unusual  and  inconvenient  place,  and  coarse 
and  threatening  language  was  used  against  persons  intending  to  vote  , 
for  contestant,  but  tne  committee  dianot  reject  the  poll.  Votes  were 
returned  from  several  precincts  which  had  no  legal  existence  at  the 
time  of  the  election,  but  were  afterwards  legally  established  by  the 
legislature.     The  committee  rejected  these  votes. 

Contestee  sought  to  offset  these  losses  by  having  certain  irregular 
returns,  showing  a  majority  for  contestant,  rejected.  The  committee 
rejected  most  of  these  returns,  but  contestent  still  had  a  majority  of 
389  votes,  and  the  committee  unanimously  recommended  that  he  be 
seated.  The  House  agreed  to  the  resolutions  recommended  without 
division. 

[2  Bart,  467-471.] 

H.  Doc.  510 15 
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(15;  16)  Jones  v.s,  Mann  and  Hunt  r,^.  Menard. 

Fraud f  intbnidation ;  illegal  rejeetion  ({f  returns;  election  to  JiU 
(jnca7icy  i?i  nein  dhirict.  Majority  report  agaitist  all  jyarties;  minority 
report  for  Mr.  Hunt.      Majm'ity  report  moita  in  ed. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Upsoii;  minority  report  hv  Mr.  Kerr. 

Mr.  Mann  had  been  certified  as  elected,  and  took  his  seat.  Subse- 
quently he  died,  and  Messrs.  Hunt  and  Menard  both  claimed  to  have 
been  elected  to  fill  the  vacancy..  Mr.  Jones  claimed  that  he  had  been 
elected  instead  of  Mr.  Mann  in  the  first  place,  and  that  consequently 
there  was  no  vac^ancy  to  till. 

Mr.  flones  denied  the  validity  of  the  certificate  of  the  commanding 
general  under  which  Mr.  Mann  was  admitted.  The  committee  hela 
that  the  general  was  acting  properly,  under  the  reconstruction  laws, 
and  that  the  House  had  already  settled  the  question  of  the  validity  of 
his  certificates  by  admitting  Air.  Mann  and  his  colleagues  upon  them. 
The  only  evidence  of  contestant  against  the  correctness  of  the  result 
as  certified  was  a  very  vague  e,v  parte  affidavit,  taken  after  the  death 
of  Mr.  Mann,  which  the  committee  did  not  consider.  Contestant  pro- 
duced some  evidence  tending  to  show  fraud  and  intimidation,  particu- 
larly with  reference  to  colored  voters,  but  the  evidence  was  very 
vague,  and  it  was  impossible  from  it  to  (^ount  up  specific  votes  which 
should  be  deducted  or  added  suflScient  to  overcome  more  than  half  of 
the  returned  majority  of  Mr.  Mann.  Contestant  further  contended 
that  Mr.  Mann  wius  not  at  the  time  of  his  election  an  inhabitant  of  the 
State,  and  was  therefore  ineligible.  The  evidence  was  not  clear  or 
conclusive,  but  the  committee  held  that  it  was  immaterial  whether  he 
was  ineligible  or  not,  as  under  the  principles  already  settled  by  the 
decisions  of  other  cases  the  ineligibility  of  the  majority  cancfidate 
would  give  no  title  to  the  minority  candidate.  The  committee  were 
therefore  unanimous  in  the  opinion  that  Mr.  Jones  was  not  elected, 
and  that  the  death  of  Mr.  Mann  had  caused  a  vacancy. 

The  majority  were  of  the  opinion  that  neither  Mr.  Hunt  nor  Mr. 
Menard  was  elected  to  fill  the  vacancy.  Mr.  Menard  was  certified  as 
elected,  but  it  appeared  that  Mr.  Hunt  received  an  overwhelming 
majority  of  the  vote  a.s  returned.  According  to  the  precinct  returns 
the  vote  was:  Hunt,  18,341;  Menard,  8,678.  The  canvassing  board 
threw  out  nearly  all  these  returns,  counting  only  2,833  votes  for  Hunt 
and  5,107  for  Menard.  The  reason  given  tor  the  rejection  of  most  of 
these  returns  was  that  the\'  were  made  by  the  supervisors  of  registra- 
tion, but  the  committee  found  that  this  was  strictly  in  accordance  with 
the  law.  Whatever  the  validity  of  the  election,  then,  Mr.  Menard  did 
not  receive  a  majority  of  the  votes  and  was  not  elected.  Mr.  Menard, 
however,  objected  to  considering  any  of  the  allegations  or  testimony, 
on  the  ground  that  no  legal  notice  oi  contest  was  served  on  him.  As 
to  have  waited  the  regular  time  for  the  service  of  notice  and  answer 
and  the  taking  of  testimony  would  have  carried  the  contest  until  the 
expiration  of  the  Congress,  and  a^j  all  the  testimony  of  contestant  was 
record  evidence,  and  presented  with  his  protest  to  the  House,  the 
committee  found  that  much  might  be  said  in  justification  of  the  action 
of  contestant;  but  the  view  of  the  election  taken  by  the  committee 
rendered  it  unnecessary  to  decide  this  question.  The  committee  found 
the  whole  election  void,  both  because  not  held  in  the  right  district 
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and  because  of  violence  and  intimidation.  The  old  Second  district, 
from  which  Mr.  Mann  was  elected,  was  entirely  comprised  within  the 
parish  of  Orleans.  Subseauent  to  the  election  the  State  was  redis- 
tricted,  and  the  new  Second  district  included  part  of  Orleans  Parish 
not  included  in  the  old  district  and  left  out  part  of  the  parish  included 
in  the  old  district,  and  it  included  also  several  outside  parishes, 
formerly  part  of  the  Third  district.  All  the  votes  on  wnich  the 
certificate  of  election  of  Mr.  Menard  was  based  were  c^st  in  these  out- 
side parishes.  The  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  election 
should  have  been  held  in  the  district  in  whose  representation  the 
vacancy  occurred.  This  question,  so  far  as  the  committee  could  find, 
had  only  once  before  been  before  the  House  (in  the  case  of  Perkins  vs, 
Morrison,  1  Bart.,  142),  and  had  then  been  decided  adversely  to  the 
position  taken  by  the  committee  in  this  case,  but  the  report  of  the  com- 
mittee in  that  case  was  sustained  by  only  a  small  majority,  and  the 
committee  thought  the  reasoning  of  the  minority  in  that  case  was  the 
stronger.  The  very  objection  raised  in  that  case — that  the  new  dis- 
tricts might  be  so  divided  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  determine 
in  which  district  the  election  should  be  held — was  exemplified  in  this 
case.  If  it  were  not  that  this  district  was  named  the  Second  district, 
the  election  might  with  as  much  propriety  have  been  held  in  the  Third 
district. 

There  were  some  facts  in  connection  with  this  election  of  which  it 
was  proper  for  the  House  to  take  notice. 

It  is  well  known  that  in  the  cit^^  of  New  Orleans  and  in  many  other  parishes  of 
Louisiana,  for  some  weeks  immediately  preceding  this  elections,  civil  disturbance, 
disorder,  and  crime  prevailed  to  such  extent  by  reason  of  the  lawlessness  of  the  dis- 
loyal element  prevalent  there  that  the  civil  authorities  were  unable  to  put  it  down, 
be'ing  prohibited  by  law  from  calling  out  the  militia  to  maintain  the  peace  or  to 
enforce  the  laws. 

It  appeared  from  the  reports  of  the  governor  of  Louisiana  and  the 
military  authorities  that  such  a  condition  prevailed  as  to  render  a  valid 
election  impossible.  The  extraordinary  result  of  the  election  as  com- 
pared with  previous  elections  and  the  known  j)olitical  division  of  the 
voters,  confirmed  this  conclusion.  The  committee  therefore  recom- 
mended resolutionsdeclaring  neither  Mr.  Hunt  nor  Mr.  Menard  elected. 

The  minority  of  the  committee  agreed  that  Mr.  Jones  was  not  elected 
at  the  first  election,  nor  Mr.  Menard  at  the  second,  but  contended  that 
Mr.  Hunt  was  elected.  The  notice  of  contest  given  bv  Mr.  Hunt  was, 
in  the  light  of  the  numerous  precedents  for  a  libeml  construction  of 
the  law,  legally  and  substantially  suflScient.  By  the  evidence  of  the 
oflicial  returns  presented  with  the  notice  it  appeared  that  Mr.  Hunt 
had  an  overwhelming  majority  of  the  votes  cast.  The  attempt  of  the 
majority  to  argue  the  election  invalid  on  account  of  violence  and  intimi- 
dation was  not  based  on  anything  in  the  record  or  properly  before  the 
committee. 

It  is  api^arcnt  that  the  majority  has  travele<i  out  of  the  retionl  in  the  consideration 
of  the  case,  abandoned  the  rights  of  the  parties,  ignored  the  merits  of  the  contest, 
disregarded  the  constitutional  rights  and  the  interests  of  the  constituency,  taken  issue 
with  the  House  on  its  recent  emphatic  recognition  of  the  validity  of  tHe  election  in 
question,  and  rendered  a  verdict  ufwn  a  matter  not  at  all  in  controversy. 

As  to  the  propriety  of  holding  the  election  in  the  new  district,  the 
minority  agreea  witn  the  decision  of  the  House  in  the  onlv  previous 
case  in  which  the  question  had  been  raised.     When  the  legislature 
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established  the  new  second  district  it  repealed  all  previous  laws  on  the 
subject,  and  the  only  district  having  legal  existence  in  which  the  elec- 
tion could  have  been  held  was  the  one  in  which  it  was  held.  But  if 
the  opposite  view  of  the  law  was  taken  the  result  would  be  the  same. 
If  all  the  votes  outside  of  Orleans  Parish  were  thrown  out  and  the 
entire  registered  vote  of  the  only  ward  in  New  Orleans  which  had  been 
added  to  the  new  district  deducted  from  Mr.  Hunt,  and  the  entire  reg- 
istered vote  of  the  only  ward  of  the  old  district  not  included  in  the  new 
added  to  Mr.  Menard,  Mr.  Hunt  would  still  have  a  large  majority. 
The  minority  therefore  recommended  that  he  be  seated. 

The  resolution  of  the  majority  declaring  Mr.  Menard  not  elected  was 
parsed  by  a  vote  of  130  to  57,  and  that  against  Mr.  Hunt  by  a  vote  of 
131  to  41.     The  whole  subject  was  then  to^bled. 

[2  Bart.,  471^99.] 

(1,7)  Hamilton. 

ClAumi  for  ddditumul  rejn^e^entatmn ,  Majority  report  adverse,' 
minority  report  favorable.     Wo  action  hy  House, 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Shellabarger;  minority  report  by  Mr. 
Heaton. 

This  report  was  upon  a  legislative  rather  than  a  judicial  matter. 
Under  the  law  Tennessee  was  only  entitled  to  eight  Representatives, 
and  that  number  had  already  been  admitted.  Mr.  Hamilton,  who  was 
elected  from  the  State  at  large  as  a  ninth  Representative,  acknowledged 
that  he  had  no  claim  under  the  existing  law,  but  contended  that  a  law 
ought  to  be  passed  giving  Tennessee  an  additional  Representative. 
The  apportionment  oi  eight  Representatives  to  Tennessee  had  been 
made  on  the  basis  of  her  free  population  and  three-fifths  of  her  slaves. 
By  the  voluntary  emancipation  and  enfranchisement  of  the  slaves  the 
State  had  added  to  her  representative  population  two-fifths  of  their 
number — more  thaot sufficient  to  make  one  representative  ratio. 

The  majority  of  the  committee  made  an  adverse  report.  The  request 
was  for  Tennessee  alone,  and  based  on  the  especial  consideration  to 
which  her  praiseworthy  conduct  was  supposed  to  entitle  her.  But 
under  the  Constitution  Representatives  were  to  be  apportioned  accord- 
ing to  the  niunhcr  of  inhabitants,  and  not  according  to  any  Congres- 
sional estimate  of  their  merits.  The  only  discretion  left  to  Congress 
was  in  fixing  the  number  which  should  constitute  the  basis  of  the  appor- 
tionment and  in  adjusting  fractional  ratios.  All  the  instances  or  an 
apparent  exercise  of  discretion  by  Congress  came  within  this  limit. 
Congress  had  no  right  to  apportion  an  additional  Representative  to 
Tennessee  without  also  adding  to  the  representation  of  other  States 
whose  representative  population  had  been  similarly  increased.  This 
had  not  been  asked  for,  and  was  not  the  (juestion  before  the  committee. 
The  case  was  not  altered  })y  the  adoption  of  the  fourteenth  amend- 
ment, for  that  was  not  a  provision  for  increasing  the  absolute  repre- 
sentation of  Stiites,  but  for  increasing  their  relative  representation  by 
decreasing  that  of  other  States.  The  case  of  Tennessee  was  not  essen- 
tially different  from  that  of  other  States,  for  emancipation  was  indi- 
rectly the  result  of  the  war  in  it  as  well  as  in  them;  and  the  colored 
people  of  the  other  States,  who  had  suffered  for  two  years  longer  the 
wrong  of  slavery,  were  entitled  to  no  less  consideration  than  Siose  of 
Tennessee. 
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The  committee  therefore  recoinmended  thtlt  the  chiiiiuuit  })o  not 
admitted. 

The  minority  held  that  Tennessee  was  in  justice  entitled  to  an  addi- 
tional Representative.  Many  precedents  were  cited  in  which  the  House 
had  exercised  its  own  discretion  in  apportioning  Representatives  not 
in  strict  accordance  with  the  census. 

In  a  word,  these  acts  establish  the  general  proposition  that  Congress  haa  complete 
jurisdiction  to  adjust  the  representative  numbers  of  the  House,  and  has  repeatedly 
and  constantly  exercised  it  at  discretion,  according  to  the  varied  equity  of  each  ])ar- 
ticular  case. 

The  equities  of  this  case  required  the  additional  representation.  The 
fourteenth  amendment  was  in  effect  a  declaration  to  the  States  that  if 
they  enfranchised  their  former  slaves  they  should  be  represented 
accordingly;  otherwise  their  representation  should  be  reduced. 
Under  this  the  request  of  Tennessee  was  a  request  for  an  absolute  con- 
stitutional right.  The  fact  that  she  happened  to  be  the  first  State  to 
claim  this  right  should  not  be  allowed  to  prejudice  the  right.  The 
minority  therefore  recommended  the  passage  of  a  bill  apportioning  to 
Tennessee  an  additional  Representative,  to  be  elected  from  the  State  at 
large  unless  the  legislature  should  otherwise  provide. 

There  was  no  action  by  Congress. 

[2  Bart,  499-516.] 

(18)  Casement. 

Delegate,  frcnn  Territory  not  yet  organized  7iot  ad/mitted. 

Report  ])y  Mr.  Cook. 

Mr.  Casement  claimed  to  have  been  elected  a  Delegate  from  Wyo- 
ming. The  Territory  was  not  j^et  organized.  The  election  under  which 
he  claimed  the  seat  was  held  in  1867.  A  law  for  the  organization  of 
Wyoming  was  not  passed  until  1868,  and  at  the  date  of  the  report  it 
had  not  yet  gone  into  effect.  The  election  laws  of  Dakota  were  still  in 
force  in  the  proposed  Territory.  The  election  at  which  Mr.  Casement 
was  voted  for  was  called  by  a  mass  meeting,  and  was  not  held  in 
accordance  with  the  proposed  organic-  law^  or  any  other  law.  An\' 
principle  on  which  he  could  be  admitted  would  also  justify  the  admis 
sion  oi  a  Delegate  from  Alaska,  if  a  mass  meeting  there  should  choose 
one.     The  committee  recommended  that  the  claimant  be  not  admitted. 

There  was  no  action  by  the  House. 

[2  Bart.,  616-518.] 
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F0BTT-FIB8T  CONGRESS,  1869-1871. 

Cointnittee  on  KleetionH, 

Mr.  Paine,  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Stevenson,  Ohio. 

Churcuili^  New  York.  Burdett,  Missouri. 

Heaton,  North  Carolina.  Burr,  Illinois. 

Cessna,  Pennsylvania.  Randall,  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Butler,  Tennessee. 

At  the  second  session  the  following  were  added:     • 

Mr.  Brooks,  Massachusetts.  Mr.  Kerr,  Indiana. 

Dox,  Alabama.  McCrary,  Iowa. 

Hale,  Maine.  Potter,  New  York. 

Owing  to  the  large  number  of  contests  the  House  authorized  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  to  apix)int  subcommittees  of  3  members 
each  and  assign  cases  to  them;  said  subcommittees  having  power  to 
report  the  cases  assigned  directly  to  the  House.  This  assignment  was 
made  at  the  beginning  of  the  second  session,  as  follows: 

To  Messrs.  Paine,  Heaton,  and  Potter:  Behhm  vs.  Bradford^  Colo- 
rado; Cameron  vs.  Roots ^  Arkansas;  Illnds  vs.  S}ierrod^  Alabama; 
Gi*(ifion  vs.  Conner^  Texas. 

To  Messrs.  Churchill,  Butler,  and  Burr:  Switzler  t'«.  Dyer,  Missouri; 
Zeigler  vs.  Rice,  Kentucky;  Shields  m.  Van  Horn,  Missouri;  Whittle- 
sey vvy.  McKenzie,  Virginia. 

To  Messrs.  Cessna,  Randall,  and  Hale:  Taylor  ?'.v.  Reading,  Penn- 
svlvahia.  Eggleston  vs.  Strader,  Ohio.  Reid  vs,  Julian,  Indiana. 
lloge  vs.  Reed  ijiiuil  ccise)^  South  Carolina.  Wallace  vs.  Simpson, 
South  Carolina. 

To  Messrs.  Stevenson,  Burdett,  and  Kerr:  Sypher  vs,  St.  Martin, 
Louisiana.  Hunt  vs,  Sheldon,  Louisiana.  Darrall  vs.  Bailey,  Louisi- 
ana.    Newsham  vh,  Rvan,  Louisiana.     Morev  vs,  McCranie,  Louisiana. 

To  Messrs.  Brooks,  Dox,  and  McCrary:  Sheaf e  vs.  Tillman,  Ten- 
nessee. Leftwlch  vs.  Sinlth^  Tennessee.  Boj^den  vs.  Shol>er,  North 
Carolina.  Tucker  vs.  Booker,  Virginia.  Barnes  vs.  Adams,  Ken- 
tucky. 

The  cases  reported  at  the  fii^st  session  and  the  cases  of  Segar  and 
Rodgers  are  not  included  in  these  assignments.  The  cases  italicised 
above,  it  will  l)e  noticed,  were  never  reported  to  the  House.  Follow- 
ing is  a  list  of  the  cases  as  reported: 

Cases. 

(1)  Henry  D.  Foster  vs.  John  Covode  {pn'jnafaeSe  case),  Pe^msyl- 
vania. 

(2)  Caleb  S.  Hunt  vs.  Lionel  Allen  Sheldon  {prhna  facie  case), 
Ijnusiana. 

(3)  S.  L.  Hoge  vs,  J.  P.  Reed  {pi'hna  facie  case).  South  Carolina. 

(4)  A.  S.  Walla(»e  vs,  William  D.  Simpson  {prima  facie  case).  South 
Carolifia. 

(5)  Leonard  Myers  vs.  John  Moffett,  Pennsyh^ania. 
(r»)   (weonjia  cjuses. 
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(7)  John  Covode  vft.  Henry  1).  Foster  (final  ease),  Pemtitulrania. 

(8)  Charles  H.  Van  Wyck  r«.  George  W.  Greene,  Netn  im'l\ 

(9)  Caleb  N.  Taylor  vh,  John  R.  Reading,  Pemi^ylnania, 

(10)  J.  Hale  S\'pher  vs,  Louis  St.  Martin,  LouiHiana, 
(lli  Caleb  S.  llunt  th.  Lionel  Allen  Sheldon  (final  case),  Ltrntummt. 
(12)  Frank  Morey  vh,  George  \V.  McCranie,  Ijouimana, 
(18)  J.  P.  Newahani  ?w.  Micnael  Ryan,  Limlsiaiia. 

(14)  A.  S.  Wallace  vh,  William  D.  Simpson  (final  ease),  South  Carolina. 

(15)  Charles  Whittlesey  vh,  Lewis  McKenzie,  Vir(jinia, 

(16)  Chester  B.  Darrall  vh,  Adolphe  Bailey,  lAnuHtana, 

(17)  Sidney  M.  Barnes  vh,  George  M.  Adams,  Kentucky, 
IS)  George  Tucker  vh,  George  W.  Booker,  V!rg!nni, 
Jl9)  William  F.  Switzler  vh,  David  P.  Dyer,  MinHouri, 
(20)  Joseph  Segar,  Vir(/inia, 

(21^  John  S.  R^id  vh,  George  W.  Julian,  Indiana, 
(22)  John  L.  Zeigler  vh,  John  M.  Rice,  Kentiwky, 
(23^  Benjamin  Eggleston  vh,  Peter  W.  Strader,  Ohw, 

(24)  Nathaniel  Bo\'den  vh,  Francis  E.  Shober,  Xtrrth  Carolinn, 

(25)  C.  A.  Sheafe  vh,  Lewis  Tillman,  Tennessee, 
f26)  James  Shields  vh,  Rol>ert  T.  Van  Horn,  MisHoiiri, 
[27)  John  B.  Rodgers,  Tennessee, 

(1)  Foster  vs,  Covode  {pnraafacy'.  case). 

No  cert  ificate  or  jyrochwiatwn  of  election,  Majarity  report  for  Cmjode, 
Minority  report H  that  no  jyriina  faci<i  title  shmmi,  Neither  claimant 
(ulrn  itted. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Cessna;  minority  reports  by  Mr.  Paine  and 
Mr.  Burr. 

♦The  governor  of  Pennsylvania  in  his  proclamation  declaring  who 
were  elected  to  Congress  refused  to  declare  either  candidate  from  this 
district  elected.  He  afterwards  transmitted  to  the  Clerk  of  the  House 
certain  affidavits,  and  in  the  letter  of  transmission  said  that  these  affi- 
davits ''indicate  the  election  of  Hon.  John  Cov^ode."  The  signature 
of  the  governor  and  the  authenticity  of  the  affidavits  were  certified  by 
the  secretary  of  the  conajnonwenlth.  The  House  referred  the  procla- 
mation of  the  governor,  his  letter,  and  the  affidavit's  transmitted  to 
the  committee  to  report  who,  according  to  these  papers,  was  prima 
facie  entitled  to  the  seat. 

The  committee  reported  that  the  proclamation  of  the  governor  wjis 
not  evidence  of  any  title  in  either  claimant  from  this  district.  But  the 
House  had  decided  in  the  f  oniier  case  of  Butler  vh,  Lehman  that  the  gov- 
ernor of  Pennsylvania  had  the  right  to  go  behind  fraudulent  returns 
and  decide  who  was  elected.  As  the  proclamation  of  the  governor 
was  not  required  to  be  in  any  prescribed  forai  it  was  merelv  notice 
of  his  decision.  The  letter  of  tne  governor  to  the  Clerk  of  the  House 
seemed  to  show  the  election  of  Mr.  Covode,  and  having  l)een  made 
evidence  by  the  resolution  of  the  House  referring  the  papers  it  estab- 
lished his  j)7*inia  facie  right  to  the  seat.  If,  on  a  prima  facie  case,  it 
was  proper  to  review  the  action  of  the  governor,  it  should  be  said  that 
the  affidavits  transmitted  sustained  his  decision  and  showed  frauds 
that  no  one  could  defend.  The  committee  therefore  reconmiendc^d 
that  Mr.  Covode  be  sworn  in  pending  the  contest  on  the  merits. 
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The  minority  held  that  of  the  three  documents  I'eferred  only  one, 
the  proclamation  of  the  governor,  was  legal  evidence,  and  that  showed 
no  one  elected  from  this  district.  The  letter  to  the  Clerk  of  the  House 
was  not  an  act  which  the  governor  was  required  or  authorized  by  law 
to  do,  and  was  wholly  unofficial.  It  was  a  mere  private  letter,  of  no 
more  value  than  any  other  private  letter,  and  it  only  incidentally 
expressed  the  opinion  that  tne  affidavits  indicated  the  election  of 
Covode.  It  lacked  the  great  seal  of  the  State,  and  the  attestation  of 
the  secretary  could  only  establish  the  genuineness  of  the  governor's 
signature.  The  affidavits  transmitted  were  exparte^  not  taken  in  pur- 
suance of  any  law  and  wholly^  inadmissible.  The  mere  fact  of  refer- 
ence by  the  House  did  not  decide  the  question  of  the  competence  of  the 
papers  as  evidence.  "That  question  is  always  to  be  decided  by  the 
committee  and  by  the  House.  The  minority  therefore  recommended 
a  resolution  declaring. that  on  the  papers  referred  no  one  was  shown 
to  have  9i,  prima  facie  right  to  the  seat. 

Messrs.  Burr  and  Randall,  who  agreed  to  the  minority  report,  pre- 
sented dn  additional  minority  report,  arguing  the  same  points  more  at 
length,  and  discussing  the  case  of  Butler  vs,  Lehman,  claimed  to  be  a 
precedent.  In  that  case  the  governor  did  not  go  behind  any  returns 
to  investigate  (questions  of  illegal  and  fraudulent  voting,  but  he  simply 
refused  to  receive  as  correct  one  return  which  had  been  declared  by 
the  courts  of  the  State  to  be  a  forgery.  This  was  in  no  way  an  analogous 
case.  The  affidavits  transmitted  were  not  competent  evidence  for  the 
consideration  either  of  the  House  or  the  governor,  but  if  they  were 
taken  as  absolutely  true  they  would  only  show  that  some  votes  had 
been  rejected  which  should  have  been  received  and  some  received  which 
should  have  been  rejected.  As  there  were  no  returns  before  the  com- 
mittee there  was  no  basis  for  the  readjustment  of  these  votes. 

The  House  did  not  admit  Covode,  but  recommitted  the  whole  case  for 
investigation  on  the  merits. 

[2  Bart.,  619-630.] 

(2)  Hunt  vs,  Sheldon  {primufade  case). 

Majority  report  for  Sliddon^  minority  report  for  Hunt,  Shddon 
seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Stevenson;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Burr. 

Mr.  Sheldon  had  the  certificate  of  election,  but  the  certificate,  as  well 
as  many  other  papers  in  this  and  other  Louisiana  cases,  were  referred 
to  the  committee  with  instructions  to  inquire  into  the  validity  of  the 
election  and  the  eligibility  of  the  claimants.  The  committee  reserved 
its  decision  upon  the  force  to  be  given  to  the  certificate  of  election 
above.  Taking  the  returns,  except  those  rejected  by  the  State  can- 
vassing board,  Mr.  Sheldon  had  a  majority  of  the  votes.  Whatever 
might  oe  the  result  in  a  contest  involving  the  validity  of  these  returns 
and  the  sufficiency  of  the  reasons  for  rejecting  certain  parishes,  the 
returns  were  primxi  facie  evidence  of  the  right  of  contestee  to  be  sworn 
in,  provided  the  election  was  a  valid  one. 

By  the  official  reports  of  a  committee  of  the  legislature  of  Louisiana, 
referred  to  the  committee,  it  appeared  that  in  the  parishes  of  Orleans 
and  Jeflferson  a  state  of  riot  ana  violence  prevailed  before  and  at  the 
election.  In  these  two  parishes  232  Repuolicans  were  killed  or  mal- 
treated.    The  violence  prevented  nearly  one-half  the  registered  voters 
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from  voting.  These  voUus,  if  free  to  vote,  would  iindoiibtedl^  have 
voted  against  that  disloyal  party  which  prevented  them  from  voting, 
in  which  case  the  Republican  candidate  would  have  received  about 
1,500  majority  in  the  whole  district.     As  the  election  in  the  other 

Sarishes  was  peaceable  and  a  full  vote  was  cast,  it  would  be  unjust  to 
eclare  the  whole  election  void.  If  the  election  was  allowed  to  stand 
on  the  result  in  the  peaceable  parishes,  Mr.  Sheldon  would  have  a 
larger  majority  than  he  had  on  the  returns,  as  counted  by  the  can- 
vassing board.  The  committee  therefore  recommended  tnat  he  be 
swora  in,  pending  the  contest. 

The  minority  dissented  from  this  conclusion.  Mr.  Sheldon  had  a 
certificate  of  election,  which,  if  not  rebutted  would  be //^'///^tf^/Jz^/^?  evi- 
dence of  his  title,  but  it  was  rebutted  bv  a  certificate  of  facts,  issued 
to  Mr.  Hunt  by  the  same  board  and  of  equal  authority,  showing  that 
he  had  receivea  an  overwhelming  majority  of  the  votes.  This  certifi- 
cate of  facts  showed  also  that  the  returns  of  the  parish  of  Orleans 
were  rejected  because  returned  by  the  supervisors  of  registration, 
althoura  an  examination  of  the  law  showed  that  this  is  just  the  wav 
they  should  have  been  returned.  Three  other  parishes,  casting  witK 
Orleans  some  20,000  votes,  three-fourths  of  the  votes  of  the  district, 
were  rejected  for  slight  informalities,  and  the  certificate  of  election 
issued  on  the  vote  of  three  small  parishes.  There  could  be  no  justifi- 
cation for  the  rejection  of  these  returns,  and  on  the  face  of  the  facts 
shown  by  the  two  certificates,  Mr.  Hunt  had  much  the  hett^r  pri^na 
facie  title. 

The  alleged  violence  in  the  parish  of  Orleans  was  not  a  question 
brought  before  the  committee  by  the  parties,  and  was  not  properly 
before  them  in  a  prima  fade  case.  Tnere  was  no  legal  evidence  of 
the  facts  alleged,  and  the  report  of  the  legislative  committee,  on  which 
the  statements  of  the  majority  seemed  to  be  based,  was  notoriously 
and  transparently  partisan. 

This  sort  of  logic,  or  law,  when  indulged  in  by  a  committee  charged  with  the  del- 
icate and  important  duty  of  deciding  a  great  question  of  the  right  to  representation, 
can  not  be  fitly  characterized  without  appearing  to  violate  the  rules  of  juirliamentary 
courtesy.     In  our  judgment  it  deserves  to  be  signally  rebuked  by  the  House. 

The  minority  recommended  that  the  name  of  Mr.  Hunt  be  substituted 
for  that  of  Mr.  Sheldon  in  the  resolutions  recommended  by  the 
majority. 

The  recommendation  of  the  majority  was  agreed  to,  and  Mr.  Sheldon 
seated,  bv  a  vote  of  85  to  38. 

[2  Bart,  530-540.] 

(3)  HoGE  vs<,  Keed  {j)ri'^na  facie  case). 

Convicting  certificates  viHunL  Majority  repin*t  frr  contestant; 
nihumty  7'eport  a<ja i tist  ]>ri nta  facie  right  of  eittu-r party.  Contestant 
seated. 

Majority  rejjort  by  Mr.  Cessna;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Burr. 

The  canvassing  board  in  South  Carolina  consisted  of  four  of  the 
State  officers,  any  three  to  have  power  to  act.  Mr.  Reed  presented  a 
certificate  of  election  in  due  form,  dati^d  December  2,  1868,  certifying 
that  he  had  received  a  majority  of  the  votes  and  was  elected,  and  signed 
by  three  of  the  canvassing  board.  Mr.  Hoge  presented  a  certihcate 
of  election,  dated  the  same  day,  signed  by  all  four  members  of  the 
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eaiivasaing  board,  certifying  that  he  had  received  a  majority  of  the 
Uijal  votes,  and  was  elected.  He  also  presented  a  '^  statement  '  signed 
by  all  the  members  of  the  canvassing  board,  explaining  their  action, 
and  a  statement  from  one  of  the  members  of  the  board,  withdrawing 
his  signature  from  the  certificate  of  Mr.  Reed.  Under  a  former  reso- 
lution of  the  House  the  committee  had  already  reported  against  Mr. 
Reed's  right  to  be  sworn  in,  on  the  ground  of  disloyalty,  and  had  been 
sustained  by  the  House,  but  in  considering  the  claim  of  Mr.  Hoge  it 
was  necessary  to  inquire  whether  it  was  ne^tived  by  anything  that 
would  amount  to  a  better  title  in  Mr.  Reed  if  he  were  eligible.  The 
committee  found  that  either  certificate  standing  alone  would  be  suflS- 
cient  prima  facie  evidence  of  title,  but  the  withdrawal  of  one  of  the 
signatures  from  the  certificate  of  Mr.  Reed  left  it  without  the  requisite 
number  of  signatures.  The  right  to  withdraw  a  signature  was  plain, 
and  it  having  been  exercised,  the  certificate  of  Mr.  Reed  was  invali- 
dated, and  that  of  Mr.  Hoge  was  left.  This  entitled  \A\Xi  jprirrm  fa^ 
to  the  seat,  and  the  committee  recommended  that  he  be  sworn  in. 

The  minority  held  that  \ki^  prima  faci^  right  on  the  certificates  was 
with  Mr.  Reea,  but  as  he  had  admitted  his  ineligibility  under  the  four- 
teenth amendment,  his  claim  was  in  abe^^ance  unless  an  act  removing 
his  disabilities  should  be  passed.  But  the  title  that  he  would  have  had 
but  for  his  ineligibility  negatived  the  right  of  contestant.  Under  the 
law  the  canvassing  board  were  to  declare  the  result  from  the  state- 
ments sent  them  from  the  county  canvassing  boards,  and  give  the  cer- 
tificate of  election  to  the  candidate  shown  bv  them  to  have  received 
the  majority  of  the  votes.  Mr.  Reed's  certificate  showed  on  its  face 
that  he  had  received  a  majority  i)f  the  votes,  and  was  hence  in  accord- 
ance with  law.  Mr.  Hoge's  certificate  stated  that  he  had  received  a 
majority  of  the  legal  votes,  which  was  not  what  the  law  required  the 
canvassei*s  to  certify.  The  certificate  was  dated  December  2,  1868, 
but  it  was  evident  that  it  was  issued  much  later.  The  ''statement" 
of  the  canvassing  board  showed  that  at  the  time  it  was  written  the 
board  had  decided  that  Mr.  Reed  had  ih^  jrrima  faxiie  title,  and  it  only 
expressed  the  judgment  of  the  board  that  he  was  ineligible,  and  that 
in  consequence  Mr.  Hoge,  who  was  expressly  declared  to  have  received 
the  next  highest  number  of  votes,  ought  to  be  seo-ted  on  the  final  deter- 
mination of  the  case.  The  wording  of  this  statement  precluded  the 
idea  that  any  certificate  had  been  issued  to  Ho^e  when  it  was  written. 
The  statement  was,  curiously,  not  dated,  but  it  referred  to  a  certain 
afiSdavit  which  was  dated  December  8.  The  notice  of  contest  of  Mr. 
Hoge  was  served  January  2,  1869,  a  month  after  the  date  of  his  cer- 
tificate. He  would  never  have  assumed  the  attitude  of  contestant  if 
he  had  then  had  a  certificate  of  election.  Mr.  Hoge's  certificate  was 
therefore  not  valid.  That  of  Mr.  Reed  was  in  all  respects  valid,  unless 
the  right  to  withdraw  a  signature  was  conceded.  The  minority  held 
that  if  this  right  existed  at  all  there  must  be  some  limit  to  the  time 
within  which  it  could  be  exercised.  That  limit  was  either  the  last  of 
the  five  days  on  which  the  board  were  permitted  to  meet  or  it  was  the 
date  of  the  performance  of  the  next  official  act  based  on  the  former 
act.  It  was  evident  that  this  withdrawal  did  not  take  place  within 
either  of  these  limits.  The  minority  recommended  that  neither  claim- 
ant be  sworn  in. 

The  House  sustained  the  report. 

[2  Bart.,  540-551.] 
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(4)  Wallace  vs.  Simpson. 

Same  facts  as  preceding  case.  House  Kiistalned  vthufrity^  and  re^yrm- 
initted  the  casejor  investigation  on  the  merits. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Burdett;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Kandall. 

The  facts  in  thia  case  were  precisely  the  same  as  in  the  preceding 
case  of  Hoge  vs.  Reed.  The  majority  report  covered  the  same  ground 
as  in  that  case,  but  somewhat  more  in  detail;  the  minority  report  was 
abnost  word  for  word  the  same  as  in  the  previous  case.  In  the 
majority  report  in  this  case  the  statement  is  made  that  the  majority  of 
the  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  ineligibility  of  a  majority 
candidate  ought  to  involve  tne  election  of  the  candidate  receiving  the 
next  highest  number  of  votes,  but  on  this  question  they  yielded  to 
the  authority  of  the  precedents  of  former  Congresses. 

The  House,  by  a  vote  of  103  to  73,  adopted  the  resolutions  presented 
by  the  minority^  giving  the  seat  to  neither  claimant  on  his  prima 
facie  title,  and  then  by  a  unanimous  vote  reconmaitted  the  whole  case 
for  investigation  on  the  merits. 

[2  Bart.,  552-664.] 

» 

(5)  Myers  vs.  Moffett. 

Framed;  illegal  votes.  Majority  refxyrtfor  c(mteAtant;  7mnoTity  report 
f<fr  amti'stee.     Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Stevenson;  minorit}^  report  by  Mr.  Randall. 

Contestant  cnarged  the  casting  of  illegal  votes  for  contestee  sufficient 
in  number  to  overcome  the  returned  majority,  and  also  that  two  pre- 
cincts should  be  thrown  out  on  account  of  the  fraudulent  reception  by  the 
officers  of  election  of  large  numbers  of  unassesscd  (unregistered)  votes 
without  requiring  of  the  voters  the  proof  of  qualification  prescribed 
by  the  law.  Contestee  made  countercharges  of  illegal  votes,  and  asked 
that  one  precinct  be  thrown  out  because  of  the  violent  ejection  of  the 
election  officers  from  the  polling  place  and  the  resultant  failure  of 
manv  voters  to  vote.  The  committee  did  not  examine  the  evidence  in 
regard  to  individual  illegal  votes,  but  took  contestee's  own  statement, 
and  counting  against  him  the  votes  substantially  conceded  in  his  brief, 
and  counting  against  contestant  all  the  votes  claimed  by  contestee,  they 
found  even  tht^n  a  majority  for  contestant  without  the  rejection  of  any 
poll.  But  there  were  two  polls  which  ought  to  be  rejected.  At  both 
of  these  polls  a  very  large  number  of  votes  were  received  from  persons 
whose  names  were  not  on  the  assessment  lists,  without  requiring  of  them 
the  affidavits  and  vouchers  required  by  law  from  such  persons.  It  was 
made  the  duty  of  the  judges  of  election,  under  very  neavy  penalties, 
to  require  this  proof  in  all  cases  from  unassesscd  persons,  whether 
challenged  or  not,  and  the  fact  that  in  so  large  a  number  of  cases  this 
law  was  violated  by  the  judges  was  evidence  of  fraud  or  collusion. 
This  proof  of  fraud  was  strengthened  by  the  failure  of  contestee  to 
prove  that  any  of  these  persons  were  in  fact  residents,  and  also  in  one 
precinct  by  the  fact  that  the  same  election  officers,  at  another  election 
only  a  month  later,  had  been  guilty  of  most  flagrant  frauds  in  returning 
a  large  number  of  votes  never  cast  >)y  anyone.  There  was  no  evidence 
how  most  of  the  votes  cast  at  this  election  by  unregistered  pei^sons  were 
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ciist,  and  the  only  remedy  for  the  fraud  wjis  the  rejection  of  the  whole 

{)oll.  Rejecting  these  two  precincts,  the  majority  of  contestant  was 
argely  increased. 

There  was  no  sufficient  ground  for  rejecting  the  poll  attacked  by 
contestee.  While  there  were  some  disturbances,  it  was  in  evidence 
that  this  was  always  a  turbulent  poll,  and  this  election  was  quieter  than 
usual.  If  the  election  officer  who  was  ejected  by  the  police  was  the 
duly  appointed  judge,  it  would  be  fatal  to  the  election.  But  the  com- 
mittee found  that  under  the  law  he  was  not  the  judge  authorized  to  act 
at  this  poll,  and  that  the  law  had  been  read  to  him,  but  he  refused  to 
leave,  and  it  was  necessary  to  call  on  the  police  to  remove  him.  There 
may  have  been  some  partisans  of  contestee  who  did  not  vote  on  account 
of  this  occurrence,  but  they  were  perfectly  free  to  vote,  and  were 
encouraged  to  do  so  and  furnished  with  their  own  party  ticket  to  vote. 
Many  or  them  did  vote,  and  if  a  few  did  not,  their  voluntary  refusal 
waj4  evidently  in  the  hope  of  procuring  the  rejection  of  the  poll. 

Contestant  having  a  majoritv  in  any  way  of  looking  at  the  case,  the 
committee  recommended  that  ne  be  seated. 

The  minority  reported  for  contestee.  Rejecting  the  individual  illegal 
votes  so  far  as  substantially  agreed  on  by  the  parties,  and  also  cor- 
recting some  errors  in  casting  up  the  returns  which  the  majorit}^  had 
held  not  to  be  sufficiently  proved,  contestee  still  had  a  majority  of  the 
legal  votes.  There  was  no  proof  of  fraud  in  the  reception  of  unregis- 
tered votes,  and  the  fact  that  the  voters  were  not  challenged  indicated 
that  they  were  actual  residents,  though  not  assessed.  Where  there 
was  proof  for  whom  their  votes  were  cast  they  might  be  deducted,  but 
where  there  was  no  proof  they*were  as  likely  to  have  been  cast  for  one 
candidate  as  for  the  other,  and  contestee  ought  not  to  be  made  to  suflfer 
by  the  rejection  of  polls  where  he  received  large  majorities  and  where 
the  election  was  proved  by  the  testimony  of  the  election  officers  to 
have  been  perfectly  fair.  The  precinct  asked  to  be  rejected  by  con- 
testee ought  to  be  rejected.  The  polls  were  in  the  possession  of  a 
mob,  the  whole  election  was  marked  Ijy  rioting,  and  one  of  the  elec- 
tion officers  was  ejected  by  violence.  This  would  largely  increase  the 
majority  of  contestee,  and  the  minority  recommended  resolutions 
declaring  him  entitled  to  his  seat. 

A  large  part  of  both  reports  was  taken  up  with  discussions  of  cer- 
tain naturalization  proceedings  before  judges  of  the  supreme  court 
sitting  at  nv<i prlus^  but  as  no  rulings  were  made  affecting  the  result, 
and  no  legal  principles  announced,  the  arguments  need  not  be  outlined. 

The  resolutions  of  the  majority,  giving  the  seat  to  contestant,  were 
passed  bv  a  vote  of  113  to  38. 

[2  Bart.,  564-595.] 

(6)  Georgia  Cases. 

Seats  dmmed  in  Pioo  Congresses  hy  virtue  of  one  election.  Claimants 
not  admitted. 

Report  by  Mr.  Churchill. 

Umler  an  ordinance  of  the  constitutional  convention  an  election  for 
Representatives  in  Congress  was  held  in  Georgia,  l>eginning  April  20, 
1868.  Neither  the  ballots  voted  for  them  nor  the  certificates  of  elec- 
tion specified  ro  which  Congress  they  were  elected.  Congress  passed 
a  law  declaring  that  the  State  of  (Toorgia  should  be  entitled  to  repre- 
sentition  as  soon  as  certain  fundamental  conditions  were  complied  with. 
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These  conditions  were  complied  with  on  July  8,  1868,  and  soon  after- 
wards the  persons  elected  at  the  April  election  presented  their  creden- 
tials, and  were  admitted  to  seats  in  the  Fortieth  Congress.  At  the 
beginning  of  the  Forty-first  Congress  the  same  persons  presented 
themselves  with  new  certificates  of  election,  based  on  the  same  election 
of  April  20,  1868.  The  committee  held  that  the  oflice  of  Representa- 
tive m  the  Forty-first  Congress  was  entirely  distinct  from  that  of  Rep- 
resentative in  the  Fortieth  Congress,  and  ii  these  persons  were  elected 
to  the  latter  office  they  could  not,  under  the  same  election,  claim  the 
former.  By  accepting  seats  in  the  Fortieth  Congress  they  haa  estopped 
themselves  from  claiming  that  they  were  not  elected  to  it,  and  it  was 
clear  that  under  the  law  they  were  rightfully  elected  to  the  Fortieth 
Congress.  The  law  implied  that  Georgia  should  have  the  right  to 
immediate  representation,  and  as  at  the  time  that  law  became  effective 
the  Fortieth  Congress  was  in  session,  these  gentlemen  who  had  been 
elected  to  represent  the  State  when  it  should  become  entitled  to  repre- 
sentation properly  applied  for  and  were  properly  gi-anted  seats  in  that 
Congress.  Tne  committee  therefore  recommended  that  they  be  not 
admitted  to  the  Forty-first  Congress.  The  House  agreed  without 
division. 

[2  Bart.,  596-601.] 

(7)  CovoDE  vs,  Foster. 

Rlegal^  votes ;  fraud;  majority  report  for  conie^twnt;  vilnority  report 
f(yr  contestee.      Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Churchill;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Randall. 

On  ikM^pritna  facie  contest  previously  decided  by  the  House  neither 
party  haa  been  admitted,  and  the  case  had  been  recommitted  to  the 
committee  for  investigation  on  the  merits. 

On  the  face  of  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  41  votes. 
Adding  to  his  vote  certain  votes  illegally  rejected  by  the  election 
officers,  and  deducting  from  contestant  the  illegal  votes  proved  against 
him,  contestee  would  have  a  maiority  of  6i  votes.  To  overcome  this 
majority  contestant  claimed  tnat  two  whole  precincts  should  be 
excluded,  and  that  a  large  number  of  illegal  votes  should  be  deducted 
from  contestee. 

The  committee  excluded  the  votes  of  the  Dunbar  and  Youngstown 
precincts.  At  Dunbar  there  was  difficulty  in  finding  the  ballot  boxes, 
and  until  about  11  o'clock  the  ballots  were  deposited  in  the  hat  of  one 
of  the  inspectors.  The  election  officers  had  whisky  in  the  room,  and 
during  the  day  consumed  about  half  a  gallon.  The  one  who  received 
the  ballots  and  had  charge  of  the  hat  was  drunk  and  disorderly,  put- 
ting bis  head  out  of  the  window  and  cursing  and  shouting.  Several 
persons  not  officers  of  election  were  in  the  room  all  day,  some  of  them 
intoxicated.  During  the  time  that  the  ballots  were  deposited  in  a  hat 
these  persons  were  so  situated  that  they  could  easily  have  altered  the 
contents  of  the  hat.  No  attention  was  paid  to  challenges.  Persons  of 
foreign  birth,  claiming  to  be  naturalized,  were  allowed  to  vote  on 
showing  papers  of  any  sort  without  examination  of  the  papers.  A 
company  of  thirty  ^r  forty  persons  of  foreign  birth,  mostly  strangers, 
was  marched  up  in  military  order  to  the  polls  and  voted,  tne  company 
being  so  placed  that  it  was  difficult  for  others  to  approach  the  polls  and 
challenge  the  votes.     No  attention  was  paid  to  such  challenges  as  were 
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made.  At  the  close  of  the  polls  one  of  the  clerks  was  taken  sick,  and 
was  replaced  by  an  unsworn  outsider  during  the  count.  There  were 
6  more  ballots  than  names  on  the  poll  list.  From  all  these  circum- 
stances the  committee  concluded  that  the  return  of  this  precinct  was 
too  unreliable  to  be  received,  and  neither  party  having  maae  any  other 
proof  of  the  votes  the  whole  poll  was  rejected. 

The  Youngstown  district  was  also  rejected.  The  assessor  was  shown 
to  have  placed  the  names  of  a  number  of  persons  on  his  ''additional 
lists"  without  personal  application  as  required  by  law.  He  failed  to 
furnish  the  election  officers  with  a  certified  copy  of  the  list,  and  they 
used  the  list  which  had  been  posted  up  in  a  barroom  for  a  month. 
The  persons  who  were  registered  without  personal  application  voted, 
and. the  election  officers  refused  to  pay  any  attention  to  challenges  of 
these  or  other  votes.     The  assessment  list  used  by  the  officers  disap- 

t)eared  after  the  election  and  had  not  since  been  seen.  Persons  chal- 
enged  as  not  being  registered  were  allowed  to  vote  without  making 
the  proof  required  by  law.  The  board  were  all  Democrats,  and  no 
Democratic  vote  was  refused  b}'  them. 

Besides  these  two  precincts  the  committee  rejected  the  votes  of  a 
number  of  paupers  who  voted  for  contestee  in  the  poorhouse  precinct, 
though  they  had  been  sent  there  from  other  parts  of  the  county,  and 
of  a  number  of  nonresidents,  minors,  lunatics,  and  other  disqualified 
persons.  They  added  to  the  vote  of  contestant  a  number  of  votes 
offered  for  him  and  illegally  rejected,  including  one  vote  offered  by  a 
voter  who  was  deterred  from  voting  it  by  threats  of  violence  made  in 
the  presence  of  the  election  officers  and  not  objected  to  by  them. 
Whether  the  case  was  decided  on  these  illegal  votes  alone,  or  either  or 
both  the  polls  in  dispute  were  rejec^ted,  contestant  was  elected,  and 
the  committee  recommended  that  he  be  seated. 

The  minority  held  that  neither  of  these  precincts  should  be  rejected, 
and  also  differed  as  to  the  number  of  illegal  votes.  Each  of  the  objec- 
tions to  the  Dunbar  precinct — the  use  of  a  hat  for  a  ballot  box,  the 
intoxication  of  the  judges,  the  excess  of  votes,  the  substitution  of  an 
unsworn  outsider  to  aid  in  the  count,  the  presence  of  outsiders  in  the 
room,  etc. — wa«  separately  found  to  be  insufficient  to  vitiate  the  elec- 
tion and  combined  they  could  be  of  no  more  effect.  No  poll  ought  to 
be  rejected  unless  it  was  absolutely  impossible  to  ascertain  the  true 
result,  and  the  true  method  was  not  to  reject  the  return  and  leave 
each  party  to  prove  the  legal  votes,  but  to  require  each  party  to 
prove  the  illegal  votes  and  deduct  these.  The  vote  of  the  i  ounes- 
town  precinct  ought  not  to  be  rejected  because  of  the  failure  of  the 
assessor  to  perform  one  portion  of  his  duty.  He  had  performed  all 
of  it  except  the  furnishing  of  a  certified  copy  of  the  list  to  the  judges, 
and  they  nad  rendered  this  irregularity  immaterial  by  using  the  orig- 
inal copy  instead. 

The  niinorit}^  entered  into  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  individual  illegal 
votes,  and  found  a  larger  number  cast  for  contestimt  and  a  smaller 
number  for  contestee  than  were  found  by  the  majority.  The  pauper 
votes  the  minority  did  not  reject.  Making  the  deductions  and  addi- 
tions according  to  the  findings  of  the  minority  would  leave  contestee 
with  a  majority  of  54  votes,  and  they  recommended  that  he  be  seated. 

The  House  agreed  with  the  majority,  and  seated  the  contestant  by  a 
vote  of  125  to  45. 

[2  Bart,  600-631. J 
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(8,)  Van  Wyck  m.  Greene. 

Jpraudide?it  7iaturalizatum.  Majority  repwtfor  contestant;  minority 
report  for  contestee.     Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Butler;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Burr. 

Both  parties  in  this  case  charged  the  procurement  of  fraudulent 
natui-alization  papers,  and  contestee  charged  bribery.  The  committee 
found  that  a  few  irregularly  naturalized  persons  voted  for  contestant, 
but  that  nearly  all  the  fraudulent  naturalization  was  in  the  interest  of 
contestee.  In  the  county  of  Orange,  during  the  three  months  preced- 
ing the  election,  over  800  persons  were  naturalized.  The  average 
number  in  previous  years  was  about  50.  Naturalization  papers  were 
issued  here  and  elsewhere  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  witnout  any 
examination  of  the  applicant  before  the  court.  In  a  number  of  cases 
papers  were  issued  by  special  deputy  clerks,  and  in  at  least  one  case 
they  were  issued  in  a  room  removed  from  the  court  room.  The  officers 
conducting  this  natumlization  were  partisans  of  contestee  and  working 
in  bis  interest.  It  might  be  fair  to  mfer  that  all  these  naturalizations 
were  illegal,  and  that  all  the  persons  so  natumlized  voted  for  contestee. 
The  deduction  of  their  votes  on  this  basis  would  leave  a  majority  for 
contestant.  But  the  committee  preferred  to  deduct  only  those  shown 
to  have  voted  ille^lly  for  contestee.  Deductions  were  thus  made  in 
a  number  of  precmcts,  but  it  is  not  very  plain  from  the  report  upon 
what  evidence  the  fact  that  this  number  of  persons  voted  for  contestee 
is  established,  or  whether  there  was  any  proof  of  the  illegality  of  the 
naturalization  papers,  except  the  fact  that  they  were  issued  ^urin^  a 
certain  year.  Deducting  all  these  votes  from  contestee,  and  deductmg 
from  contestant  such  illegal  votes  as  were  proved  a^inst  him,  con- 
testant was  shown  to  have  a  majoritv  of  139  votes.  There  were  two 
precincts  where  the  irregularities  and  the  partisan  reception  of  known 
fraudulent  votes  were  of  such  a  character  as  to  justify  the  exclusion 
of  the  entire  polls.  This  would  largely  increase  contestant's  majority, 
but  as  it  was  not  asked  for  in  the  notice  of  contest  the  committee  did 
not  recommend  that  it  be  done. 

The  committee  recommended  resolutions  declaring  contestant 
elected. 

The  minority  did  not  agree  to  the  conclusions  of  the  committee,  and 
attacked  the  fairness  of  the  statements  of  fact  on  which  they  were 
based.  It  was  clearly  shown  that  persons  had  been  taken  to  New  York 
and  fraudulent  naturalization  papers  procured  for  them  in  the  inter- 
ests of  contestant,  and  that  many  fraudulent  votes  were  CAst  for  him. 
It  was  also  proved  that  bril)ery  was  indulged  in  to  a  large  extent  in 
his  behalf.  No  such  proof  was  made  against  contestee.  The  naturali- 
zation papers  objectea  to  were  all  issued  in  the  presence  of  the  court, 
and  nearly  all  the  persons  objected  to  as  voting  on  them  were  shown 
to  be  entitled  to  naturalization,  whether  these  papers  were  regular  or 
not.  The  large  number  of  naturalizations  was  accounted  for  by  the 
fact  that  this  was  the  first  Presidential  election  since  the  war,  and  that 
during  the  war  persons  entitled  to  naturalization  had  not  procured 
papers  for  fear  of  the  draft.  The  regularity  of  the  papers  signed  by 
deputy  clerks  did  not  need  to  be  passed  upon,  as  these  papers  were 
uniformly  rejected  by  the  election  officers  throughout  the  district. 
Persons  voting  on  the  other  recently  issued  naturalization  papers 
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which  were*  regular  in  form  were  challenged  and  required  to  make 
proof  of  their  right  to  vote.  The  testimony  on  which  the  majority 
sought  to  estimate  the  number  of  such  persons  voting  for  contestee 
was  mostly  vague  guesses  or  hearsay.  The  majority  evidently  had 
not  read  the  cross-examination  of  the  witnesses  cited  by  them.  There 
was  nothing  against  the  validity  of  any  of  the  papers  objected  to 
except  that  they  were  "issued  last  fall."  The  mmority  found  that 
the  title  of  contestee  had  been  in  no  way  overthrown  and  recom- 
mended that  he  retain  the  seat. 

The  House  agreed  with  the  majority,  and  gave  the  seat  to  contest- 
ant by  a  vote  of  118  to  61. 

[2  Bart.,  631-660.] 

(9)  Taylor  vs,  Reading. 

Mistdk^is;  irregular  It  tea;  illegal  votes.  Majority  report  for  contest- 
ant;  inimmiy  report  for  contestee.     Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Cessna;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Randall. 

The  detennination  of  this  case  depended  on  a  large  number  of 
questions  of  fact,  each  involving  very  few  votes.  Few  of  them 
involve  general  questions  of  importance.  On  the  face  of  the  returns 
contestee  had  a  majority  of  41  votes.  By  correcting  various  mis- 
takes, mostly  conceded  by  contestant,  and  allowing  certain  rejected 
votes,  this  majority  was  increased  to  144.  From  this  majority  it  was 
conceded  that  58  individual  illegal  votes  should  be  deducted,  and  the 
committee  deducted  51  more.  On  most  of  these  ille^l  votes  the  deci- 
sion of  the  committee  was  unanimous.  There  were  differences  in  regard 
to  certain  soldier  and  pauper  votes.  The  soldiers  had  been  for  years 
stjitioned  in  the  precinct;  some  of  them  had  resided  there  beforeenlisting, 
and  some  had  reenlisted  from  there,  though  their  former  enlistment 
was  from  other  places.  The  minority  allowed  all  these  votes,  the 
majority  deducted  those  of  a  few  of  the  soldiers  who  had  come  from 
other  places,  and  who  had  not  reenlisted.  The  pauper  votes  were  con- 
ceded bv  contestee  as  illegal  on  account  of  nonresidence,  and  were 
deducted  by  the  committee,  but  the  minority  held  that  an  official  opin- 
ion of  Attorney -General  Brewster,  given  since  the  date  of  contestee's 
concession,  and  sustaining  the  legality  of  such  votes,  authorized  the 
committee  to  count  them.  There  were  conflicts  between  the  returns 
and  the  tally  sheets  in  some  cases.  The  committee  examined  all  the 
circumstances,  and  where  mistake  in  the  returns  was  apparent  it  was 
corrected,  but  the  conflict  with  the  tally  sheet  alone  was  not  considered 
sufficient  to  show  mistake  in  the  returns.  The  minoritv  held  that  the 
tally  sheet  was  the  original  record  of  the  count,  and  should  prevail. 
There  were  some  precincts  in  which  contestant  proved  that  more  votes 
were  cast  for  him  than  were  returned  for  him.  There  were  indications 
of  fraud  in  these  cases  which  might  justify  throwing  out  the  whole 
vote,  but  the  committee  preferred  merely  to  correct  the  vote  by  adding 
to  contestant  and  deducting  from  contestee  the  votes  shown  to  have 
been  wrongfully  returned.  There  was  a  large  number  of  votes  cast 
for  contestee  in  one  ward  by  pereons  who  were  not  assessed  and  who 
did  not  make  at  the  polls  the  proof  recjuired  by  law.  All  these  were 
deducted  l)v  the  committee.  The  minoritv  held  as  to  some  of  them 
that  the  proof  that  they  were  not  iissesscd  under  similar  names,  or  that 
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they  voted  for  contestee,  was  insufficient.  The  points  of  difference 
between  the  majority  and  minority',  except  as  above  indicated,  were 
confined  to  questions  of  the  weight  of  evidence  in  regard  to  individual 
votes.  The  majority  found  that  contestant  had  a  majority  of  72  votes; 
the  minority  found  that  contestee  had  a  majority  of  28  votes.  The 
House  sustained  the  recommendation  of  the  majority,  and  seated  con- 
testant by  a  vote  of  114  to  45. 
[2  Bart.,  661-698.] 

(10)  Sypher  v8.  St.  Martin. 

Violence  and  irititaidation.     Report  far  contestanL     Seat  declared 
vacant. 

Report  by  Mr.  Stevenson. 

This  case  is  a  later  one  than  that  of  Hunt  ^'^<.  Sheldon,  and,  the  facts 
being  8u))stantially  the  same,  they  are  not  given  fully  in  the  report  in 
this  case.*  The  refusal  of  the  House  to  sustain  the  cx)mmittce  in  this 
case  was  in  part  a  reversal  of  the  decision  in  the  former  case. 

This  district  was  composed  in  part  of  ceilain  wards  of  the  city  of 
New  Orleans  and  neighboring  parishes  and  in  part  of  country  parishes. 
The  election  in  the  country  parishes  was  peaceable,  and  contestant 
received  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast  in  them.  At  former  elections 
the  Republican  candidates  had  received  a  majority  of  the  votes  in  the 
rest  of  the  district  also,  but  at  this  election,  owing  to  the  Kuklux 
outrages,  only  84  Republican  votes  were  cast  in  the  part  of  the  dis- 
trict covered  by  the  operations  of  this  or^nization.  Following  the 
precedent  of  Hunt  vs.  Sheldon,  the  committee  threw  out  the  violent 
parishes,  and  as  contestant  had  a  majority  in  the  peaceable  parishes, 
they  recommended  that  he  l>e  seatea.  The  claim  of  contestee  had 
already  been  disposed  of  by  a  former  report  of  the  committee  declar- 
ing him  disqualined  by  disloyalty. 

On  the  first  vote  the  House  sustained  the  report  by  a  vote  of  78  to 
73.     A  motion  to  reconsider  was  passed  b}'  a  vote  of  88  to  79,  and  then, 
bv  a  vote  of  1(K)  to  69,  the  seat  was  declared  vacant. 
^[2  Bart,  699-703.] 

(11)  Hunt  vh.  Siielix>n  {<umi  ofi  tiorltH), 

Violence  arid  hitunldathyn.  Ma jirrlty  report  fit  r  cffnte^teey  mimrrUy 
report  for  contestant.      Crmte^tee  retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Stevenson;   minority  report  by  Mr.  Kerr. 

As  this  was  the  first  of  the  Ix)uisiana  cases  reported,  the  report  of 
the  committee  contained  a  full  account  of  the  general  condition  of 
affairs  out  of  which  all  the  cases  grew.  The  main  allegation  in  all  the 
cases  was  that  in  certain  parishes,  constituting  a  large  part  of  the 
State,  the  election  was  void  by  reason  of  violence  and  intimidation. 
At  all  the  previous  elections  in  these  parishes  since  the  beginning  of 
the  reconstruction  period  the  Republican  candidates  had  received  a 
majority  of  the  whole  registered  vote,  but  at  this  election  the  Repub- 
lican vote  suddenly  fell  to  less  than  one-tenth  the  usual  vote,  and  all 

^  The  oa«?H  from  1  Bartlett  and  2  Bartlett  are  jrfven  here  in  the  onier  in  which  they 
are  found  \n  those  compilations,  iuHtead  of  in  chronoloj?ical  order 

H.  Doc.  510 16 


242  DIGEST   OF    CONTESTED   ELECTION   CASES. 

but  20  of  the  votes  that  were  cast  were  cast  in  eight  country  parishes. 
In  the  remaining  parishes  practical!}'  no  Republican  votes  were  cast, 
some  parishes  cAstmg  only  1  or  2  votes  and  others  none  at  all.     The 
cause  of  this  i*emarkable  result  was  found  in  the  events  which  shortly 
preceded  the  election.     A  secret  military  organization,  known  as  the 
"Knights  of  the  White  Camellia,"  was  formed,  which  embraced  pmc- 
tically  all  the  Demo(»i-atic  voters  in  the  State,  and  was  able,  in  the  city 
of  New  Orleans,  to  muster  a  force  of  over  15,000  armed  men,  all  sworn 
to  obey  the  commands  of  their  authorized  leaders.     Out  of  this  organi- 
zation grew  the  Kuklux  Klan  in  the  country  parishes  and  the  Innocents 
in  the  city — bands  of  men  operating  in  hideous  disguises  and  devoted 
to   the   grosser  sort  of  outrages.     At  first  violence  was  generally 
avoided,  and  a  system  of  social  and  business  ostracism  against  Repub- 
lican voters,  contrasted  with  treatment  of  the  opposite  sort  to  such  as 
would  join  Democratic  organizations,  was  relied  upon  to  break  the 
Republican  power.     These  methods  prov^ing  ineffective,  violence  and 
murder  w  ere  resorted  to,  and  for  some  time  the  city  of  New  Orleans 
and  neighboring  parishes  were  in  a  state  of  anarchy.     Not  less  than 
2,000  Republicans  w^ere   killed  or   injured. ,  There   being   no  State 
militia,  the  civil  authorities  were  entirely  without  means  of  suppress- 
ing the  disturbances,  and  the  military  force  stationed  at  New  Orleans 
was  so  small  that  the  general  in  command  declared  that  he  had  not 
enough  force  even  to  protect  United  States  property  if  it  should  be 
attacked  by  the  organization,  which  had  taken  practical  control  of  the 
city.     The  result  was  that  the  riots  and  outrages  continued  until  the 
civil  authority  was  substantially  surrendered  to  the  riotous  element 
by  the  appointment  of  a  leading  Democrat  as  chief  of  police.     This 
produced  a  sort  of  peace,  in  the  nature  of  a  truce,  and  a  comparatively 
peaceful  condition  was  maintained  up  to  and  including  the  day  of  elec- 
tion, but  only  upon  the  express  understanding  that  the  Republicans 
would  make  no  effort  to  poll  their  vote.     Very  many  witnesses  testified 
to  the  universal  belief  that  if  any  attempt  had  been  made  to  poll  the 
Republican  vote  the  scenes  of  violence  and  bloodshed  would  have  been 
instantly  renewed. 

Under  such  a  condition  of  affairs  the  committee  held  that  the  elec- 
tion was  vitiated  in  the  intimidated  parishes.  While  there  was  no 
actual  violence  at  the  polls,  the  majority  of  the  Republicans  refrained 
from  voting  under  an  actual  and  reasonable  fear  that  any  attempt  on 
their  part  to  vote  would  result  in  violence  similar  to  that  which  had 
already  taken  place.  The  committee  thought  the  only  safe  rule  to  be 
adopted  to  meet  and  correct  such  a  condition  of  affairs  was  to  throw 
out  the  vote  of  all  the  intimidated  parishes  and  declare  the  result  from 
the  vote  of  the  peaceable  parishe^s.  It  was  proposed  to  apply  this  rule 
to  all  the  Louisiana  cases.  Applying  this  rule  to  the  case  of  Hunt  vs. 
Sheldon,  it  appeared  that  the  district  in  question  was  composed  of  six 
whole  parishes  and  part  of  Orleans  Parisn.  All  the  parishes,  except 
Orleans  and  Jefferson,  were  peaceable,  and  cast  a  vote  of:  Hunt,  4,582; 
Sheldon,  7,928.  On  these  votes  Mr.  Sheldon  was  elecU^d.  He  had 
already  been  sworn  in  under  a  special  resolution,  and  the  committee 
recommended  that  he  retain  the  seat. 

The  minority  reported  in  favor  of  Mr.  Hunt.  On  the  face  of  all 
the  returns  he  had  received  a  majority  of  10,826  votes.  The  certifi- 
cate had  been  given  to  Mr.  Sheldon  by  the  action  of  the  canvassing 
board  in  throwing  out  several  parishes  on  technical  grounds  plainly 
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untenable.  It  was  now  proposed  to  throw  out  the  parishes  of  Orleans 
and  Jefferson,  where  more  than  half  the  votes  were  cast  and  where 
two-thirds  of  the  registered  voters  lived,  on  the  ground  of  violence  and 
intimidation.  But  it  was  conceded  that  the  election  was  in  all  respects 
quiet  and  peat^eable,  and  that  everyone  who  offered  to  vote  voted  as 
he  pleased  and  without  difficulty.  An  election  ought  not  to  be  held 
void  because  a  number  or  class  of  electors  pretended  that  they  were 
afraid  to  go  to  the  polls,  in  the  face  of  the  lac^t  that  those  who  (lid  go 
experienced  no  difficulty.     The  established  rule  in  such  cases  was — 

Tliat  to  invalidate  or  make  void  an  election  on  the  ground  of  riot  and  intimidation 
it  must  apjHjar  that  the  proceedings  at  the  election  were  interrupted  and  the  ascer- 
tainment of  the  result  prevented  thereby. 

All  the  previous  cases  in  Congress  involving  this  question  had  been 
based  on  allegations  of  violence  on  the  day  of  election  at  the  polls,  but 
the  election  had  never  been  held  invalid,  because  it  was  not  shown  that 
the  proceedings  were  interrupted  or  the  ascertainment  of  the  result 
prevented.  If,  however,  the  charges  of  intimidation  in  this  c^se  were 
sustained,  a  majority  in  the  district  could  not  be  shown  for  Mr.  Shel- 
don. If  it  were  assumed  that  all  the  registered  voters  who  did  not 
vote  in  the  parishes  of  Orleans  and  Jefferson  would  have  voted  for 
Mr.  Sheldon,  and  their  votes  were  so  counted,  they  would  still  lack  68 
votes  of  overcoming  the  returned  majority  of  contestant.  The  minor- 
ity therefore  recommended  that  the  seat  be  given  to  contestant.  Mr. 
Kerr,  who  made  the  minority  report,  was  '"'prevented  by  lack  of  time 
from  further  considering  in  tliis  report  the  general  condition  of  society 
in  the  district  during  the  canvass  that  preceded  the  election,"  but 
promised  to  do  so  when  the  case  was  debated  in  the  House. 

The  resolutions  reported  bv  the  majoritv  were  agreed  to  by  a  vote 
of  114  to  51. 

[2  Bart.,  708-718.] 

(12)  MouEY  /'.•<.  McCranik. 

Violence  (Uul  InthiddiitHm.      Whole  ele*'tlon  h^ld  vol(L 

lle])ort  by  Mr.  Stevenson. 

This  was  another  Louisiana  case  in  which  the  election  in  a  large  j)art 
of  the  district  was  void  for  violence  and  intimidation.  The  House  had 
in  the  previous  case  of  Hunt  r.v.  Sheldon  approved  the  rule — 

That  where  it  api^ears  that  certain  precincts  and  ))ari8heH  (or  counties)  of  a  district 
have  been  carrie<i  by  violence  or  intimidation,  the  returns  therefrom  shall  Ik^  rejected 
and  the  result  derived  from  the  returns  from  the  peaceable  preidncts  and  i>arishes  (or 
counties). 

But  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Sypher's  vs.  St.  Martin,  the  House 
liad  refused  to  sustain  a  decision  based  upon  this  rule.  The  committee 
preferred  not  to  take  this  action  as  a  reversal  of  the  I'ule,  but- 

accept  the  decie«ion  of  the  House  in  Sypher's  case,  not  as  a  reversal  hut  as  a  limita" 
tioii  of  the  rule  adopted  in  Sheldon's  case,  and  interpret  the  action  of  the  House  in 
Sypher's  case  to  mean  that  the  nile  should  not  be  so  far  extended  as  to  apply  to  such 
a  case  where  less  than  one-fourth  of  the  lep:al  electors  of  the  district  resided,  and  one- 
fifth  of  the  registered  vote  was  cast,  within  the  peaceable  parishes  and  precincts,  and 
ttie  claimant  ret^eived  hut  a  small  majority  of  that  vote. 

Applying  these  rules  to  this  case,  it  appeiired  that  the  peaceable 
parishes  contained  about  one-third  of  the  registered  vote.  In  these 
parishes  contestant  received  a  small  plurality  but  not  a  majority  of  the 
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votes.  If  certain  parishes  where  the  evidence  was  not  quite  so  con- 
clusive were  retained,  contestee  would  have  a  small  plurality.  In  either 
case  the  claims  were  negatived  by  the  precedent  of  Sypher's  case. 
Contestee  w^as  also  prevented  from  taking  the  seat  by  reason  of  having 
taken  part  in  the  rebellion.  The  committee  recommended  resolutions 
declaring  that  neither  claimant  was  entitled  to  the  seat.  The  House 
agreed  without  division. 
[2  Bart.,  719-723.] 

(13)  Newsiiam  vff,  Ryan. 

Vhli^we   and    IntitnidatUni.       Meport  far   contestant.       CorUestant 
seated. 

Report  by  Mr.  Burdctt. 

Contestant  alleged  that  the  election  in  five  out  of  the  ten  parishes  of 
the  district  was  void  for  intimidation,  and  also  that  contestee  was  ineli- 
gible under  the  fourteenth  amendment.  The  committee  found  that 
contestee  had,  as  a  member  of  the  State  legislature,  before  the  war, 
taken  the  oath  to  support  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  Dur- 
ing the  war  he  was  shown  to  have  made  a  speech  to  a  new  company  of 
rebel  soldiers,  urging  them  to  fight  bravely,  and  he  had  himself  been 
lieutenant  of  a  company  of  home  guards,  and  worn  the  recognized 
uniform  of  a  Confederate  officer.  lie  asserted  that  he  had  all  the  time 
privately  desired  the  success  of  the  Union,  but  these  acts  did  not  indi- 
cate it,  and  it  appeared  that  he  had  been  generally  recognized  as  an 
adherent  to  the  rebellion.  While  those  of  his  neighbors  who  were 
known  to  be  Union  sympathizers,  even  in  a  quiet  way,  were  grossly 
maltreated,  he  was  always  well  treated  by  the  rebel  authorities.  The 
committee  therefore  found  him  ineligible  under  the  fourteenth 
amendment. 

In  four  of  the  disputed  parishes  only  three  Republican  votes  were 
cast,  though  at  previous  elections  the  majority  of  the  voters  had  been 
Republicans.  This  result  was  brought  about  by  the  same  policy  of 
violence  and  intimidation  found  in  the  other  Louisiana  cases  (see  e.  g, , 
Hunt  rs,  Sheldon).  If  these  four  parishes  were  rejected,  contestant 
would  have  a  majority  of  (549  votes  in  the  remaining  six.  In  the  six 
retained  parishes  about  two-thirds  of  the  votes  of  the  district  were  cast. 
If  the  other  parish  objected  to,  in  which  only  43  Republican  votes 
were  cast,  was  rejected,  the  majority  of  contestant  would  be  1,308. 
There  was  much  intimidation  in  this  parish,  but  less  than  in  the  other 
four.  In  the  retained  parishes,  also,  there  was  a  condition  of  affairs 
whi(;h  probably  caused  a  larger  Democratic  and  smaller  Republican  vote 
than  would  otherwise  have  been  cast. 

The  committee  recommended  that  contestant  be  seated.  The  House 
passed  the  resolution  by  a  vote  of  79  to  71.  A  motion  to  reconsider 
was  laid  on  the  table  bv  a  vote  of  95  to  77. 

[2  Bart.,  724-731.] 

(14)  Wallace  v.^,  Simpson.     {Ca^e  (m  nuirlts). 

J)i<i!</thllify  of  amtestce.  Violence  and  intiinidiitioru  Report  for 
ctyn  testa  71 1,      Con  test  an  t  i<eated. 

Report  by  Mr.  Cessna. 

On  the  pruna  facie  ca^G  neither  party  had  l)een  sworn  in.  On  the 
case  on  the  merits  the  subcommittee  unanimously  reported  in  favor  of 
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contestant.  The  report  was  based  on  three  grounds:  (1)  That  the 
ineligibility  of  contestee  involved  the  election  of  contestant;  ("2)  that 
the  election  Wiis  void  in  six  of  the  nine  (*ounties,  and  contestant  had  a 
majority  in  the  other  counties;  and  (3)  that,  if  no  counties  were  rejected, 
enough  voters  were  prevented  from  voting  by  violence  and  intimida- 
tion to  have  given  the  majorit}'  in  the  district  to  contestant  if  they  had 
voted.  These  three  propositions  all  led  to  the  same  conclusion,  but 
the  first  proposition  was  agreed  to  only  by  Mr.  ("essna,  who  drew  the 
report.  Mr.  Hale  agreed  to  the  second  and  third,  Mr.  Kandall  prob- 
ably only  to  the  third. 

(i)  Mr.  Simpson,  the  contestee,  was  notoriously  ineligible,  under  the 
fourteenth  amendment.  He  had  been  a  member  of  the  legislature 
before  the  war  and  taken  the  oath  to  support  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  He  had  voted  for  the  ordinance  of  secession,  been  a 
colonel  in  the  Confederate  ami}',  and  a  member  of  the  Confederate 
congress.  All  these  were  facts  of  which  the  electors  were  bound  to 
take  notice,  and  it  abundantly  appeared  that  they  did  have  actual 
notice  of  them.  Under  these  circumstances  Mr.  Cessna  thought  that 
the  votes  cast  for  contestee  ought  to  be  considered  as  thrown  away. 
Such  was  the  English  rule.  There  was  no  American  precedent  to  the 
contrar}'.  In  the  only  previous  case  in  which  the  question  had  been 
raised  the  disqualification  was  not  notorious.  The  question  grew  out 
of  the  conditions  produced  by  the  rebellion,  and  if  there  were  no  pre- 
cedents it  was  l)ecause  the  ref>ellion  itself  was  without  precedent.  If 
a  majority  of  the  voters  of  a  district  voted  blank  ballots,  or  for  an 
imaginary  person,  their  votes  would  not  be  considered,  and  it  ought 
to  be  the  same  when  they  voted  for  a  person  notoriously  ineligible. 

(2)  In  six  of  the  nine  counties  of  the  district  the  freedom  of  trie  elec- 
tion was  destroyed  by  violence  and  Ku  Klux  outrages. 

The  wtiiie  syHteni  prevailed  in  each  one  of  these  nix  counties.  Clubs  were  formed; 
resolutions  i)aKHe<l;  lal>orers  discharged  for  voting  their  sentiments;  men  denounced; 
custom  taken  from  them;  their  projHjrty  burned;  houses  fired  into;  scmie  8tripi)ed 
and  flogged;  others  crippled,  scourged,  waylaid,  and  robbtnl;  pictures  of  Uni(m  men 
taken  and  sent  around  to  Democratic  roughs,  so  that  they  might  know  whom  to 
nuirder;  cannon  fired  all  of  the  night  l)efore  the  election,  so  as  to  frighten  the  negroes 
and  ke<*p  them  from  the  pjUs;  the  whole  district  filled  with  Winchester  rifles  (four- 
teen sh(K)ters) ;  many  Union  men,  lx)th  white  and  black,  hung  up  t^)  the  trec*s  and 
shot  down  in  the  wockIs  and  in  the  streets;  and  many  others  compelle<l  to  vote  the 
Democratic  ticket  against  their  will,  in  onler  to  save  their  lives. 

The  same  persons  who  committed  the  outmges  before  the  election 
were  at  the  polls  armed  and  making  threats.  Where  no  attempt  was 
made  by  Republicans  to  vote  the  election  was  comparatively  quiet,  but 
where  they  did  attempt  to  vote  there  w^a-s  violence  at  the  polls  in  exact 
proportion  to  their  persistence.  The  votes  of  all  these  counties  ought 
to  be  thrown  out,  and  the  election  adjudged  to  contestant  on  the  ba.sis 
of  his  majority  in  the  other  three  counties. 

(3)  If  the  vote  of  no  county  was  thrown  out,  contestee  had  on  the 
returns  a  majorit}'  of  4,21>1.  But  the  testimony'  showed  that  5,700  voters 
had  been  prevented  from  voting  by  violence  and  intimidation.  If  these 
votes  had  been  permitted  to  be  cast,  contestant  would  have  ))een  elected. 

The  committee  recommended  that  contestant  be  seated,  and  the  House 
agreed  /lem,  am. 
[2  Bart.,  731-746.] 
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(15)  Whittlesey  m.  McKenzie. 

Di'doyalty.     Report  for  contentee,      Oonfej<tt'*i  r*  tamed  tJu*  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Churchill. 

Contestant  claimed  that  contestee  was  ineligible  under  the  fourteenth 
amendment,  and  that  in  consequence  of  the  ineligibility  of  contestee, 
he  was  himself  elected.  The  alleged  acts  of  disloyalty  were  all  per- 
formed ])efore  the  passage  by  the  State  of  Virginia  of  the  ordinance 
of  secession .  After  tne  passage  of  that  ordinance  contestee  was  through- 
out the  war  an  undoubted  Union  man.  But  he  had  as  a  member  of  the 
legislature  of  Virginia  voted  for  the  resohition  dcH'laring  that  if  the 
differences  l)etween  the  States  could  not  })e  adjusted  ""every  considera- 
tion of  honor  and  interest  demand  that  Virginia  shall  unite  her  des- 
tiny with  the  slaveholding  States  of  the  South/'  He  had  also  voted 
for  the  act  authorizing  the  borrowing  of  money  and  issue  of  treasury 
notes  for  the  purpose  of  providing  for  the  defense  of  the  State.  As 
a  meml)er  of  the  common  council  of  the  city  of  Alexandria  he  had 
voted  for  an  appropriation  of  $200  to  arm  two  militia  companies,  both 
of  which  afterwards  went  into  the  Confederat<^  anny.  But  all  these 
acts  were  before  the  passage  of  the  ordinance  of  secession,  and  in  con- 
nection with  them  contestee  had  not  given  adherence  to  any  other 
power  than  the  United  States,  except  tlie  State  of  Virginia,  which  at 
that  time  was  not  hostile  to  the  United  Stativs.  The  two  resolutions  of 
the  legislature  were  voted  for  bv  the  Union  members,  and  did  not 
involve  disloyalty.  The  appropriation  to  the  militia  companies  was  a 
large  reduction  from  the  amount  proposed  by  the  rebel  sympathizers, 
and  was  considered  at  the  time  a  Union  act. 

The  committee  unanimously  recommended  a  resolution  retaining 
contestee  in  his  seat.     The  House  agreed  without  division. 

[2  Bart.,  746-754.] 

(IB)  Darrall  vh.  Bailey. 

]  ^'t  oh  nee  and  in  timidatlon .    Report  for  e<m  ttntan  t.     Cimteatan  t  seated. 

Report  by  Mr.  Stevenson. 

There  were  twelve  parishes  in  this  district.  The  election  wjis  not  con 
tested  in  seven  of  the  parishes,  (tasting  considerably  over  half  of  the  vote 
of  the  district.  In  tlie  other  live  parishes  contestant  claimed  that  the 
election  wa,s  void  for  violence  and  intimidation,  and  the  committee 
sustiiined  his  claim.  In  one  parish  there  was  a  two-days'  massjicre  by 
armed  bands  of  men,  and  over  200  negroes  were  killed.  After  that 
for  weeks  no  colored  man  dared  venture  out  without  a  })adg(»  of  pro- 
tection, issued  by  the  secret  order  which  hac'  conducted  the  rioting. 
In  three  neighboring  parishes  the  same  condition  of  riot  prevailed 
and  many  Republicans  w(»re  killed.  No  Republi(ran  votes  were  cast, 
though  the  majority  of  the  voUms  were  Repul)lican.  In  another  parish 
the  parish  judge  and  sheriff,  both  Republicans,  were  j»ssassinated,  and 
a  reign  of  terror  prevailed.  Only  a  f(»w  Republicans  voted,  and  these 
could  not  have  done  so  if  troops  had  not  come  into  the  parish  on  the 
night  before  the  election. 

Contestjint  had  a  majority  of  245  votes  in  the  peaceable  parishes, 
and  the  (»ommittee  recommended  that  he  be  seated.    The  House  agreed, 
bv  a  vote  of  07  to  ()4.     A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table 
bv  a  vote  of  IM)  to  77. 
*12  Bart,  754-750. J 
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(17)  Barnes  vm,  Adams. 

Trregylarities;  illegal  vote^;  molence  and  intiraicUttion.,  Report  for 
conte^tee,      Contestee  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  McCrary. 

Contestant  claimed  that  many  ex-rebel  soldiers  voted  for  contestee, 
and  that  their  votes  were  illegal:  that  some  of  the  officers  of  elecHon 
were  ineligible  on  account  of  disloyalty;  that  in  some  precincts  the 
officers  of  election  were  not  equally  divided  between  the  two  parties, 
as  required  by  law;  that  manj  illegal  votes  were  east;  and  that  at  some 
precincts  the  election  was  void  for  violence  or  fraud.  He  also  charged 
m  his  evidence  and  argument,  but  not  in  his  notice  of  contest,  that 
some  of  the  officers  of  election  were  not  sworn. 

The  committee  found  that  there  was  no  law  of  Kentucky,  or  of  the 
United  States,  depriving  persons  who  had  been  common  soldiers  in 
the  rebel  army  of  the  ri^ht  to  vote.  In  the  case  of  McKee  vs.  Young 
their  votes  had  been  rejected  on  the  ground  that  they  were  paroled 
prisoners  of  war,  but  at  the  time  of  this  election  the  war  had  been  over 
for  three  years,  and  t\iQ\v  statvs  v^  prisoners  had  certainly  ceased  to 
exist. 

Under  the  law  of  Kentucky  the  officers  of  election  were  required  to 
be  equally  divided  between  the  political  parties,  but  by  an  act-of  March 
15, 1802,  it  was  provided  that  those  who  had  engaged  in,  advised,  aided, 
or  adhered  to  the  rebellion  ''shall  not  be  deemed  one  of  the  political 
parties  in  this  Commonwealth  within  the  provisions  of  the  act."  Some 
of  the  election  officers  had  been  in  the  rebel  army,  or  adherents  to  the 
rebellion,  and  contestant  claimed  that  the  votes  of  precincts  where 
such  officere  presided  should  be  thrown  out.  But  the  committee  held 
that  the  act  was  directed  against  the  secession  party  in  existence  when 
the  act  was  passed  and  not  against  individuals.  After  that  party  had 
ceased  to  exist  the  persons  who  had  belonged  to  it  were  not  disqualified 
from  serving  as  representatives  of  one  of  the  recognized  political  par- 
ties; and  even  if  they  were  disqualified,  they  were  officers  de  facto ^ 
acting  under  color  of  authority,  and  in  the  absence  of  fi*aud  their  acts 
aflfecting  third  parties  were  valid. 

The  allegation  that  some  of  the  officers  of  election  were  not  sworn 
was  not  made  in  the  notice  of  contest,  and  this  ought  to  be  decisive  of 
the  question.     But  if  it  were  not,  there  is — 

a  principle  of  law  which  your  committee  believe  to  be  well  settled  by  judicial  deci- 
sions, and  most  salutary  in  its  operations,  which  is  conclusive  of  this  point,  as  well  as 
of  several  other  pointe  in  this  case.  It  is  this:  That  in  order  to  give  validity  to  the 
official  acts  of  an  officer  of  election  so  far  as  they  affect  third  parties  or  the  public, 
and  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  it  is  only  necessary  that  such  officer  shall  have  culor  of 
authority.  It  is  sufficient  if  he  l)e  an  officer  de  facto  and  not  a  mere  usurper.  This 
doctrine  has  been  rec*ogiiized  and  enforced  by  many  of  the  highest  court**  of  this 
country,  and  among  others  by  the  following: 

People  vs.  Cook,  New  York  (4  Selden,  67);  Taylor  ?.'^.  Taylor  </  ah 
(10  Mmnesota,  107);  Baird  vs.  Bank  of  Washington,  Pa.  (11  S.  &  R., 
414);  Pritchett  et  al,  vs.  The  People,  Illinois  (1  Gilm.,  529);  The 
People  vs.  Ammons(5  Gilm.,  107);  ot.  Louis  County  Court  vs.  Sparks 
(10  Mo.,  121);  Whipley  vs.  McKune  (10  Cal.,  352);  The  People  .m 
Cook,  New  York  (14  Barbour,  259);  Greenleaf  vtt.  Low  (4  Denio, 
168);  Weeks  vs.  Ellis  (2  Barbour,  324);  Keyser  vs.  McKisson  (2  Ruwls, 
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139);  McGregor  vs,  Baleh  (14  Vermont,  428).     Quotations  from  and 
comments  on  each  of  these  cases  are  given. 

After  a  careful  examination  of  the  authorities  the  committee  \b  satisfied  that  no 
principle  of  law  is  better  settled  by  judicial  decisions,  and  that  no  authority  can  be 
found  emanating  from  a  respectable  court  in  conflict  with  those  cite<i.  Tne  cases 
w^hich  have  been  decided  by  this  House  are  not  so  harmonious  or  so  free  from  diflS- 
culty.    These  will  now  be  referred  to  briefly. 

The  case  of  Jackson  rs,  Wayne  (CI.  and  H.,  47):  In  this  case  it  was  held  that  where 
the  law  required  three  magistrates  to  preside  at  an  election,  a  return  by  three  persons, 
two  of  whom  were  not  magistrates,  was  defective.  An  examination  of  the  whole 
case,  however,  shows  that  fraud  was  charged  and  proven,  and  the  case  is  therefore 
not  authority  for  the  doctrine  that  a  fair  election  at  which  the  people  have  expressed 
their  voice  fully  and  freely  should  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  that  one  or  more  of  the 
officers  were  such  de  facto  only  and  not  dejure. 

McFarland  vs.  Culpepper  (CI.  and  H.,  221) :  In  this  case  it  seems  to  have  been  held, 
without  much  consideration  or  discussion,  that  a  failure  on  the  part  of  election  officers 
to  take  the  required  oath  vitiates  the  election..  It  is  not  quite  clear  that  the  case  was 
one  in  which  there  was  no  fraud.  Much  of  the  evident^  was  ruled  out  because  not 
properly  taken,  and  finally  the  seat  which  was  contested  was  declared  vacant. 

Eiaston  iw.  Scott  (CI.  and  H.,  272) :  In  this  case  the  failure  of  some  of  the  election 
officers  to  be  sworn  is  one  of  the  many  objections  urged  against  the  validity  of  the 
election.  Upon  the  whole  ciise  the  seat  was  declared  vacant.  This  case,  however, 
was  not  decided  upon  the  sole  ground  that  the  officers  were  not  sworn.  There  were 
other  objections,  and  among  them  that  the  election  was  held  viva  voce  when  the  law 
required  that  it  be  by  ballot,  and  that  there  was  fraudulent  voting  and  fraudulent 
rejection  of  legal  votes. 

Draper  vs,  Johnston  (CI.  and  H.,  702):  In  this  case  the  vote  of  a  precinct  presided 
over  by  officers  not  sworn  waa  thrown  out.  The  point  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
discussed  or  the  soundness  of  the  law  laid  down  to  have  been  questioned. 

Howard  ra.  Cooper  (1  Bart.,  275) :  This  case  was  decided  upon  various  grounds. 
There  were  illegal  votes  and  frauds  alleged  and  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  com- 
mittee. Among  other  things  it  was  shown  that  at  one  precinct  there  were  but  two 
inspectors,  whereas  the  law  retjuired  three.  This  was  held  to  vitiate  the  vote  of  the 
precinct  where  such  officers  presided.  At  this  same  precinct,  however,  the  com- 
mittee found  that  illegal  votes  were  cast. 

In  the  case  of  Delano  rs.  Morgan  (Fortieth  Congress*)  the  vote  of  one  township 
was  thrown  out,  upon  the  ground  tnat  one  of  the  three  judges  of  election  was  a 
deserter  from  the  Union  Army,  and,  therefore,  not  capable  of  taking  or  holding  the 
office.  In  the  discussion  of  that  case  the  chairman  of  the  committee  (Mr.  Dawes,  of 
Massachusetts)  put  the  decision  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  an  express  statute 
declaring  that  a  person  guilty  of  desertion  should  **  he  incapable  said  forever  disqualified 
to  hold  any  office  under  the  Government."  He  insisted  that  such  a  person  could  not 
be  an  officer  even  de  facto.     (  Vide  Congressional  (ilobe,  vol.  67,  p.  26808.) 

It  is  worthy  of  remark  that  while  some  of  the  decisions  of  this  House  seem  in  con- 
flict with  the  doctrine  of  this  report,  that  doctrine  itself  has  never  l)een  directly 
questioned.  It  may  have  been  ignored,  but  no  report  can  be  found  in  which  it  has 
been  denied  in  express  terms  or  even  seriously  doubted.  On  the  contrary,  wher- 
ever this  principle  is  referred  to  at  all  in  any  of  the  reports  in  cases  decided  by  this 
House  it  hafi  been  approved. 

There  are  a  number  of  decisions  of  this  House  quite  in  harmony  with  the  law  as 
it  is  laid  down  by  the  courts,  as  shown  by  the  judicial  decisions  hereinbefore  quoted. 
We  notice  the  following: 

Milliken  vs.  Fuller  (1  Bart.,  176):  In  this  case  the  election  at  a  certain  precinct 
was  held  by  officers  who  were  not  chosen  according:  to  law,  having  l)een  elected  in 
April,  when  by  law  they  should  have  been  elected  in  March.  The  report  of  the 
committee,  which  was  unanimous  and  which  was  adopted  by  the  House,  contains 
this  language: 

"The  committee  is  unanimously  of  the  opinion  that  the  persons  officiating  were 
officers  de  facto,  acting  in  good  faith,  and  as  no  fraud  is  alleged  the  votes  from  the 
district  were  rightfully  counted  for  the  sitting  member." 

In  Clark  vs.  Hall  (1  Bart.,  215)  the  report  of  the  committee  has  this  language: 

**  Your  committee  would  not  reject  for  mere  informality  a  county  abstract  which 
truly  presents  the  aggregates  of  the  votes  actually  cast  in  the  precincts." 


i*j 
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In  the  case  of  Flanders  and  Hahn  (1  Bart.,  443)  the  committee  used  this  language: 

"The  princmal  and  only  aim  of  the  law  is  to  secure  fair  elections,  and  the  non- 
observance  of  directory  provisions  cian  not  annul  an  election  carried  on  with  all  the 
essentials  of  an  election,  and  with  perfect  fairness." 

And,  finally,  in  the  case  of  Blair  vs.  Barrett  (1  Bart.,  313),  after  a  careful  review 
of  the  whole  subject,  the  committee,  through  its  chairman,  Mr.  Dawes,  of  Massachu- 
setts, states  the  law  precisely  in  accordance  with  the  views  now  taken  by  your  com- 
mittee.    We  extract  as  follows: 

"Had  it  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  election  had  l)een  fairly  cx>nducted  at 
these  precincts,  and  there  were  no  traces  of  fraud,  no  taint  of  the  ballot  box,  the 
committee  would  not  have  been  willing  to  have  recommende<l  a  rejection  of  these 
polls.  The  honest  electors  should  notl>e  disfranchised  and  their  voice  stifled  from  a 
mere  omission  of  the  oflScers  of  election  to  take  the  oath  of  office." 

The  question,  therefore,  regarde<l  in  the  lijjht  of  precedent  or  authority  alone, 
would  stand  al)out  as  followfe:  The  judicial  decisions  are  all  to  the  effect  that  theac^ts 
of  officers  (f^/oc/o,  so  far  as  they  aifect  third  parties  or  the  public  in  the  absence 
of  fraud,  are  as  valid  as  those  of  an  officer  dejure.  The  decisions  of  this  House  are 
to  some  extent  conflicting;  the  ]:)oint  has  seldom  l)een  presented  upon  its  own  merits, 
separated  from  questions  of  f rau<l ;  and  in  the  few  cases  where  this  seems  to  have 
been  the  case  the  rulings  are  not  harmonious.  In  one  of  the  most  recent  and  important 
cases  (Blair  rs.  Barrett),  in  which  there  was  an  exceedingly  able  report,  thecloctiine 
of  the  courts,  as  above  stated,  is  recognized  and  indorsed.  The  question  is,  there- 
fore, a  settleil  question  in  the  courts  of  the  country,  and  is,  so  far  as  this  House  is 
concerned,  to  say  the  least,  an  open  one. 

Your  committee  feels  constraine<i  to  adhere  to  the  law  as  it  exists  and  is  adminis- 
tered in  all  the  courts  of  the  country,  not  only  because  of  the  very  great  authority  by 
which  it  is  supported,  but  for  the  further  reason,  as  stated  in  the  outset,  that  we 
believe  the  rule  to  be  most  wise  and  salutary.  The  officers  of  election  are  chosen  of 
necessity  from  among  all  classes  of  the  people;  they  are  numbered  in  every  State 
by  thousands;  they  are  often  men  unaccustome<l  to  the  formalities  of  legal  proceed- 
ings. Omissions  and  mistakes  in  the  discharge  of  their  ministerial  duties  are  almost 
inevitable.  If  this  House  shall  establish  the  doctrine  that  an  election  is  void  because 
an  officer  thereof  is  not  in  all  respects  duly  qualified,  or  because  the  same  is  not  con- 
ducted strictly  according  to  law,  notwithstanding  that  it  may  have  been  a  fair  and 
free  election,  the  result  will  he  very  many  contests,  and,  what  is  more,  injustice 
will  be  done  in  many  cases.  It  will  enable  those  who  are  so  disposed  to  seize  upon 
mere  technicality  in  order  to  defeat  the  will  of  the  majority. 

As  this  is  the  leading  case  on  this  question,  and  as  the  rule  here  laid 
down  has  since  been  generally  followed,  it  has  seemed  proper  to  quote 
this  part  of  the  report  in  full. 

The  only  other  issues  in  the  ease  were  the  allegations  of  fi*aud  or 
violence  at  certain  precincts  and  of  illegal  voting. 

At  one  of  the  precincts  there  had  been  rioting  and  Ku  Klux  out- 
rages before  the  election  and  threatening  notices  had  been  posted  up, 
but  on  the  day  of  election  a  truce  was  declared,  and  while  both  parties 
went  to  the  polls  armed  there  was  no  violence  at  the  polls  and  the 
full  vote  of  both  parties  was  cast.  The  committee  did  not  reject  this 
poll.  Other  precincts  were  attacked  chiefly  on  the  ground  of  the 
reception  of  a  large  number  of  illegal  votes,  but  as  these  votes  could 

? generally  be  purged,  and  as  it  would  have  been  possible  in  all  ca-ses 
the  election  being  viva  voce)  for  the  contestjint  to  have  made  specific 
proof  what  votes  were  illegally  cast  for  contt\stee,  the  committee  did 
not  reject  any  of  these  precincts.  The  poll  books  of  live  precincts 
were  not  certified  b}'^  any  officer  of  election,  and  they  were  rejected. 
After  all  these  corrections  were  made,  the  deduction  of  individual 
illegal  votes  according  to  the  construction  of  the  evidence  most  favor- 
able to  contestant  would  still  leave  contestee  a  majority.  The  com- 
mittee therefore  reported  resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 
The  resolutions  were  adopted  without  division. 
[2  Bart,  760-772.] 
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by  showing  such  disqualification  in  each  individual  case  bv  the  voter's  own  oath,  or 
other  adequate  proof,  and  then  showing  for  whom  he  votetl,  so  that  the  House  could 
make  the  proper  deductions  in  deciding  this  case.  This  the  sitting  member  has  not 
attempted  to  do,  and  failing  this,  has  not  a  right  to  ask  the  House  to  reject  their 
votes  upon  secondary  and  fiir  less  satisfactory  proof.  » 

The  committee  therefore  held  that  the  vote  of  Monroe  County  should 
be  counted. 

The  votes  of  some  precincts  where  fraud  was  apparent  were  rejected. 
In  each  ease  it  appeared  that  more  votes  were  returned  as  being  ciist 
than  were  found  on  the  list  of  qualified  voters.  The  custodians  of  the 
ballot  boxes  had  refused  to  allow  them  to  be  opened,  and  it  was  hence 
impossible  to  pur^e  the  returns  by  ascertaining  what  votes  were  east 
by  legal  voters.  There  was  no  alternative  but  to  reject  the  returns. 
One  or  two  precincts  which  had  been  rejected  b}'  the  county  courts  for 
technical  reasons  were  counted  by  the  committee.  On  the  whole  case, 
if  the  vote  of  Monroe  County  was  not  rejected  contestant  had  a 
majorit}'  of  559  votes,  and  the  committee  recommended  that  he  be 
seated. . 

The  minority  (Mr.  Cessna)  agreed  in  regard  to  the  rejection  of  the 
precincts  rejected  for  fraud,  and  rejected  one  or  two  in  regard  to  which 
the  majority  found  the  evidence  insufficient,  and  also  held  that  the  vote 
of  Monroe  County  should  be  rejected,  which  would  elect  contestee  by 
a  majority  of  911.  The  legislature  of  the  State  of  Missouri  had 
already  held  that  there  was  no  valid  election  in  Monroe  Countv.  It 
was  clear  to  the  minority  that  the  registration  in  this  county  was  car- 
ried on  in  reckless  violation  of  the  law,  as  the  result  of  a  corrupt  con- 
spiracy entered  into  by  the  superintendent  of  registnition  for  a 
consideration.  The  circumstances  of  the  appointment  of  the  members 
of  the  board  who  finally  acted  showed  conqlusiveW  that  two  of  them 
were  selected  for  the  express  purpose  of  acting  in  harmony  with  the 
third,  who  was  opposed  to  a  strict  enforcement  of  the  law.  The  board 
had  power  to  summon  witnesses  before  it,  but  it  summoned  none,  and 
the  condition  of  affairs  was  such  that  it  was  unsafe  for  anyone  to 
appear  as  a  voluntary  witness.  The  number  of  voters  registered  by 
this  board  was  four  times  greater  than  the  number  registered  two 
years  before,  though  there  was  every  reason  for  believmg  that  the 
former  registration  was  a  full  one,  and  there  had  been  no  material 
increase  in  the  population  of  the  county.  It  was  a  historical  fact  that 
the  vast  majority  of  the  people  of  this  county  were  disloyal  during  the 
war,  and  that  it  furnished  some  twelve  hundred  soldiers  to  the  rebel 
army.  Witnes.ses  who  had  examined  the  registry  lists  under  which 
this  election  was  held  testified  that  they  found  the  names  of  very  many 
persons  who  had  borne  arms  in  the  rebellion,  but  refused  to  give  their 
names  on  the  ground  that  it  would  not  be  safe.  There  was  certainly 
as  strong  ground  for  the  rejection  of  this  county  as  there  was  for  the 
rejection  of  Calloway  County  in  a  case  from  the  same  district  in  the 
preceding  Congress  (Switzler  m.  Anderson),  with  the  addition  of 
the  very  important  fact  that  in  this  case  the  fraud  was  shown  to  be 
the  result  or  a  corrupt  conspiracy.  The  minority  recommended  that 
the  vote  of  this  county  be  rejected,  and  that  contestee  retain  his  seat. 

The  House  adopted  the  resolution  recommended  by  the  minmnty^ 
retaining  contestee  in  his  seat,  by  a  vote  of  108  to  55. 

[2  Bart.,  777-810.] 
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(20)  Segar. 

Chth/i  f(yr  addltioiial  represervtatkm ,  Majority  report  adverse; 
wimyrity  report  favor ahle  to  cLaAmant.     Claimant  iwt  aaniitted. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Paine;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Stevenson. 

Under  the  apportionment  act  of  1850  Virginia  was  entitled  to  eleven 
Representatives.  When  the  State  of  West  Virginia  was  admitted,  it 
was  with  three  Representatives,  leaving,  if  the  original  number  was  to 
be  preserved,  eight  for  Virginia.  The  constitutional  convention  called 
under  the  reconstruction  laws  passed  an  ordinance  providing  for  the 
election  of  eight  Representatives  from  eight  specified  districts,  and  a 
ninth  Representative  from  the  State  at  large.  Mr.  Segar  was  elected 
from  the  State  at  large.  The  committee  reported  against  his  right  to 
a  seat.  The  ordinance  under  which  he  had  been  elected  was  new  leg- 
islation; it  had  never  been  submitted  to  the  people  or  to  Congress  for 
ratification,  and  the  State  had  no  right  to  fix  the  number  of  its  Repre- 
sentatives. All  the  other  reconstnicted  States  had  been  admitted  with 
the  same  number  of  Representatives  they  were  entitled  to  under  the 
old  apportionment,  and  there  was  no  reason  why  Virginia  should  be 
an  exception.  By  the  enfranchisement  of  the  former  slaves  Virginia 
now  had  a  representative  population  large  enough  to  entitle  her  to  an 
additional  Rejpresentative,  but  all  the  other  Southern  States  were  in 
the  same  condition,  and  a  number  of  Western  States  had  received  large 
additions  to  their  population  by  immigration.  If  they  must  wait  for 
the  apportionment  under  the  census  of  1870  there  was  no  reason  why 
Virgmia  should  not  also  wait. 

A  minority  of  the  committee  reported  in  favor  of  the  claimant. 
There  had  never  been  any  law  depriving  Virginia  of  her  full  eleven 
Representatives,  and  it  would  be  unsafe  to  infer  such  a  law  from  the 
fact  that  West  Virginia  had  been  admitted  with  three  Representatives. 
The  whole  reconstruction  proceedings  of  Virginia  had  been  approved 
by  Congress,  thus  ratifying  the  provision  providing  for  the  election 
of  a  ninth  Representative  at  large.  The  State  had  a  representative 
population  more  than  large  enough  to  entitle  it  to  nine  representa- 
tives, and  law  and  equity  both  called  for  the  admission  of  claimant. 

The  House  adopted  the  resolutions  presented  by  the  majority, 
refusing  to  admit  claimant,  without  division. 

[2  Bart,  810-822.] 

(21)  Reid  yw.  Julian. 

Frav/l;  irrecpdaritie^.  Majority  report  for  amtestee;  itiinority  report 
for  contestant.      Contestec  retmned  tht  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Cessna;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Randall. 

If  all  the  precinct  returns  had  been  counted,  the  contestant  would 
have  a  majority  on  the  face  of  the  returns,  but  the  county  canvassers 
of  WaA'ne  County  counted  the  north  poll  and  refused  to  count  the 
south  poll  of  Wayne  Township.  This  gave  contestee  the  majority. 
If  both  polls  should  be  counted  or  both  rejected,  contestant  would  have 
the  majority.  The  question  of  counting  or  rejecting  these  polls  was 
the  main  issue  in  the  case.  A  few  charges  of  mistakes  and  irregulari- 
ties were  made  in  regard  to  other  polls,  and  the  majority  and  minority 
differed  somewhat  in  regard  to  them,  but  they  did  not  control  the 
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case.  These  two  precincts  of  Wayne  Township  had  been  separated 
for  the  first  time  at  this  election.  Only  one  registry  had  been  made 
for  the  whole  township,  and  duplicate  copies  of  it  were  used  at  the  two 
polls.  The  oflScers  officiating  at  both  polls  were  residents  of  the  north- 
ern precinct.  The  committee  examined  the  q^uestion,  both  from  the 
point  of  view  of  purging  the  poll,  and  of  rejecting  the  returns  and 
counting  only  votes  proved  aliunde.  From  the  first  standpoint,  it  was 
evident  that  the  returns  were  incorrect  and  at  least  required  purging. 
Contestee  was  returned  as  receiving  only  475  votes,  and  he  called  508 
witnesses  who  swore  clearly  that  they  were  qualified  voters  and  voted 
for  him.  The  votes  of  43  others  were  satisiactorily  proved  by  their 
own  testimony  or  that  of  persons  who  gave  them  tickets  and  saw  them 
vote  them.     The  evidence  of  the  voters  themselves  was  ''as  full,  com- 

{Jete,  and  reliable  as  it  is  possible  for  human  testimony  to  be  given, 
t  would  be  received  in  any  court  of  justice  in  the  countr}^  and  held 
sufficient  to  establish  anv  fact  in  a  civil,  or  even  criminal  case."  But 
the  contestee  insisted,  and  the  conmiittee  sustained  him,  that  the  whole 
return  should  be  rejected,  and  only  votes  proved  aliunde  counted.  It 
was  well  settled  that  a  whole  poll  should  be  rejected  either  for  (1)  want 
of  authority  in  the  election  board,  (2)  fraud  in  conducting  the  election, 
or  (3)  such  irregularities  or  misconduct  as  render  the  result  uncertain. 
This  poll  should  be  rejected  on  the  first  and  third  grounds,  and  if  fraud 
also  was  not  proved  against  the  election  officers,  it  was  proved  that 
they  gave  abundant  opportunity  to  others  to  commit  it.  rJ^o  injustice 
could  be  done  to  either  party  or  to  any  legal  voter  by  throwing  out  a 
fraudulent  poll.  Both  parties  could  make  proof  of  the  legal  votes 
cast  for  them;  and  if  contestant  had  not  done  so  in  this  case  it  was  evi- 
dent that  it  was  because  to  have  done  so  would  only  have  confirmed 
the  proof  of  fraud. 

Aside  from  the  testimony  of  the  voters  showing  a  result  different 
from  the  returns,  there  were  many  fetal  irregularities.  There  was  no 
lawful  registration  of.  voters.  Only  one  of  the  registering  officers  was 
a  resident  of  the  south  precinct,  while  a  majority  were  residents  of  the 
north  precinct.  The  registry  was  therefore  legal  as  to  the  north  and 
illegal  as  to  the  south  precinct.  Some  voters  from  the  north  precinct 
voted  in  the  south  precinct,  and  the  rulings  of  the  election  officers  were 
such  that  an}'  might  have  done  so.  The  genenil  character  and  sympa- 
thies of  the  voters  in  the  two  precincts  were  similar,  and  yet  in  the 
southern  ward  contestee  ran  proportionally  much  further  behind  his 
ticket  than  in  the  northern  wara.  The  board  adjourned  for  supper 
before  the  completion  of  the  count;  outsiders  were  allowed  in  the  room; 
the  ballot  box  was  left  unguarded  during  the  adjournment;  the  inspect- 
ors were  chosen  by  the  crowd  instead  of  by  the  judges,  and  the  ballots 
were  carried  outside  the  precinct  to  be  counted — all  in  violation  of  law. 
Under  the  law  the  election  officers  were  required  to  be  residents  of  the 
election  district,  but  in  this  case  the  inspector  and  both  judges  resided 
outside  of  the  district.  Thev  could  not  be  officers  defacto^  for  a  per- 
son could  not  be  an  officer  ae  facto  who  did  not  possess  the  qualifica- 
tions requisite  for  officers  de  jure. 

If  no  poll  was  rejected,  but  certain  corrections  required  by  the  evi- 
dence were  made,  and  the  votes  proved  for  contestee  in  the  south  poll 
of  Wayne  Township  in  excess  of  the  return  were  added  to  his  vote  and 
deducted  from  that  of  contestant,  contestee  would  have  a  majority  of 
64  votes.     If  this  poll  were  rejected,  and  the  votes  proved  aliunde 
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counted,  contesteo  would  have  a  majority  of  605i  votes.  The  commit- 
tee recommended  that  he  retain  his  seat. 

The  minority  (Mr.  Randall)  dissented.  If  any  reasons  could  be  given 
for  the  rejection  of  the  south  poll,  they  were  equally  valid  against  the 
north  poll,  and  whether  both  were  rejected  or  both  counted  the  result 
would  be  the  same.  The  registry  in  both  polls  wjis  equally  irregular. 
The  officers  officiating  at  the  south  poll  were  at  least  officers  chfacto^ 
whose  acts  were  valid  in  the  absence  of  fraud.  The  result  of  the  elec- 
tion for  governor  was  announced  at  the  south  poll  before  the  com- 
Sletion  of  the  whole  count,  but  the  law  prohibiting  this  was  merely 
irector}^,  and,  at  any  rate,  this  could  not  vitiate  any  votes  except  those 
for  governor.  In  the  north  ward  the  vote  was  similarly  announced  on 
both  governor  and  Congressman,  so  that  contestee  had  nothing  to  gain 
on  this  point.  In  both  wards  the  election  was  held  at  engine  houses, 
and  in  the  evening,  for  convenience,  the  counting  was  done  in  other 
places,  where  fire  and  li^ht^;  could  be  had.  Both  boards  adiourned  for 
supper,  but  the  board  m  the  south  ward  carefully  locked  the  ballot 
box  and  the  room  where  it  was  left,  while  the  otfier  l)oard  left  both 
unlocked.  These  irregularities  were  not  sufficient  to  reject  either 
ward,  and  certainl}'  they  gave  no  excuse  for  singling  out  the  south 
ward  for  rejection. 

The  evidence  was  entirelv  insufficient  to  show  fraud.  The  testimony 
of  the  officei*8  of  election  sliowed  that  no  fraud  was  committed  or  per- 
mitted. A  recount  of  the  ballots  made  at  the  instance  of  contestant 
did  not  differ  materially  from  the  original  count.  The  presumption 
of  the  correctness  of  the  returns  could  onl}^  be  overthrown  by  the  best 
evidence,  which  was  the  ballots  themselves,  and  not  oral  testimony. 
But  if  the  testimony  of  the  voters  was  received,  there  were  only  496 
who  testified  clearly  that  they  voted  for  contestee.  The  excess  could 
be  added  to  his  vote  and  deducted  from  contestant,  and  contestant 
would  still  have  a  majority  of  85  votes.  The  minority  recommended 
that  he  be  seated. 

The  House,  by  a  vote  of  127  to  50,  agreed  to  the  resolutions  pre- 
sented by  the  majority,  and  contestee  retained  the  seat. 

[2  Bart.,  822-871. J  ' 

(22)  Zkiglkr  m.  Rice. 

DIdoyalty,  Majority  report  to  declare  ineat  ravAint;  vuiufrlty  report 
fm*  (xmtentee,      ContvHtee  retained  the  neat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Butler;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Burr. 

Contestant  charged  that  contestee  was  ineligible  under  the  fourteenth 
aifiendment.  The  whole  committee  held  that  if  this  was  so  it  gave  no 
claim  to  contestant.  The  majority  held  that  the  charge  was  sustained. 
Contestee,  as  a  member  of  the  legislature  of  Kentucky,  had  taken  the 
oath  to  support  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  He  had  after- 
wards voted  for  the  resolution,  declaring  that  if  the  Government  should 
attempt  to  coerce  the  Southern  States,  Kentucky  would  furnish  means 
to  resist  the  invasion  of  the  South.  This  resolution  was  supported  by 
many  of  the  strongest  Union  men  in  Kentucky  at  the  time,  and  the 
committee  held  that  a  vote  for  it  before  the  war  had  actuallv  com- 
menced  was  not  an  act  of  disloyalty.  But  the  testimony  showed  that 
contestee  was  from  that  time  on  a  secessionist.  When  the  rebel  army 
was  driven  out  of  Kentucky  he  went  out  before  it,  and  did  not  return 
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until  it  returned.  He  was,  during  the  war,  captured  near  the  rebel 
lines,  and  claimed  protection  as  a  Confederate  officer.  He  had  admitted 
at  the  time  that  he  was  on  his  way  to  doing  recruiting  service  for  the 
rebel  army.  The  committee  recommended  that  the  seat  bS  declared 
vacant. 

The  minority  (Mr.  Burr)  held  that  the  charges  entirely  failed  of  ! 

proof.  So  far  from  contestee  bein^  a  secessionist,  the  testimony 
showed  that  all  his  influence  exerted  itself  in  the  opposite  direction, 
and  that  a  whole  regiment  of  volunteers  refused  to  enter  the  rebel 
army  on  account  of  his  refusal  to  join  it,  and  most  of  them  afterwards  j 

enlisted  in  the  Union  Army.     He  had  gone  out  of  Kentucky,  in  the  1 

first  place,  to  collect  some  money,  and  nad  remained  out  in  order  to 
avoid  some  desperate  characters  who  were  hostile  to  him,  and  were  i 

likely  to  take  aavantage  of  the  unsettled  state  of  affairs  to  assassinate 
him  with  impunity.  The  witnesses  who  testified  to  his  admissions  at 
the  time  of  his  capture  were  all  impeached,  and  their  testimony  was 
so  inconsistent  that  all  of  it  could  not  be  true.  It  was  fully  contra- 
dicted by  the  testimony  of  General  Garfield,  before  whom  contestee 
was  brought  when  captured,  and  who  released  him  as  not  being  even 
a  suspected  person. 

The  House  adopted,  without  division,  the  resolutions  presented  by 
the  minority^  and  contestee  retained  the  seat. 
[2  Bart.,  871-897.] 

(23)  Eggleston  vs,  Steader. 

B^egvluritleii,     Report  for  contestee,      Contestee  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Hale. 

Contestee  had  a  majority  of  211  votes.  Contestant  asked  that  the 
vote  of  two  wards  in  the  city  of  Cincinnati  be  thrown  out.  The  rejection 
of  either  would  elect  him. 

The  First  Ward  was  asked  to  be  thrown  out  because  of  lack  of 
authority  in  the  election  board.  Thefe  was  no  proof  of  fraud.  Two 
members  of  the  board,  one  a  Democrat  and  one  a  Republican,  were 
present  at  the  opening  of  the  polls,  and  a  third,  a  Democrat,  was  elected 
W  the  voters  present,  under  the  law.  Later  in  the  day  a  Democratic 
officer  left  on  account  of  sickness  in  his  family,  and  another  Democrat 
was  selected  in  his  place  by  the  election  board,  without  objection  from 
anyone,  and  sworn  m.  The  regularly  appointed  officer  returned  once 
or  twice  during  the  day,  and  wnenever  he  was  present  he  acted.  The 
substitute  judge  was  undignified  and  disorderly  in  his  conduct' during 
the  day,  but  not  to  such  an  extent  as  to  intimidate  anyone.  He 
with  tne  other  Democratic  judge,  voted  to  receive  some  25  votes 
which  the  Republican  judge  thought  were  illegal,  but  a  difference  of 
opinion  on  this  number  oi  votes  in  a  large  poll  was  no  sign  of  fraud. 
Contestant  claimed  that  the  substitute  judge  was  not  even  an  officer  de 
facto,,  because  he  did  not  serve  by  color  of  anything  that  under  any 
circumstances  could  have  been  a  legal  appointment,  there  being  no 
vacancy  in  the  election  board,  and  no  such  officer  known  to  the  law  as 
a  temporary  judge.     But  the  committee  held  that — 

It  takes  but  little  to  constitute  an  officer  de  facto  as  affects  the  ri^ht  of  the  public. 
The  exercise  of  apparent  authority  under  color  of  right,  thus  inviting  public  trust 
and  negativing  the  idea  of  usurpation,  is  sufficient.  There  need  have  been  no  vacancy 
in  the  office  claimed  to  be  holden;  indeed,  no  such  office  may  have  ever  existed. 
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The  Thirteenth  Ward  was  also  attac^ked.  There  was  an  excess  of  9 
ballots  in  the  box  over  the  number  of  names  on  the  poll  list,  but  the 
testimony  showed  that  this  was  due  to  the  rush  at  the  polls  during  part 
of  the  day,  rendering  it  impossible  for  the  clerks  to  get  down  all  the 
names.  There  was  loud  talking  and  pushing  and  crowding  at  the  polls 
during  the  day,  but  most  of  the  testimony  was  to  the  effect  that  it  was 
not  such  as  to  intimidate  anyone.  Some  of  the  witnesses  thought  that 
from  3  to  8  persons  were  prevented  from  voting.  It  was  also  said  that 
the  votes  of  some  colored  persons  who  were  legal  voters  were  rejected, 
but  the  testimonv  was  verv  unsatisfactory.  But  allowing  contestant 
the  votes  of  all  tte  colored  votei*s  in  the  ward,  and  of  all  that  anyone 
thought  might  have  been  prevented  from  voting,  and  deducting*  from 
contestee  the  9  exti*a  votes,  and  the  25  votes  in  the  other  ward,  con- 
testee  would  still  have  a  majority,  and  the  committee  recommended  that 
he  retain  his  seat. 

The  House  adopted  the  resolutions  without  debate  or  division. 

[2  Bart.,  897-904.] 

(24)  BoYDEN  vs.  Shober. 

Fraxvd;  irregularities.  Report  for  contesteii,  Contestee  retained  tlie 
seat. 

'  Report  by  Mr.  McCrary. 

Contestant  charged  that  voters  were  misled  by  a  forged  circular  and 
deterred  from  voting  by  threats  and  intimidation,  and  that  illiterate 
voters  were  deceived  by  pasting  the  names  of  the  Democratic  candi- 
dates on  Republican  ballots.  The  committee  found  that  votes  were 
probably  lost  to  contestant  from  all  these  causes,  but  there  was  nothing 
to  connect  contestee  with  the  wrongful  acts,  or  to  show  that  enough 
votes  were  affected  to  change  the  result.  It  was  also  claimed  that  the 
election  was  void  because  only  one  ballot  box  was  provided  at  each 
poll,  instead  of  two,  as  required  by  law.  There  was  some  doubt  as  to 
the  construction  of  the  law,  but  conceding  the  construction  contended 
for  by  contestant,  the  law  was  merely  directory,  and  irregularity  in 
its  observance  ought  not  to  void  the  election. 

There  were  charges  against  the  regularity  of  the  credentials  of  con- 
testee, but  that  question  had  been  settled  by  the  action  of  the  House 
in  permitting  him  to  be  sworn  in.  Contestee  was  unable  to  take  the 
"ironclad  oath,"  but  his  disabilities  had  been  removed  by  act  of 
Congress. 

The  committee  recommended  that  contestee  retain  his  seat,  and  the 
House  agreed  without  division. 

[2  Bart.,  90^906.] 

(26)  Sheafe  vs,  Tillman. 

Fraud;  intlnildatioix;  irregxdariti^.  Majority  report  for  contestee; 
minority  report  fin*  contestant,     Contestee  retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Brooks;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Dox. 

According  to  the  vote  as  returned  contestant  had  a  majority  of 
1,156  votes,  but  the  governor  rejected  one  county  and  parts  of  several 
other  counties,  and  gave  the  certificate  to  contestee,  who  had  a  majority 
of  432  votes  in  the  remainder  of  the  district.     The  committee  were 
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unanimous  in  holding  that  the  governor  had  no  such  power  to  reject 
counties  and  precincts,  but  on  the  question  whether,  under  the  evi- 
dence, they  ought  to  be  rejected  by  the  House,  they  differed. 

In  the  county  of  Lincoln  the  registration  had  been  set  aside  by  a 
proclamation  of  the  governor,  issued  under  the  law  authorizing  him  to 
remove  registrars  and  set  aside  registrations.  Under  the  law  the  elec- 
tion was  to  be  held  in  each  county  under  the  direction  of  the  super- 
intendent of  registration  and  by  officers  chosen  by  him.  The  registrar 
took  the  place  of  the  sheriff  under  the  old  law.  Under  the  old  law.  if 
the  sheriff  could  not  act  the  coroner  was  to  take  his  place,  or,  in  his 
absence,  some  person  a])pointed  by  the  county  court.  There  was  a 
general  impression  in  this  county  that  the  superintendent  of  registra- 
tion had  been  removed,  and  that  therefore  no  legal  election  could  be 
held,  and  many  voters  remained  away  from  the  polls.  The  county 
court  the  day  before  the  election  appointed  the  coroner  to  organize 
the  election,  and  he  held  an  election  m  seven  of  the  twenty-five  dis- 
tricts of  the  county.  Contestant  received  all  but  five  of  the  votes  that 
were  cast.  The  committee  threw  out  this  county.  If  the  governor 
had,  as  was  contended,  no  constitutional  power  to  remove  the  registrar, 
then  he  was  still  in  office  and  was  the  only  officer  competent  to  hold 
the  election.  If  he  was  constitutionally  removed,  the  county  court 
had  no  right  to  appoint  the  coroner  in  his  place,  for  by  the  new  law 
the  appointment  oi  all  such  officers  was  vested  wholly  in  the  governor, 
and  all  laws  in  conflict  therewith  were  repealed.  The  coroner  was 
not  even  an  officer  defacto^  for  he  did  not  hold  his  office  under  color 
of  legal  authority ;  he  was  a  mere  usurper  and  all  his  acts  were  void.  He 
was  chosen  by  the  court  so  late  that  no  due  notice  of  the  election  was 
given;  the  election  was  only  held  in  a  small  part  of  the  county  and 
many  voters  refrained  from  voting;  and  it  further  appeared  that  the 
Kuklux  Klan  was  organized  in  ^is  county  and  intimidated  voters. 
On  all  these  accounts  the  committee  rejected  the  vote  of  the  county. 

Precincts  in  a  number  of  other  counties  were  thrown  out  by  the 
governor  because  the  election  officers  did  not  appear  to  have  been 
sworn.  The  committee  adhered  to  the  ruling  in  Barnes  vh,  Adams, 
and  held  that  it  was  not  imperative  that  the  officers  should  be  sworn 
where  there  was  no  fraud,  but  in  each  of  these  counties  it  was  shown 
that  the  Kuklux  Klan  had  appeared  and  committed  outrages  during 
the  summer  preceding  the  election,  and  under  such  circumstances  the 
committee  thought  that  the  precincts  where  the  election  was  not  con- 
ducted strictly  according  to  law  should  be  thrown  out.  Throwing  out 
all  these  votes,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  296  votes,  and  the  com- 
mittee recommended  that  he  retain  the  seat. 

The  minority  disagreed.  The  election  in  Lincoln  Countv  was  strictl  v 
in  accordance  with  law.  The  registrar  was  given  by  the  law  all  the 
power  relating  to  elections  formerly  belonging  to  the  sheriff,  but  the 
law  substituting  the  coroner  for  the  sheriff,  m  his  absence,  or  empower- 
ing the  county  court  to  fill  a  vacancy  had  not  been  repealed.  It  was 
admitted  by  contestee  that  the  two  or  three  thousand  voters  who  did 
not  vote  in  this  countv  on  account  of  the  action  of  the  governor  in  set- 
ting aside  the  registration  would  have  voted  for  contestant.  This 
action  had  been  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  to  be  uncon- 
stitutional. There  was  no  evidence  that  Kuklux  outrages  in  this  dis- 
trict intimidated  enough  votes  to  affect  the  result  of  the  election.  It 
was  doubtful  in  any  case  if  they  would  have  had  an  effect  favorable 
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to  contestant,  as  he  bad  throughout  the  canvass  denounced  this  organi- 
zation.    The  n)inority  recommended  the  seating  of  contestant. 

The  House,  by  a  vote  of  123  to  60,  adopted  the  resolutions  recom- 
mended by  the  majority,  and  contestee  reteined  the  seat. 

[2  Bart.,  907-922.] 

(26)  Shields  vfi.  Van  Horn. 

JFrauchdent  registration.  Majmnty  report  f(/r  vi/iiteatee;  vihuyrity 
report  fo7'  contestant,      Contestee  retained  the  seat. 

Majority'  report  by  Mr.  Churchill;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Burr. 

According  to  the  retums,  contestant  had  a  majority  of  983  votes, 
but  the  secretary  of  state  of  Missouri  threw  out  the  votes  of  two 
counties,  thereby  giving  to  contestee  a  majority  of  867  votes.  The 
committee  were  unanimous  in  holding  that  this  action  of  the  secretary 
of  state  was  illegal,  and  it  had  been  so  decided  by  the  supreme  court 
of  the  State.  But  contestee  claimed  that  one  of  these  two  counties 
ought  to  be  reiected  by  the  House  on  account  of  fraudulent  registration. 
It  appeared  that  Mr.  Phelan,  the  superintendent  of  registration  for 
the  senatorial  district  of  which  this  county  was  a  part,  had  been 
appointed  by  the  governor  as  a  Republican,  and  had  represented  him- 
self as  such  an  extreme  Republican  that  the  governor  at  first  hesitated 
to  appoint  him,  and  cautioned  him  not  to  be  unjustly  stringent  in  the 
enforcement  of  the  law.  Mr.  Phelan  appointed  three  Republicans  as 
the  board  of  registration  in  Jackson  County,  and  tried  to  mduce  them 
to  adopt  rules  more  stringent  than  the  law  required.  He  tried  to  get 
the  nomination  for  sheriff  on  the  Republican  ticket,  and  failing  in  this, 
he  became  very  an^ry,  and  threatened  to  have  revenge.  He  then,  for 
a  money  consideration,  agreed  with  the  Democrats  to  manage  the  regis- 
tration for  their  benefit.  He  removed  his  Republican  appointees  and 
appointed  Democrats  in  their  places,  one  of  them  being  a  party  to  the 
corrupt  arrangement.  These  registrars  failed  to  follow  the  law,  which 
required  them  to  examine  all  applicants  to  see  if  they  had  been  guilty 
of  any  of  the  disqualifying  act^,  and  registered  all  applicants  who  would 
take  the  oath  of  loyalty.  The  result  was  that  they  registered  5,186 
names,  while  only  2,284  were  registered  at  the  prior,  and  2,967  at  the 
subsequent,  registration.  There  was  in  addition  specific  proof  that  a 
consiaerable  number  of  the  persons  registered  were  disqualified. 
Throwing  out  the  vote  of  this  county  contestee  still  had  a  majority, 
and  the  committee  recommended  that  he  retain  the  seat. 

The  minority  (Mr.  Burr)  held  that  the  vote  of  Jackson  County- 
should  be  counted.  The  action  of  the  secretary  of  state  in  rejecting 
it  was  clearly  illegal,  and  it  was  jyrima  facie  legal.  The  evidenc^e  as 
to  the  alleged  corruption  of  Superintendent  Phelan  was  very  confused 
and  unsatisfactory.  The  persons  appointed  by  him  were  shown  to  be 
of  good  character.  The  weight  of  tne  evidence  showed  that  they  fol- 
lowed the  law  in  registering  applicants.  The  evidence  that  persons 
were  registered  who  were  disqualified  was  vague  and  inconclusive.  If 
contestee  and  his  friends  desired  to  object  to  the  registi^ation  of  anv- 
one  they  were  required  by  the  law  to  make  their  objections  to  t&e 
registermg  oflScers  at  the  time  of  registering,  and  they  should  have 
done  it  then. 

The  House  adopted  the  resolution  presented  by  the  coimnittee  with- 
out division,  and  contestee  retained  tne  seat. 

[2  Bart.,  922-941.] 
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(27)   RODGERS. 

Claim  for  additional  reprciieiitation.  Majority  report  faw/rahU; 
7)unor!ty  report  adverne.     No  actum  hy  tlie  House, 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Heaton;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Churchill. 

The  facts  in  this  ca^^e  were  the  same  as  those  in  the  case  of  Hamil- 
ton, in  the  Fortieth  Congress,  and  the  arguments  advanced  for  and 
against  the  claim  were  the  same,  the  dnly  diflFerence  being  that  in  this 
case  the  majority  report  was  the  favorable  one  and  the  minority 
report  adverse.     There  was  no  action  by  the  House. 

[2  Bail.,  941-960.] 
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FOBTY-SECOHD  CONGBESS,  1871-1873. 

Committee  on  ItJlex^tums^  first  session. 

Mr.  McCrary,  Iowa,  Mr.  Kerr,  Indiana, 

Hale,  Maine,  Potter,  New  York, 

Poland,  Vennont,  Arthur,  Kentucky, 

Upson,  Ohio,  Thomas,  North  Carolina, 

Mr.  Hazelton,  Wisconsin.  * 

Committee  on  Elections^  second  session. 

Mr.  McCrary,  Iowa,  Mr.  Arthur,  Kentucky, 

Hoar,  Massachusetts,  Merrick,  Maiyland, 

Eames,  Rhode  Island,  Rice,  Illinois, 

Hazelton,  Wisconsin,  Thomas,  North  Carolina, 

Mr.  Perry,  Ohio. 

(Mr.  Perry  was  excused  from  further  service  on  the  committeee, 
and  Mr.  Charles  Foster,  of  Ohio,  appointed  in  his  place.) 

Cdse^, 

(1)  Tennessee  election. 

(2)  W.  T.  Clarke,  7kra«. 

(3)  Thomas  Boles  vs,  John  Edwards,  Arkansas, 
f4)  Lewis  McKenzie  vs,  Elliott  M.  Braxton,  Virginia, 
5^  Election  frauds  in  Arkansas. 

(6)  John  Cessna  vs,  Benjamin  F.  Meyers,  Pennsylvania. 

(7)  B.  W.  Norris  m,  W.  A.  Handler,  Alabama. 

(8)  David  S.  Gooding  vs.  Jeremiah  M.  Wilson,  huliana, 

(9)  W.  A.  Burleigh  and  S.  L.  Spink  vs.  M.  K.  Armstrong,  Dakota 
Territory. 

(10)  D.  C.  Giddings  vs,  W\  T.  Clarke,  Te^m, 

(11)  Isaac  G.  McKissick  vs,  Alexander  Wallace,  SoMth  Carolina., 

(12)  Christopher  C.  Bowen  vs,  Robert  C.  De  Large,  Simth  Caro- 
lina. 

|13)  Silas  L.  Niblack  vs.  Josiah  T.  Walls,  Flmnda. 
^14)  J.  Hale  Sypher,  Louisixina. 

(1)  Tennessee  Election. 

Date  of  holding  el-ectian.     Election  hM  val^id. 

Report  by  Mr.  McCrary. 

The  members  returned  from  the  State  of  Tennessee  were  elected  at 
an  election  held  November  8,  1870.  A  protest  was  filed  against  their 
right  to  their  seats  on  the  ground  that  by  the  law  of  Tennessee  in 
force  at  the  time  of  the  election  the  election  should  have  been  held  in 
August,  1871.  The  code  of  Tennessee,  adopted  in  1858,  fixed  the 
time  for  the  election  of  Representatives  in  Congress  '^on  the  first 
Thursday  in  August  in  every  second  year,  dating  from  August,  1833." 
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By  an  act  of  1868  it  was  provided  that  the  elections  should  there- 
after be  held  in  November,  and  it  wa  5  under  this  act  that  the  election 
was  held.  It  was  contended  that  by  an  act  approved  June  16,  1870, 
this  law  had  been  repealed  and  that  ol  1858  reenactexl.  The  committee 
held  that  if  this  contention  could  be  sustained  "the  election  in  ques- 
tion was  void,  as  having  been  held  on  the  wrong  day."  An  examina- 
tion of  the  legislation  in  question  showed,  however,  that  such  could 
not  have  been  the  legislative  intent.  The  act  of  1870  was  entitled 
"An  act  to  regulate  the  elective  franchise  in  accordance  with  article 
4,  section  1,  of  the  constitution  of  the  State."  The  second  section  of 
the  act  in  terms  repealed  three  separate  acts  regulating  the  elective 
franchise,  but  did  not  include  the  act  of  1868  fixing  November  as 
the  time  for  holding  Congressional  elections.  The  third  section 
was,  "That  title  6,  cnapter  2,  articles  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  and  8  of  the  code 
of  Tennessee,  relating  to  elections  by  the  people,  be,  and  the  same 
are  hereby,  reenacted  and  revived,  except  as  altered  or  repealed  by 
this  act."  The  provision  fixing  elections  in  August  is  included  in  the 
portion  of  the  code  of  1858  above  named. 

The  constitution  of  Tennessee  contained  the  following  provision: 

No  bill  shall  become  a  law  which  embraces  more  than  one  subject;  that  subject  to 
be  expressed  in  the  title.  All  acts  which  repeal,  revive,  or  amend  former  laws  shall 
recite  in  their  caption,  or  otherwise,  the  title  or  sul)stance  of  the  law  repealed, 
revived,  or  amended. 

The  committee  held  that  if  the  intent  was  to  reenact  all  the  provi- 
sions of  the  above-named  articles  of  the  code,  the  intent  must  have 
been  to  violate  the  constitution  in  seveml  important  particulars.  These 
articles  contained  provisions  upon  several  subjects  connected  with 
"elections  by  the  people,"  whereas  the  repealing  and  reenacting  act 
of  1870  was  by  title  and  substance  "An  act  to  regulate  the  elective 
fmnchise,"  and  under  the  constitution  of  Tennessee  should  be  con- 
strued in  harmony  with  its  title.  It  did  not,  by  title  or  otherwise, 
mention  the  act  of  1868  as  being  repealed,  and  did  not  by  title  or  sub- 
stance, but  only  by  section  and  article,  mention  the  portions  of  the 
code  of  1858  reenacted.  These  portions  of  the  code  contiiined  provi- 
sions fixing  the  time  for  the  elections  of  State  officers  different  from 
that  now  fixed  by  the  constitution  itself,  and  to  this  extent,  at  least, 
could  not  be  constitutionally  revived.  Hence  the  provisions  of  the 
chapter  and  articles  of  the  code  referred  to  could  not  have  been  intended 
to  be  revived  in  toto.  The  intention  must  have  been  to  revive  only 
such  portions  as  referred  to  the  subject  mentioned  in  the  title  of  the 
act  of  1870,  and  thus  construed  it  could  not  have  had  the  effect  of 
repealing  the  act  of  1808  and  reviving  that  of  1858  in  regard  to  the 
time  of  holding  elections.  This  opinion  was  strengthened  by  the  fact 
that  the  act  had  been  similarly  construed  by  all  the  authorities  of  Ten- 
nessee having  anything  to  do  with  its  construction  and  enforcement. 

The  opinion  was  expressed  by  the  committee  that  the  constitutional 
provision  that  "no  bill  shall  become  a  law  which  embiuces  more  than 
one  subject,  that  subject  to  be  expressed  in  the  title,"  was  mandatory, 
and  that  those  portions  of  any  law  not  included  in  the  subject  expressed 
in  the  title  would  be  void.  In  regard  to  construction  of  State.laws  by 
State  authorities  it  was  said: 

It  is  a  well  established  and  most  salutary  rule  that  where  the  proper  authorities 
of  the  State  government  have  given  a  construction  to  their  own  constitution  or  stat- 
utes, that  construction  will  1h^  followed  bv  the  Federal  authorities.     This  nile  is 
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absolutely  necessary  to  the  harmonious  working?  of  our  complex  governments,  State 
and  national,  and  your  committee  are  not  disposed  to  l>e  the  first  to  depart  from  it. 

The  committee  were  unaDimous  in  their  decision,  and  it  was  sustained 
by  the  House,  without  division,  April  11;  1870. 
'  [Smith,  3-6.] 

(2)  W.  T.  Clark. 

Prlm/i  facie  case,  {jpo?'  case  on  vfiei'iU  ne^^.  Glddlmja  vs,  ClurTc^  j^oftt.) 
Suffieieyicy  of  cet^tificaie  of  the  goveimor  (f  Texa^. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Hoar;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Rice. 

On  the  first  day  of  the  session  the  credentials  of  Mr.  Clark  were 
presented  by  Mr.  McCrary,  with  the  statement  that  they  were  not  in 
the  usual  form.  The  credentials  were  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Elections.  The  majority  of  the  committee  reported  in  favor  of  the 
mma  facie  right  of  Mr.  Clark  to  the  seat,  the  minority  in  favor  of 

.  C.  Giddings,  his  competitor.  The  House,  after  some  discussion, 
adopted  the  conclusions  of  the  majority  by  a  vote  of  102  to  78. 

Lnder  the  laws  of  Texas  the  precinct  officers  were  to  make  out^ 
their  returns  and  transmit  them  to  the  governor  and  secretary  of' 
state.  If  there  should  have  been  intimidation  or  corruption,  they 
were  to  include  with  the  returns  a  statement  to  that  effect,  made  under 
oath,  and  corroboi'ated  by  the  oaths  of  three  citizens.  The  returns 
were  to  be  tabulated  by  the  secretary  of  state,  in  the  presence  of  the 
governor  and  attorney -general,  fii-st  setting  down  the  votes  of  the 
precinct.s  where  the  election  is  not  complained  of.  They  were  then  to 
examine  the  returns  from  the  precincts  from  which  they  were  accom- 
panied by  statements  of  violence  or  corruption,  and  if  these  would 
not  change  the  result,  they  were  to  be  canvassed  and  compiled.  If 
they  would  change  the  result,  the  retiring  officers  were  to  examine 
further  testimony  with  power  to  send  for  persons  and  papers,  and  if 
such  illegalities  were  shown  as  to  materially  affect  the  result,  they 
were  to  reject  the  returns  from  the  precincts  where  they  occurred. 
The  governor,  acting  under  this  law,  had  furnished  a  certificate  to 
Mr.  Clark,  certifying  him  to  be  elected,  and  including  a  tabular  copy 
of  the  returns,  with  remarks  as  to  the  causes  of  the  rejection  of  cer- 
tain returns.  It  did  not  appear  on  the  face  of  this  certificate  that  any 
protests  had  been  filed  with  the  returns  from  the  rejected  precincts, 
and  it  did  appear  that  if  all  the  returns  had  been  counted  by  the 
governor  Mr.  Giddings  would  have  had  the  majority. 

It  was  questioned  wnether  this  law  wa^  intended  to  apply  to  elections 
for  members  of  Congress,  the  only  provision  expressly  mentioning  such 
elections  being  one  providing  that  ^'  a  certificate  of  the  returns  of  the 
election  for  such  Representatives  shall  be  entered  of  record  by  the 
secretary  of  state  and  signed  b}'^  the  governor,"  and  a  copy  delivered 
to  the  person  elected  and  another  sent  to  the  Clerk  of  the  House. 
But  another  section  of  the  act  provided  that  it  should  apply  to  ''all 
officers  whose  election  is  not  otherwise  provided  for." 

The  majority  of  the  committee  held  that  the  act  did  apph^  to  Con- 

fressional  elections,  and  that  the  judicial  powers  thereby  gmnted, 
aving  been  exercised  by  the  returning  board,  and  a  certificate  of  the 
result  of  their  decision  having  been  forwarded  by  the  governor,  it 
was  i^\lf&G\^vii  jrrima  facie  evidence  of  the  right  to  the  seat.  Although 
it  did  not  appear  that  the  questions  upon  which  the  returns  were 
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rejected  came  before  the  returning  board  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
law,  in  the  absence  of  contrary  proof  the  proceedings  were  presumed 
to  be  legal. 

It  is  enough  tor  a  prima  facie  case  if  the  certificate  came  from  the  proper  officer  of 
the  State,  and  clearly  shows  that  the  person  claiming  under  it  has  heen  adjudged  to 
be  duly  elected  by  the  official  or  board  on  whom  the  law  of  the  State  has  imposed 
the  duty  of  ascertaining  and  declaring  the  result. 

The  minority  of  the  committee  denied  the  right  of  the  governor  to 
issue  any  certificate  (jf  dectimi  at  all,  the  law  only  providmg  that  he 
should  forward  ''a  certificate  of  the  retums,^'^  The  law  ffiving  the 
State  officers  judicial  power  did  not  apply  to  Congressional  elections. 
The  tabular  statement  of  the  vote  included  with  the  return  of  the 
governor  showed  that  Mr.  Giddings  had  received  a  majority  of  the 
votes  cast,  and  the  governor  having  no  right  to  reject  any  of  the  votes, 
Mr.  Giddings  had  a  prima  facie  right  to  the  seat.  Mr.  Rice,  the 
author  of  the  minority  report,  stated  the  principle  on  which  it  was 
based  more  clearly  in  the  debate  than  in  the  report.     He  said: 

I  undertake  to  say  that  the  law  is  this:  That  a  certificate  of  election  given  by  an 
officer  authorized  by  law  to  give  it,  when  it  contains  nothing  more  than  the  declaja- 
tion  that  the  party  to  whom  it  was  given  was  duly  elected  to  an  office,  is  prima  fade 
evidence  that  a  party  holding  it  was  duly  elected  and  has  a  right  to  such  office. 
But  I  maintcun  turther  that  when  it  contains  facts  upon  which  its  conclusion  is 
based,  showing  that  conclusion  to  be  false,  such  facts  destroy  the  legality  of  the 
certificate,  itnd  it  is  thereby  bad  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  a  certincate  of  elec- 
tion.    (Congressional  Globe,  vol.  87,  p.  341,  January  10,  1872.) 

[Smith,  6-17.] 

(3)  Boles  vs,  Edwards. 

Prima  facie  ca^e,  Contestee  admitted.  Case  on  rtierits;  testimony 
offered  hy  cmitestee  excluded^  and  seat  given  to  contestant. 

Reports  by  Mr.  Hazelton. 

The  name  of  neither  party  was  put  on  the  roll  by  the  Clerk  of  the 
House.  Mr.  Edwards  seems  to  have  had  a  certificate  of  election,  and 
Mr.  Boles  certified  copies  of  the  returns  showing  that  he  had  received 
the  majority  of  the  votes.  The  credentials  were  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Elections,  which  reported  that  Mr.  Edwards,  having  the 
certificate  of  election,  was  entitled  to  the  seat  pending  the  contest. 
He  was  sworn  in.  Mr.  Boles  then  served  a  notice  of  contest,  and  took 
testimony  regularly,  within  the  sixty  da^vs.  Before  he  served  his 
answer,  Mr.  Edwards  introduced  a  resolution  in  the  House  extending 
the  time  for  taking  testimony  sixty  days.  This  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Elections,  but  no  action  was  had.  Mr.  Edwards  took 
no  testimony,  and  at  the  end  of  the  sixty  days  made  application  for 
further  time,  resting  his  application  on  the  ground  that  contestant  had 
taken  testimony  during  tne  whole  sixty  days,  and  that  it  had  been 
necessary  for  him  to  attend  at  the  taking  of  the  testimony,  so  that  he 
had  had  no  time  to  prepare  his  own  case.  But  it  appeared  that  he  had 
only  attended  at  the  taking  of  the  testimony  once,  and  then  for  only  a 
few  minutes,  and  the  committee  unanimously  reported  that  inasmuch 
as  the  law  permitted  both  parties  to  take  testimony  at  the  same  time, 
and  only  provided  for  an  extension  of  time  by  the  House  for  taking 
supplementary  testimony,  the  application  should  be  refused. 

The  policy  of  the  House  has  l>een  adverse  to  granting  extensions.  Procrastination 
in  these  cases  diminishes  the  object  of  the  investigation  and  cheapens  the  value  of 
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the  final  decision.  Th^  law  is  intended  to  furnish  ample  opportunity  for  taking  tes- 
timony. Parties  should  be  held  to  a  rigid  rule  of  diligence  under  it,  and  no  extension 
ought  to  be  allowed  where  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  had  the  applicant  brought 
himself  within  such  rule  there  would  have  been  no  occasion  for  the  application. 

The  case  coming  before  the  committee  on  its  merits,  the  contestee 
submitted  as  his  evidence  the  report  of  a  joint  select  committee  of  the 
legislature  of  Arkansas,  and  a  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Arkansas,  both  having  reference  to  the  election  in  Pulaski  County. 
The  committee  unanimously  rejected  them  as  evidence,  because  one  of 
them  was  not  a  judicial  decision,- neither  of  them  was  in  a  proceeding 
between  the  parties  to  the  pi-esent  case,  and  it  would  be  a  delegation 
of  the  judicial  power  of  the  House  to  permit  another  body  to  discharge 
its  duties.  The  case,  therefore,  came  before  the  committee  on  the  tes- 
timony of  contestant.  It  appeared  that  contestant  had  a  majority  of 
2  votes  outside  of  Pulaski  County,  and  a  very  large  majority  in  that 
county^  so  even,  allowing  the  claims  of  contestee,  and  either  rejecting 
Pulaski  County  entirely  or  counting  its  vote  on  either  of  several 
plans  suggested  in  his  testimony,"  the  contestant  would  be  entitled 
to  the  seat. 

The  resolutions  presented  were  adopted  without  opposition,  and  Mr. 
Boles  took  his  seat. 

[Smith,  18,  19;  58,  59.] 

(4)  McKenzie  7%h.  Braxton. 

Trnperfect  hallots,'  numbered  haUsts;  m\  certified  returns.  Sitting 
ineiiwer  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  McCrary. 

According  to  the  official  table  of  votes  as  certified  by  the  State  board 
of  canvassers,  votes  were  cast  for  Elliott  M.  Braxton,  Lewis  McKenzie, 
E.  M.  Braxton,  and  L.  McKenzie.  The  board  had  counted  the  votes 
containing  only  the  initials  of  the  candidates  as  well  as  those  containing 
the  full  names,  and  awarded  the  certificate  to  Braxton.  Contestant 
denied  the  correctness  of  the  decision,  and  also  claimed  to  have  proved, 
by  copies  of  the  returns  and  other  evidence,  that  votes  were  cast  for 
Elliott  Braxton  and  C.  M.  Braxton  and  Braxton  in  addition  to  those 
included  in  the  official  canvass.  He  also  attacked  certain  precincts  on 
the  ground  that  the  returns  were  not  certified,  and  others  because  the 
ballots  had  been  numbered  by  the  judges.  He  had  originally  charged 
also  intimidation,  violence,  and  fraud,  but  conceded  that  he  had  not 
established  the  charges.  The  committee  found  without  hesitation  that 
the  ballots  giving  the  true  initials,  E.  M.  Braxton,  were  sufficient,  and 
also  that  those  containing  the  name  Elliott  Braxton  should  be  counted, 
both  because  the  intention  of  the  voter  was  clearly  proved  and  because 
the  law  knows  only  one  Christian  name.  If  these  votes  be  counted, 
and  all  the  votes  cast  for  C.  M.  Braxton  and  Braxton,  all  the  precincts 
from  which  the  returns  were  not  certified,  and  all  the  precincts  men- 
tioned in  the  notice  of  contest  where  the  ballots  were  numbered  be 
rejected,  contestee  has  still  a  majority.  The  committee  were,  however, 
of  the  opinion  that  if  a  return  was  not  certified  the  omission  went  no 
further  than  to  destroy  its  value  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  vote;  if 
the  actual  state  of  the  vote  was  proved  by  other  evidence,  it  should  be 
counted.  The  statute  of  Virginia  in  force  until  nearly  the  time  of  the 
election  had  required  the  ballots  to  l)e  numbered.    It  had  been  repealed, 
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but  some  of  the  judges,  not  knowing  of  the  repeal,  had  numbered  the 
ballots.  It  was  not  claimed  that  the  numbering  was  done  for  any 
improper  puipose,  or  that  any  harm  had  resulted,  and  the  committee 
were  of  the  opinion  that  the  votes  should  be  counted.  The  cAses  of 
the  ballots  cast  for  Braxton  and  alleged  to  have  been  cast  for  C.  M. 
Braxton  were  not  decided,  being  immaterial.  The  committee  unani- 
mously reported  in  favor  of  the  right  of  Mr.  Braxton  to  retain  the 
seat,  and  tne  House  passed  the  resolutions  without  opposition. 
[Smith,  19-26.1 

(5)  Election  frauds  in  Arkansas. 

N^o  member  of  the  TI(>xu<e  affected. 

A  joint  committee  of  the  Senate  and  House  was  appointed  to  inquire 
into  the  condition  of  the  insurrectionary  States.  It  took  certain  testi- 
mony in  regard  to  the  election  in  Pulaski  Count}^  Ark.,  and  the  issue 
by  (jovernor  (now  Senator)  Powell  Clayton  of  a  certificate  of  election 
to  the  Forty-second  Congress,  to  Mr.  Edwards,  who  was  alleged  to 
have  received  only  a  minority  of  votes  on  the  face  of  the  returns. 
This  evidence  they  reported  to  their  respective  Houses  with  the  state- 
ment that  it  tended  to  impeach  the  official  character  of  Senator  Clay- 
ton and  to  affect  the  right  of  Mr.  Edwards  to  his  seat.  In  the  House 
the  evidence  was  referred  to  the  CJommittee  on  Elections,  and  that 
committee  reported,  as  a  part  of  the  report  in  Boles  vh,  Edwards, 
that  the  evidence  reported  contained  "nothing  reflecting  on  the  char- 
acter of  any  member  of  the  House."  As  will  be  seen  from  the  report 
in  that  case,  however,  when  the  case  was  decided  on  its  merits  Mr. 
Edwards  was  deprived  of  his  seat. 

[Smith,  20-58.] 

(())  Cessna  ?«.  Meyers. 

Illegal  vittei<^  reHidence  of  j)auj>ers^  Htmh^itH^  and  rail vf ay  employ eeJi. 
Sf'tthtg  member  retained  th4^  seat. 

[As  this  case  is  typical  of  a  large  class  of  cases  constantly  arising, 
and  the  report  is  the  fullest  and  probably  the  best  discussion  of  the 
legal  questions  involved,  the  report  is  given  m  full.  Part  of  it  will  be 
found  quoted  in  the  appendix  to  the  second  edition  of  McCrary  on 
Elections.] 

[February  7,  IST'2.] 

Mr.  Hoar,  from  the  Committee  of  Elections,  made  the  following 
report: 

The  Committee  of  Kleetioni<^  to  whom,  was  refei^red  the  memorial  of 
John  Cenmia^  claiming  to  be  admitted  to  the  s^at  from  th<i  Si*rt<<e/dh 
Congresidtmal  district  />/  Pennsylvania^  respectfully  nport: 

The  case  has  required  the  consideration  of  many  very  interesting 
questions  of  Ikw,  and  an  examination,  by  itself,  of  the  evidence  in 
regard  to  the  right  to  vote  of  each  of  several  hundred  persons.  The 
committee  have  given  it  patient  and  thorough  study. 

The  majority  for  the  sitting  member  according  to  the  returns,  when 
correctly  added,  is  14.  The  contestant  has  shown  that  more  than  14 
illegal  votes  were  cast  for  his  antagonist,  and  would  have  estiiblished 
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his  claim  to  the  seat  were  it  not  for  illoj^al  votes  which  were  cast 
for  the  contestant  himself,  the  evidence  of  which,  so  far  as  appears, 
first  came  to  his  knowledge  when  introduced  in  the  case.  The  ques- 
tions of  law  which  have  arisen  are,  some  of  them,  exceedingly  doubt- 
ful, and  there  are  statements  of  the  law  in  the  reports  of  previous 
cases  which  would  be  quite  likely  to  induce  an  expectation  on  the  part 
of  the  contestant  of  a  different  result  in  the  whole  matter.  He  seems, 
therefore,  to  have  been  well  warmnted  in  the  belief  that  his  duty  to 
the  people  required  him  to  clainl  the  seat.  The  whole  case  has  been 
condricted  with  entire  propriety  on  both  sides. 

The  majorit}"  for  the  sitting  member,  as  fomid  by  the  return  judges, 
is  15.  There  is  a  mistake  in  the  footing,  and  1  should  be  deducted, 
leaving  14.  The  contestant  claims  that  828  illegal  votes  were  cast  for 
the  sitting  member,  that  2  lawful  votes  which  were  cast  for  himself 
were  not  counted,  and  that  8  legal  votes  which  were  offered  for  him 
were  rejected.  The  sitting  member,  joining  issue  on  these  allegations, 
claims  also  that  341  votes  were  illegally  thrown  for  contestant.  Of 
these  contestant  admits  that  81  have  been  proved  to  be  illegal. 

The  provisions  of  the  constitution  of  Pennsylvania  concerning  the 
qualification  of  voters  are  as  follows. 

Article  III,  eection  7.  In  elections  b^  the  citizens  every  (white)  freeman  of  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  hating  reidd^d  in  this  State  one  year,  and  in  the  election  dis- 
trict where  ho  offers  to  vote  ten  days  immediately  preceding  such  election,  and  within 
two  years  paid  a  State  or  county  tax,  which  shall  nave  been  assessed  at  least  ten  days 
before  the  election,  shall  enjoy  the  rights  of  an  electo*.  Bat  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  who  had  previouslv  been  a  qualified  voter  of  this  State,  and  removed  therefrom 
and  returned,  and  who  shall  have  resided  in  the  elec^tion  district  and  paid  taxes  as 
aforesaid,  shall  l)e  entitled  to  vote  after  residing  in  the  State  six  months:  Proiided, 
That  (white)  freemen  citizens  of  the  United  States,  between  the  ages  of  twenty-one 
and  twenty-two  years,  and  having  resided  in  the  State  one  year  and  in  the  election 
district  ten  days  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  although  they  shall  not  have 
paid  taxes. 

The  contestant  claims,  first,  that  he  received  a  majority  of  the 
votes  cast  at  the  election  by  lawfully  qualified*  voters;  and,  second,  that 
the  votes  of  certain  other  persons,  lawfully  qualified,  who  desired  to 
vote  for  him  were  excluded,  either  from  the  box  or  the  count,  by  the 
mistake  or  misconduct  of  the  election  officers.  The  result  to  which  an 
examination  of  the  first  claim  has  brought  us  renders  it  needless  to  con- 
sider the  second. 

The  questions  which  it  is  material  to  consider  relate  either  to  the 
qualification  of  voters,  under  the  clause  in  the  constitution  of  Pennsyl- 
vania just  cited,  or  to  the  rules  of  evidence  which  should  govern  the 
House  in  election  cases. 

Under  these  constitutional  provisions  the  burden  of  proof,  when 
either  party  insists  that  a  vote  should  be  deducted  from  those  cast  and 
returned  for  his  competitor,  is  upon  that  party  to  show  that  the  person 
whose  vote  is  in  question  voted;  that  the  vote  was  for  the  competitor; 
that  the  voter  lacked  some  of  the  following  qualifications,  viz:  Citizen- 
ship of  the  United  States,  the  age  of  21,  residence  in  the  election  dis- 
trict for  ten  daj^s  just  previous  to  the  election,  residence  in  the  State 
one  year  just  previous  to  the  election,  or  for  six  months  if  previously 
a  qualified  voter,  payment  within  two  years  of  a  State  or«county  tax, 
assessed  at  least  ten  days  before  the  election,  or,  in  lieu  thereof,  being 
between  21  and  22  years  old. 

It  is  claimed  b}"  the  contestant  that  a  considerable  num}>er  of  those 
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who  voted  for  his  competitor  lacked  the  qualification  of  residence  in 
the  election  district.  The  largest  number  to  whom  this  objection  applies 
came  into  the  election  district  foi  the  purpose  of  working  <ipon  a  rail- 
road in  process  of  construction  therein,  were  employed  in  building 
said  railroad,  and  were  not  proved  to  have  forn&ed  any  intention  to 
reside  in  the  district  after  its  completion.  The  length  of  time  which 
the  completion  of  the  road  would  be  likely  to  occupy  was  not  dis- 
tinctly proved,  but  it  is  shown  that  persons  who  were  in  fact  at  work 
upon  it  continued  in  the  district  for  a  longer  period  than  eighteen 
months.  The  committee  have  carefully  considered  the  legal  question 
which  is  thus  raised. 

The  word  ''residence"  used  in  the  constitution  of  Pennsylvania  in 
describing  the  qualification  of  voters  is  equivalent  to  ''domicile,"  not 
in  the  sense  in  which  a  man  may  have  a  commercial  domicile  or  resi- 
dence in  one  countrv,  while  his  domicile  of  origin  and  of  allegiance  is 
in  another,  but  in  the  broadest  sense  of  the  term.  As  it  is  upon  the 
meaning  of  this  word  that  the  case  chiefl}^  turns,  it  will  be  well  to  con- 
sider it  a  little  more  fully. 

The  word  "domicile"  or  '"residence,"  as  used  in  law,  is  incapable 
of  exact  definition.  Inquiries  into  it  are  very  apt  to  be  confused  by 
taking  the  tests  which  have  been  found  satisfactory  in  some  cases  and 
attempting  to  apply  them  as  inflexible  rules  in  all.  Probably  the 
definition  which  is  most  expressive  to  the  American  mind  is  that  a 
man's  domicile  is  "where  he  has  his  home."  Two  or  three  rules, 
however,  are  well  establfehed.  A  man  must  have  a  domicile  some- 
where; a  domicile  once  gained  remains  until  a  new  one  is  acquired;  no 
man  can  have  two  domiciles  at  the  same  time.  With  these  exceptions, 
it  will,  we  believe,  be  found  that  nearly  every  rule  laid  down  on  the 
subject  in  the  books,  even  if  generally  useful,  fails  to  be  of  universal 
application,  and  would  be  opposed  to  the  common  sense  of  mankind  if 
extended  to  some  states  of  fact  that  may  arise.  For  instance,  Vattel 
defines  domicile  to  be  a  fixed  remdence  in  any  jyl-ace  \oith  an  intention 
of  alwayn  staying  there.  On  this  Judge  Story  (Conflict  of  Laws,  sec. 
48)  well  remarks: 

This  is  not  an  accurate  statement  It  would  be  more  correct  to  say  that  that  place 
is  properly  the  domicile  of  a  person  in  which  his  habitation  is  fixed  without  any 
present  intention  of  removing  therefrom. 

But  certainlj^  Judge  Story's  definition  is  not  much  better.  A  man's 
domicile  remains  after  he  forms  the  intention  of  removing  therefrom, 
and  sometimes  even  after  he  removes,  until  he  gets  another.  A  man 
may  acquire  a  domicile,  if  he  be  personally  present  in  a  place  and  elect 
that  as  his  home,  even  if  he  never  design  to  remain  there  always,  but 
design  at  the  end  of  some  short  time  to  remove  and  acquire,  another. 
A  clergyman  of  the  Methodist  Church  who  is  settled  for  two  years 
may  surely  make  his  home  for  two  years  with  his  flock,  althoucjh  he 
meant,  at  the  end  of  that  period,  to  remove  and  gain  another.  So  of 
the  principle  upon  which  the  contestant  most  relies  in  the  present  case. 
He  claims — and  many  expressions  can  be  found  used  by  commenta- 
tors and  in  judicial  decisions  which  seem  to  support  the  claim — that 
{)ersonal  presence  in  a  place  with  intent  to  remain  there  only  for  a 
imited  time  and  for  the  accomplishment  of  a  temporary  purpose,  and 
to  depart  when  that  purpose  is  accomplished,  will  not  constitute  a  resi- 
dence. This  is  true  as  a  general  rule.  It  is  true  of  those  persons, 
probably  the  greater  number,  who,  while  so  present  and  engaged  in 
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business,  have  some  other  principal  seat  of  their  interests  and  affec- 
tions elsewhere.  Most  men  have  some  permanent  home,  the  claims  of 
which  outweigh  those  of  a  place  of  temporary  sojourn.  The  place 
where  a  man's  property  is,  where  his  family  is,  the  place  to  which  he 
goes  back  from  time  to  time  whenever  no  temporary  occasion  calls 
him  elsewhere,  the  domicile  of  his  origin,  where  the  permanent  and 
ordinary  business  of  his  life  is  conducted — that  is  to  the  ordinary  man 
the  pla^'e  of  his  home.  But  we  are  now  dealing  with  a  class  of  persons 
who  have  no  property,  who  have  no  family,  or  whose  family  moves 
with  them  from  place  to  place,  who  have  no  place  to  return  to  from 
temporary  absences,  the  domicile  of  whose  origin  is  in  another  coun- 
try, and  has  been  in  the  most  solemn  manner  renounced,  and  the  ordi- 
nary business  of  whose  life  consists  in  successive  temporar}"^  employ- 
ments in  different  places. 

Suppose  a  man,  single,  with  no  property,  to  come  from  Ireland  and 
be  employed  all  his  life  on  railroads  or  other  like  works  in  different 
places  in  succession.  If  he  does  not  acquire  a  residence  he  can  never 
become  a  citizen,  because  he  never  would  reside  in  this  country  at  all. 
It  seems  to  us  that  to  such  persons  the  general  rule  above  stated  does 
not  apply-  But  where  a' man  who  has  no  interests  or  relations  in  life 
which  afford  a  presumption  that  his  home  is  elsewhere,  comes  into  an 
election  district  for  the  purpose  of  working  on  a  railroad  for  a  definite 
or  an  indefinite  period,  being  without  family  or  having  his  family  with 
him,  expecting  that  the  question  whether  he  shall  remain  or  go  else- 
where is  to  depend  upon  the  chances  of  his  obtaining  work,  having 
abandoned,  both  in  fact  and  in  intention,  all  former  residences,  and 
intends  to  make  that  his  home  while  his  work  lasts — that  will  consti- 
tute his  residence,  both  for  the  purpose  of  such  jurisdiction  over  him 
as  residence  confers  and  for  the  purpose  of  exercising  his  privileges 
as  a  citizen.  Of  course  the  intent  above  supposed  must  be  in  good 
faith  and  an  intent  to  make  such  district  the  home  for  all  purposes. 
The  party's  intent  to  vote  in  the  district  where  he  is,  he  knowing  all 
the  time  that  his  home  is  elsewhere,  will  not  answer  the  law. 

The  rule  is  stated  by  (^hief  Justice  Shaw,  in  Lyman  vs.  Fiske(5  Peck, 
234),  as  follows: 

It  is  difficult  to  give  an  exact  definition  of  habitancy.  In  general  terms,  one  may 
be  designated  as  an  inhabitant  of  that  place  which  constitutes  the  principal  seat  of 
his  residence,  of  his  businei^s  pursuits,  connections,  attachments,  and  of  his  poiiti(«l 
and  municipal  relations.  It  is  manifest,  therefore,  that  it  embraces  the  fact  of  resi- 
dence at  a  place  with  the  intent  to  regard  it  his  home.  The  act  and  the  intent  must 
concur,  ana  the  intent  may  be  inferred  from  declarations  and  conduct.  It  is  often  a 
question  of  great  difficulty,  depending  upon  minute  and  complicated  circumstances, 
leaving  the  question  in  so  much  doubt  that  a  slight  circumstance  may  turn  the  bal- 
ance. In  such  a  case  the  mere  declaration  of  the  party,  made  in  good  faith  of  his 
election  to  make  the  one  place  rather  than  the  other  his  home,  would  be  sufficient 
to  turn  the  scale. 

The  article  in  the  appendix  to  volume  4  of  Dr.  Lieber's  Encyclopaedia 
Americana,  title  Domicile,  written  by  Judge  Story,  is  perhaps  the  best 
treatise  on  this  subject  to  be  found.     He  says: 

In  a  strict  and  legal  sense,  that  is  properly  the  domicile  of  a  person  where  he  has 
fixed  his  true  permanent  home  and  principal  establishment,  and  to  which,  whenever 
he  is  absent,  he  has  the  intention  of  returning. 

It  is  often  a  mere  question  of  intention.  If  a  person  has  actually 
removed  to  another  place,  with  an  intention  of  remaining  there  for  an 
indefinite  time  and  as  a  place  of  present  domicile,  it  becomes  his  place 


270  DIGEST    OF    CONTESTED    ELECTION    CASES. 

of  domicile,  notwithstanding  he  may  have  a  floating  intention  to  go 
back  at  some  future  period.  A  fortiori  would  this  be  true  if  his  ''  float- 
ing intention "  were  to  go  elsewhere  in  future  and  not  to  go  back,  as 
in  such  case  the  abandonment  of  his  former  home  would  be  complete. 
In  the  Allentown  election  case  (Brightly's  Collection  of  the  Leading 
Cases  on  the  Law  of  Elections  of  the  united  States,  475),  it  is  said: 

Unmarried  men,  who  have  fully  severed  the  parental  relation,  and  who  have' 
entered  the  world  to  labor  for  themselves,  usual Iv  acquire  a  residence  in  the  district 
where  thev  are  employed,  if  the  election  officers  f)e  satisfied  they  are  honestly  there 
pursuing  their  employment,  with  no  fixed  residence  elsewhere,  and  that  they  have 
not  come  into  the  district  aa  "colonizers" — that  is,  fo  the  mere  purpose  of  voting, 
and  going  elsewhere  a«  soon  as  the  election  is  held.  The  unmarried  man  who  seeks 
employment  from  point  to  point,  as  opportunity  offers,  and  who  has  severe*!  the 
parental  relation,  becomes  a  laborer,  producing  for  himself,  and  thus  adds  to  the 
productive  wealth  of  the  community  in  which  he  resides,  being  willing  not  only  to 
enjoy  political  privileges,  but  also  to  assume  and  discharge  political  and  civil  duties. 

A  fortiori  would  this  reasoning  apply  to  the  married  laborer  who 
takes  his  family  with  him. 

The  habits  of  our  people,  compared  with  many  other  nations,  are 
migratory.  To  persons,  especially  young  men,  in  many  most  useful 
occupations,  the  choice  of  a  residence  is  often  experimental  and  tem- 
porary. The  home  is  chosen  with  intent  to  retain  it  until  the  oppor- 
tunity shall  offer  of  a  better.  But  if  it  be  chosen  as  a  home,  and  not 
as  a  mere  place  of  tempoi-ary  sojourn,  to  which  some  other  place, 
which  is  more  truly  the  principal  seat  of  the  affections  or  interests, 
has  a  superior  claim,  we  see  not  why  the  policy  of  the  law  should  not 
attach  to  it  all  the  privileges  which  belong  to  residence,  as  it  is  quite 
clear  that  it  is  the  residence  in  the  common  and  popular  acceptation  of 
the  term. 

The  case  of  Barnes  vs,  Adams  (3  Con.  El.  Cas.,  771  ^)  does  not,  when 
carefully  examined,  conflict  with  these  rules.  The  passage  cited  from 
that  case  is  not  a  statement  of  the  grounds  on  which  the  House  or 
even  the  committee  determined  the  case,  but  a  concession  td  the  party 
against  whom  it  was  decided.  It  therefore,  if  it  bore  the  meaning 
contended  for,  would  not  be  authority  in  future  cases.  But  the  lan- 
guage taken  together,  it  seems  to  us,  means  only  that  going  into  an 
election  precinct  for  a  tempoi-ary  pui*pose,  with  the  intent  to  leave  it 
when  that  purpose  is  accomplishecl,  no  other  intent  and  no  other  fact 
appearing,  is  not  enough  to  gain  a  residence.  In  this  view,  it  is  not 
in  conflict  with  the  opinion  here  expressed. 

It  is  tnie  that,  as  was  remarked  in  the  outset,  a  former  residence 
continues  until  a  new  one  is  gained.  But  in  determining  the  question 
whether  a  new  one  has  been  gained,  the  fact  that  everything  which 
constituted  the  old  one — dwelling  house,  personal  presence,  business 
relations,  intent  to  remain — has  been  abanaoned,  is  a  most  significant 
fact. 

6.  We  hav^e,  then,  to  apply  these  principles  to  the  evidence  in  the 
case. 

The  contestant  claims  that  three  principal  classes  of  persons  who 
voted  for  the  sitting  member  were  disqualified  by  reason  of  nonresi- 
dence,  viz,  persons  who  came  into  the  district  for  the  purpose  of  work- 
ing on  the  railroad",  students  at  the  university,  who  came  from  other 
districts  solely  for  the  sake  of  pursuing  their  studies,  and  paupers 

1  2  Bart.,  771. 
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supported  in  a  poorhousc  common  to  all  the  districts  in  the  county, 
who  came  to  the  poorhouse  from  another  district,  and  voted  in  the 
district  where  it  is  situated. 

The  cases  of  the  railroad  laborers  and  contractors  should  be  disposed 
of  by  the  following  rules: 

1.  Where  no  other  fact  appears  than  that  a  person,  otherwise  quali- 
fied, came  into  the  election  district  for  the  purpose  of  working  on  the 
railroad  for  an  indefinite  period,  or  until  it  should  be  completed,  and 
voted  at  the  election,  it  may  or  may  not  be  true  that  his  residence  was 
in  the  district.  His  vote  having  been  accepted  b\'  the  election  officers, 
and  the  burden  being  on  the  other  side  to  show  that  they  erred,  we 
are  not  warranted  in  deducting  the  vote. 

'•2.  Where,  in  addition,  it  appears  that  such  voter  had  no  dwelling 
house  elsewhere,  had  his  family  with  him,  and  himself  considered  the 
voting  place  as  his  home  until  his  work  on  the  railroad  should  be  over, 
we  consider  his  residence  in  the  district  affirmatively  established. 

3.  On  the  other  hand,  where  it  appears  that  he  elected  to  retain  a 
home,  or  left  a  family  or  a  dwelling  place  elsewhere,  or  any  other  like 
circumstances  appear,  negativing  a  residence  in  the  voting  precinct, 
the  vote  should  be  deducted  from  the  candidate  for  v  hom  it  is  proved 
to  have  been  cast. 

The  principles  applicable  to  the  students  are  not  dissimilar.  The 
law,  as  it  applies  to  this  class  of  persons,  is  f  ull^  and  admirably  stated 
by  the  supreme  court  of  Massachusetts,  in  an  opinion  given  to  the 
legislature,  and  reported  in  Fifth  Metcalf,  and  which  is  cited  with 
approbation  in  nearly  all  the  subsequent  discussions  of  the  subject. 
Under  the  rule  there  laid  down,  the  fact  that  the  citizen  came  into  the 
place  where  he  claims  a  residence  for  the  sole  purpose  of  pursuing  his 
studies  at  a  school  or  college  there  situate,  and  nas  no  design  of  remain- 
ing there  after  his  studies  terminate,  is  not  necessarily  inconsistent  with 
a  legal  residence,  or  want  of  legal  residence,  in  sucfi  place.  This  is  to 
be  determined  by  all  the  circumstances  of  each  case.  Among  such 
circumstances,  the  intent  of  the  party,  the  existence  or  absence  of 
other  ties  or  interests  elsewhere,  tne  dwelling  place  of  the  parents,  or, 
in  the  case  of  an  orphan  just  of  age,  of  such  near  friends  as  he  had 
been  accustomed  to  make  his  home  with  in  his  minoritv,  would  of 
course  be  of  the  highest  importance.  (See  Putnam  vfi,  Johnson,  10 
Mass.,  488.) 

The  case  of  the  paupers  presents  greater  difficulty.  Under  the  laws 
of  Pennsvlvania  it  is  conceded  thev  mav  l)e  entitled  to  vote.  In 
several  contested-election  cases  cited  by  the  contestant  it  is  stated  b}' 
the  committee  that,  in  the  absence  of  statute  regulations  on  the  sub- 
ject, a  paupjRr  abiding  in  a  public  almshouse,  locally  situated  in  a  dif- 
ferent district  from  that  where  he  dwells  when  he  becomes  a  pauper, 
and  by  which  he  is  supported,  away  from  his  original  home,  does  not 
thereby  change  his  resiaence,  but  is  held  constructively  to  remain  at  his 
old  home.  (Monroe  vs.  Jackson,  2  Elect.  Cas.,  98^;  C'ovode  vs.  Foster,* 
Forty-first  Congress;  Taylor  vs,  Reading,*  Forty-first  Congress.) 

And  there  are  some  strong  reasons  for  this  opinion.  The  pauper  is 
under  a  species  of  confinement.  He  must  submit  to  regulations 
imposed  by  others  and  the  place  of  his  abode  may  be  changed  without 
his  consent.     Having   few  of  the   other  elements  which  ordinarily 
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make  up  a  domicile,  the  element  of  choice  also  in  hia  case  almost 
wholly  disappears.  There  are  also  serious  reasons  of  expediency 
against  permitting  a  class  of  persons  who  are  necessarily  so  dependent 
upon  the  will  of  one  public  omcer  to  vote  in  a  town  or  district  in  whose 
concerns  they  have  no  interest.  On  the  other  hand,  the  pauper's  right 
to  vote  is  recognized  by  law.  It  can  practicallv  very  seldom  be  exer- 
cised except  in  the  near  neighborhood  of  the  almshouse.  In  the  case 
of  a  person  so  poor  and  helpless  as  to  expect  to  be  a  lifelong  inmate 
of  the  poorhouse  it  is,  in  every  sense  in  which  the  word  can  oe  used, 
really  and  truly  his  residence — his  home.  And  it  is  important  that 
these  constitutional  provisions  as  to  suffrage  should  be  carried  out  in 
their  simplest  and  most  natural  sense,  without  the  introduction  of  arti- 
ficial or  technical  construction.  It  will,  however,  be  unnecessary  to 
determine  this  question,  as  will  hereafter  appear. 

Another  question  of  importance  which  has  arisen  in  the  discussion 
of  the  cause  is  the  question  whether  evidence  of  the  declarations  of 
alleged  voters,  made  not  under  oath,  in  the  country,  should  be  received 
to  show  the  fact  that  they  voted,  or  for  whom,  or  that  they  were  not 
leguUy  entitled  to  vote. 

Some  of  the  committee  think  that  such  evidence  ought  in  no  case  to 
be  admitted,  except  of  course  so  far  as  declamtions  made  at  the  time 
of  the  party's  intent  or  understanding  as  to  his  then  present  residence, 
or  his  purpose  in  a  I'emoval,  is  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestcB,  All 
of  the  committee  are  of  opinion  that  such  evidence  is  to  be  received 
with  the  greatest  caution,  to  be  resoi*ted  to  only  when  no  better  is  to 
be  had,  and  only  acted  on  when  the  declarations  are  clearly  proved 
and  are  themselves  clear  and  satisfactory.  As  this  question  has  been 
quite  fully  considered  it  may  be  proper  briefly  to  discuss  it  here. 

While  the  practice  of  the  Englisn  House  of  Commons  is  not  uni- 
fonn,  the  general  current  of  the  precedents  is  in  favor  of  admitting 
the  declarations  of  voters  as  evidence. 

The  opinions  of  several  American  courts  and  of  some  text  writers 
of  approved  authority  are  the  same  way.  The  correctness  of  this 
practice  has  been  earnestl}'^  questioned  in  this  House,  and  there  is  one 
decision  against  it;  but,  on  tne  whole,  the  practice  here  seems  to  be  in 
favor  of  its  admission.  In  England,  where  the  vote  for  members  of 
Parliament  is  viva  voce^  the  fact  that  the  alleged  voter  voted,  and  for 
whom,  is  susceptible  commonly  of  easy  proof  by  the  record.  In  one 
case,  however,  where  the  poll  list  had  been  lost,  the  parol  declaration 
of  a  voter  how  he  voted  seems  to  have  been  received  without  question. 
In  State  vs.  Olin  (23  Wis.,  319)  it  is  stated  that  the  declaration  of  a 
voter  is  admissible  to  prove  that  he  voted,  and  for  whom,  as  well  as  to 
prove  his  disqualification.  The  general  doctrine  is  usually  put  upon 
the  ground  that  the  voter  is  a  party  to  the  proceeding,  and  nis  declara- 
tions against  the  validity  of  his  vote  are  to  be  admitted  against  him  as 
such.  If  this  were  true  it  would  be  q^uite  clear  that  his  declarations 
ought  not  to  be  received  until  he  is  first  shown,  aliunde^  not  only  to 
have  voted,  but  to  have  voted  for  the  party  against  whom  he  is  called. 
Otherwise  it  would  be  in  the  power  of  an  illegal  voter  to  neutralize 
wrongfully  2  of  the  votes  cast  for  a  political  opponent — first,  by  vot- 
ing for  his  own  candidate;  second,  by  asserting  to  some  witness  after- 
wards that  he  voted  the  other  way,  and  so  having  his  vote  deducted 
from  the  party  against  whom  it  was  cast. 

But  it  is  not  true  that  a  voter  is  a  party  in  any  such  sense  as  that 
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lis  declarations  are  admissible  on  that  ground.  He  is  not  a  party  to 
:he  record.  His  interest  is  not  legal  or  personal.  It  is  frequently 
)f  the  slightest  possible  nature.  If  he  were  a  party,  then  his  admis- 
dons  should  be  competent  as  to  the  whole  case — ^as  to  the  votes  of  oth- 
ers, the  conduct  of  the  election  officers,  etc.,  which  it  is  well  settled 
}hey  are  not.  Another  reason  given  is  that  the  inquiry  is  of  a  public 
lature  and  that  it  should  not  be  limited  to  the  technical  rules  of  evi- 
lence  established  for  private  causes.  This  is  doubtless  true.  It  is  an 
nquiry  of  a  public  nature  and  an  inquiry  of  the  highest  interest  and 
tonsequence  to  the  public.  Some  rules  of  evidence  applicable  to  such  an 
nquiry  must  be  established.  It  is  nowhere,  so  far  as  we  know,claimed 
ihat  in  any  other  particular  the  ordinary  rules  of  evidence  should  be 
•elaxed  in  the  determination  of  election  cases.  The  sitting  member  is 
i  party  deeply  interested  in  the  establishment  of  his  li^ht  to  an  honor-* 
ible  office.  The  people  of  the  district  especially,  and  me  people  of  the 
v^hole  country  are  interested  in  the  question  who  shall  have  a  voice  in 
Iraming  the  laws.  The  votes  are  received  by  election  officers,  who 
lee  the  voter  in  person,  who  act  publicly  in  the  presence  of  the  people, 
vho  may  administer  an  oath  to  the  person  oflfering  to  vote,  and  who 
ire  themselves  sworn  to  the  performance  of  their  duties.  The  judg- 
nent  of  these  officers  ought  not  to  be  reversed  and  the  grave  interests 
>f  the  people  imperiled  by  the  admissions  of  persons  not  under  oath 
md  admitting  their  own  misconduct. 

The  practice  of  admitting  this  kind  of  evidence  originated  in  Eng- 
and.  So  far  as  it  has  been  adopted  in  this  country  it  has  been  witn- 
mt  much  discussion  of  the  reasons  on  which  it  was  founded.  In 
England,  as  has  been  said,  the  vote  was  t^wa  voce.  The  fact  that  the 
)arty  voted,  and  for  whom,  was  susceptible  of  easy  and  undisputable 
)roof  by  the  record.  The  privilege  of  voting  for  members  of  jParlia- 
nent  was  a  franchise  of  considerable  dignity,  enjoyed  by  few.  It 
tommonly  depended  on  the  ownership  of  a  freehold,  the  title  to  which 
lid  not,  as  with  us,  appear  on  public  registries,  but  would  be  seriously 
endangered  by  admissions  of  the  freeholder  which  disparaged  it.  An 
kdmission  by  the  voter  of  his  own  want  of  qualification  was  therefore 
ordinarily  an  admission  against  his  right  to  a  special  and  rare  fran- 
chise, and  an  admission  which  seriously  impaired  his  title  to  his  real 
estate,  an  admission  so  strongly  against  the  interest  of  the  party 
naking  it  would  seldom  be  made  unless  it  was  true.  It  furnishes  no 
malogy  for  a  people  who  regard  voting  not  as  a  privilege  of  the 
ew,  but  as  the  right  of  all;  where  the  vote,  insteaa  of  being  viva 
}oce,  is  studiously  protected  from  publicit}'^,  and  where  such  admis- 
lions,  instead  of  having  every  probability  in  favor  of  their  truth,  may 
o  easily  be  made  the  means  of  accomplishing  great  injustice  and 
raud,  without  fear  either  of  detection  or  punishment. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  principle  of  the  secret  ballot  protects  the 
'^oter  from  disclosing  how  he  voted,  and,  in  the  absence  of  power  to 
ompel  him  to  testify  and  furnish  the  best  evidence,  renders  tne  resort 
o  other  evidence  necessary.  The  committee  are  not  prepared  to  admit 
hat  the  policy  which  shields  the  vote  of  the  citizen  from  bein^  made 
:nown  without  his  consent  is  of  more  importance  than  an  inquiry  into 
he  purity  and  result  of  the  election  itself.  If  it  is,  it  cah  not  protect 
he  illegal  voter  from  disclosing  how  he  voted.  If  it  is,  it  would  be 
luite  doubtful  whether  the  same  policy  should  not  prevent  the  use  of 
be  machinery  of  the  law  to  discover  and  make  public  the  fact  in 
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whatever  way  it  may  be  proved.  It  is  the  publicity  of  the  vote,  not 
the  interrogation  of  the  voter  in  regard  to  it,  that  the  secret  ballot  is 
designed  to  prevent.  There  would  seem  to  be  no  need  to  resort  to 
hearsay  evidence  on  this  grounJ  unless  the  voter  has  first  been  called, 
and,  being  interrogated,  asserts  his  privilege  and  refuses  to  answer. 
Even  in  that  case  a  still  more  conclusive  objection  to  hearsay  testi- 
mony of  this  character  is  this:  It  is  not  at  all  likely  to  be  either  true  or 
trustworthy. 

The  rule  that  admits  secondary  evidence  when  the  best  can  not  be 
had  only  admits  evidence  which  can  be  relied  on  to  prove  the  fact,  as 
sworn  copies  when  an  original  is  lost  or  the  testimony  of  a  witness  to 
the  contents  of  a  lost  instrument.  Hearsay  evidence  is  not  admitted 
in  such  cases,  and  is  only  admitted  in  cases  where  hearsay  evidence  is, 
in  the  ordinary  experience  of  mankind,  found  to  be  generally  correct, 
as  in  matters  of  pedigree  and  the  like.  But  a  man  who  is  so  anxious 
to  conceal  how  he  voted  as  to  refuse  to  disclose  it  on  oath,  even  when 
the  disclosure  is  denmnded  in  the  interest  ot  public  justice,  and  who  is 
presumed  to  have  voted  fraudulently — for  otherwise  in  most  cases  the 
inquiry  is  of  no  consequence — would  be  quite  as  likely  to  have  made 
false  statements  on  the  subject  if  he  had  made  any.  To  permit  such 
statements  to  be  received,  to  overcome  the  judgment  of  the  election 
officers,  who  admit  the  vote  publicly,  in  the  face  of  a  challenge  and 
with  the  right  to  scrutinize  the  voter,  would  seem  to  be  exceedingly 
dangerous. 

The  action  of  the  House  heretofore  does  not  seem  to  have  been  so 
decided  or  uniform  as  to  preclude  it  from  now  acting  upon  what  may 
seem  to  it  the  reasonable  rule,  even  if  it  should  think  it  best  to  reject 
this  class  of  evidence  wholly.  But  as  both  parties  have  taken  their 
evidence,  apparently  with  the  expectation  that  this  class  of  evidence 
would  be  received,  and  as,  in  view  of  the  numerous  and  respectable 
authorities,  it  is  not  unlikely  the  House  may  follow  the  English  rule, 
we  have  applied  that  to  the  evidence,  with  the  limitation,  of  the  rea- 
sonableness of  which  it  would  seem  there  can  be  no  question,  that 
evidence  of  hearsay  declarations  of  the  voter  can  only  be  acted  upon 
when  the  fact  that  he  voted  has  been  shown  by  evidence  aliunde^  and 
when  the  declarations  have  been  clearly  proved,  and  are  themselves 
clear  and  satisfactory. 

The  result  of  the  whole  case,  then,  is  as  follows: 

The  majority  for  the  sitting  member,  as  returned,  is  14. 

The  contestant  admits  that  81  illegal  votes  were  cast  for  him.  But 
as  in  6  cases  this  admission  seems  to  us  to  have  been  made  on  an  erro- 
neous view  of  the  law,  we  have  deducted  from  the  contestant  but  75  of 
this  number,  leaving  the  majority  for  him  to  overcome  89.  The  sit- 
ting member  has  proved  that  at  least  15  of  the  votes  cast  for  contest- 
ant in  addition  to  those  admitted  were  illegal,  which  would  leave  to 
the  sitting  member  a  majority  of  104. 

Assuming  that  all  the  persons  who  are  alleged  by  contestant  to  have 
voted  for  the  sitting  member  did  so  vote;  assuming  that  all  those  per- 
sons who  came  into  the  election  district  to  pursue  their  studies  were 
not  le^l  voters  in  the  district;  assuming  that  all  the  paupers  who  were 
committqd  to  the  almshouse  from  any  other  district  than  that  where 
they  voted  were  not  entitled  to  vote  therein;  receiving  evidence  of 
declarations  of  persons  in  the  country  as  to  their  disqualifications,  and 
^.cting  upon  them  where  they  are  corroborated  by  other  evidence  or  as 
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clearly  and  satisfactorily  proved,  and  in  all  these  respects  we  take  the 
view  of  the  law  most  favorable  to  contestant;  deducting  also  from  the 
sitting  member  all  votes  cast  by  persons  not  naturalized,  or  not  of  age, 
or  who  had  not  paid  a  tax  or  dwelt  the  required  time  in  the  State, 
but,  on  the  other  hand^  not  sustaining  his  claim  that  persons  who  came 
into  the  district  for  the  purpose  of  working  on  the  railroad  can  not 
be  held  to  have  acquired  a  residence  there  unless  they  are  also  shown 
to  have  formed  the  intention  of  remaining  there  permanently  after 
the  work  was  done,  we  find  that  the  contestant  has  railed  to  overcome 
the  sitting  member's  majority  of  101,  above  stated.  In  dealing  with  the 
evidence  as  to  each  of  tne  numerous  individuals — 679  in  all — the  com- 
mittee formed  different  conclusions  of  fact  in  some  instances;  but  tak- 
ing the  result  in  every  case  where  the  committee  differed  as  to  the 
fact*  most  favorable  to  the  contestant,  it  is  as  above  set  forth. 
The  committee  therefore  recommend  the  accompanying  resolution: 

Resolved,  That  Benjamin  F.  Meyers  is  entitled  to  retain  the  seat  which  he  now 
holds  from  the  Sixteenth  Congressional  district  of  Pennsylvania. 

The  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  House  without  division;  so  Mr. 
Meyers  retained  the  seat. 
[Smith,  60-68.] 

(7)  NoRRis  v8,  Handley. 

Violence^  irdiinidation^  and  illegal  reQection  ofreturuH.  Charges  not 
swfficiently  mistained  to  overcome  returned  majority^  and  sitting  member 
retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  McCrary. 

According  to  the  returns  the  sitting  member  had  a  majority  of  3,142 
votes.  Contestant  charged  that  the  returns  from  a  number  of  pre- 
cincts where  he  had  received  a  majority  had  been  illegally  rejected  by 
State  and  county  canvassing  boards,  and  that  he  had  been  deprived  of 
a  large  number  of  votes  throughout  the  district  by  violence,  intimida- 
tion, and  fraud.  On  this  latter  charge  the  case  turned,  as  the  other 
wrongs  complained  of  did  not  in  any  case  affect  enough  votes  to  over- 
throw the  majority  returned. 

The  law  empowered  the  board  of  county  canvassers  to  throw  out 

Srecinct  returns  or  portions  of  them  '*  upon  good  and  sufficient  evi- 
ence  that  fraud  has  been  perpetrated  or  unlawful  or  wrongful  means 
resorted  to  to  prevent  electors  from  freely  and  fearlessly  casting  their 
ballots;"  this  rejection  "  to  be  final  unless  appeal  is  taken  within  ten 
days  to  the  probate  court." 

The  committee  held  that  the  fact  that  no  appeal  had  been  taken  to 
the  probate  court  could  not  estop  the  House  from  investigating  the 
legality  of  the  rejection  of  the  votes  or  returns.  Although  the  power 
thus  given  to  the  county  canvassing  board  was  "  extraordinary,  not  to 
say  dangerous,"  yet  the  action  of  9ie  board  under  the  statute  must  be 
regarded  as  j>W7/i«yf«^»i!^  correct.  The  boards  had  in  this  case,  how- 
ever, mostly  acted  upon  insufficient  evidence,  and  the  committee  upon 
examination  reversed  most  of  their  decisions.  The  State  board  of 
canvassers  had  thrown  out  the  vote  of  a  county  because  the  return 
was  signed  by  but  one  of  the  three  county  canvassers.  This  was 
proper  under  the  statute  requiring  it  to  be  signed  by  a  majority;  but 
the  House  has  power  to  go  behind  the  return,  and  the  committee. 
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from  an  examination  of  all  the  evidence,  counted  the  vote  of  all  but 
one  precinct  of  this  county.  In  two  other  precincts  voters  had  proba- 
bly Deen  deprived  of  their  votes  by  deception;  in  one  case  by  being 
told  that  the  supply  of  paper  had  run  out  and  they  could  not  be  regis- 
tered, and  in  the  other  case  by  the  circulation  of  Democratic  tickets 
with  the  heading  ''Republican  ticket."  But  in  both  these  cases  the 
evidence  of  the  fraud  was  vague  and  indefinite  and  entirely  failed  to 
show  the  number  of  votes  affected,  so  no  remedy  could  be  applied. 

The  evidence  relied  on  to  establish  intimidation  was  extremely  vague 
and  unsatisfactory,  consisting  almost  solely  of  hearsay  and  general  rep- 
utation. Not  one  witness  testified  that  he  himself  was  prevented  from 
voting  by  intimidation.  "There  can  be  no  doubt  that  testimony  of 
this  character  ought  to  be  held  insuflScient  of  itself  to  establish  the 
fact  of  intimidation.  It  ought  at  least  to  be  corroborated  by  other 
facts,  such  as  the  unexplained  failure  of  large  numbers  of  those  alleged 
to  have  been  intimidated  to  vote,  before  the  House  could  safely  act 
upon  it." 

But  considering  the  testimony  without  regard  to  strict  rules  of  law, 
it  clearly  failed  to  sustain  the  cliar^es.  Outrages  were  proved  to  have 
been  committed  for  the  purpose  of  intimidating  the  f reeamen,  and  they 
are  "' denounced  as  infamous"  in  the  report;  out  if,  in  spite  of  these 
occurrences,  ''if  the  freedmen  *  *  ^  did  in  fact  vote,  this  is  an 
end  of  controversy."  By  comparing  the  number  of  votes  cast  with 
the  number  of  males  over  21  in  the  aistrict  as  shown  by  the  census  of 
1870,  just  taken,  it  appeared  that  88  per  cent  of  the  whole  number  voted. 
This  is  a  larger  proportion  than  is  usually  found  in  peaceable  elections. 
In  a  number  of  precincts  where  a  large  number  of  negroes,  presum- 
ably Republicans,  lived  no  votes  were  cast  for  Mr.  Norris.  But  this 
was  explained  by  the  fact  that  the  negroes,  for  their  own  protection, 
had  adopted  the  plan  of  gathering  at  one  or  two  precincts  in  each 
county  and  casting  their  entire  vote  there. 

The  committee  presented  a  resolution  declaring  that  W.  A.  Handley 
was  entitled  to  re&in  his  seat,  which  was  passed  by  the  House  without 
debate  or  division. 

[Smith,  68-78.] 

(8)  Gooding  vs.  Wilson. 

Unofficial  recounts;  illegal  votes.  Majority  report  in  fa/vor  of  sit- 
ting member;  minority  report  i/n  favor  of  contestant.  Sitting  member 
retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Perry;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Arthur. 

On  the  face  of  the  returns  the  sitting  member  had  a  majority  of  4 
votes. 

Contestant  charged  (1)  that  the  election  officers  in  a  number  of  pre- 
cincts giving  a  majority  for  contestee  were  not  qualified;  (2)  that  mis- 
takes were  made  to  the  disadvantage  of  contestant  in  the  official  count 
in  several  precincts,  as  shown  by  subsequent  counts  of  the  ballots;  and 
(3)  illegal  votes. 

Contestee  replied  (1)  that  the  election  officers  were  not  qualified  in 
at  least  an  equal  number  of  precincts  giving  a  majority  for  the  con- 
testant; (2)  that  the  recounts  by  which  mistakes  were  sought  to  be 
shown  were  unofficial  and  made  under  such  circumstances  as  not  to  be 
trustworthy;  and  (3)  that  illegal  votes  were  cast  for  contestant.    Other 
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auestions  of  irregularity  and  illegality  were  raised  by  both  sides,  but 
id  not  enter,  into  the  determination  of  the  result. 
The  first  specification  above  was  abandoned  by  both  sides;  under  the 
third,  taking  the  statement  of  results  given  in  the  minority  report 
most  favorable  to  contestant,  contestee  would  still  have  a  majority  of 
2  votes;  so  the  case  turned  on  the  second  point,  whether  the  omcial 
count  was  to  be  set  aside  and  the  results  of  suDseq uent  unofficial  counts 
accepted  in  its  stead.  The  majority  report  callea  attention  to  the  fact 
that  no  person  had  ever  been  deprived  of  his  seat  in  the  House  by  the 
result  of  subsequent  unofficial  counts,  though  there  were  some  cases 
in  which  it  was  stated  that  under  some  circumstances  such  counts  might 
be  accepted.^ 

The  conditions  under  which  a  recount  could  be  accepted  were  thus 
stated  in  the  majority  report: 

On  principle  it  would  seem  that  if  such  a  thine  were,  in  the  aheence  of  fraad  in  the 
official  count,  in  any  case  admissible,  it  shoula  be  permitted  only  when  the  ballot 
boxes  had  been  so  kept  as  to  be  conclusive  of  the  identity  of  the  ballots  and  when 
the  subsequent  count  was  made  with  saf^uards  equivalent  to  those  pvovided  by  law. 

To  these  two  conditions  Judge  McCrarv,  in  the  debate,  added  a  third, 
that  it  should  affirmatively  appear  that  the  boxes  have  been  preserved 
by  the  officerlfe  required  by  the  otate  law  to  preserve  them  ana  in  a  man- 
ner in  all  respects  in  strict  compliance  with  tnat  law.  The  doctrine  of  the 
minority,  as  brought  out  more  clearly  in  the  debate  than  in  the  report, 
was  substantially  as  follows:  The  official  count  18  jpriiTia  facie  correct, 
but  it  may  be  overthrown  by  evidence,  especiallv  when  there  are  cir- 
cumstances indicating  the  probability  of  a  mistake.  A  recount  prop- 
erly conducted  is  sucn  evidence,  and  there  is  no  presumption  of  trnud 
in  such  a  recount  or  in  the  keeping  of  the  ballots  previous  to  it.  To 
establish  such  presumption  of  fraud  the  party  denying  the  correctness 
of  the  recount  must  show  circumstances  indicating  not  merely  that 
fraud  could  have  been  committed,  but  that  there  was  at  least  a  proba- 
bility that  it  actually  was  committed. 

Applying  the  law  as  laid  down  by  the  majority  to  the  facts  in  this 
case,  none  of  the  recounts  could  be  accepted.  In  no  case  was  the  bal- 
lot box  preserved  by  the  officer  in  whose  custody  the  law  placed  it, 
and  in  each  case  it  was  so  preserved  that  it  could  easily  have  been  tam- 
pered with,  though  in  only  one  case  was  there  any  evidence  in  any  way 
mdicating  that  it  had  been  tampered  with.  In  that  case  the  ballot  box 
had  an  imperfect  lock.  It  was  twice  found  open  and  the  tally  sheets 
in  some  way  disappeared  from  it.  In  another  case  the  recount  was 
made  by  the  inspector.  He  had  forgotten  what  its  result  was,  but 
told  several  people  at  the  time,  who  swear  to  what  he  told  them.  He 
swears  that  he  supposes  they  testified  correctly,  but  that  he  believes 
the  official  count  was  the  correct  one.  In  another  case  there  were 
three  unofficial  counts,  all  differing  from  each  other  and  from  the  offi- 
cial count.  The  official  count  was  carefully  made.  In  another  case 
there  were  two  unofficial  counts,  one  made  by  the  officer  in  charge  of 
the  box,  sustaining  the  official  count,  and  the  other  made  b}'^  a  friend 
of  contestant,  after  the  box  had  left  the  custody  of  the  officer  in  charge 
of  it,  showing  a  gain  of  2  votes  for  contestant.  The  only  other  case  is 
more  interesting.    The  law  required  two  tally  sheets  to  be  kept,  one 

'  Since  that  time,  however,  at  least  one  person  has  been  deprived  of  his  seat  upon 
such  evidence.     English  vs.  Peelle,  4Sth  Congress,  Mobley,  171. 
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tx)  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court,  the  other  to  be  kept  in  the  ballot 
box.  Two  certified  copies  of  the  tally  sheet  in  the  clerk's  office  showed 
three  marks  (thus  ///),  apparently  counted,  like  the  other  sets  of  marks 
(thus  ffl/)^  as  5.  The  other  tally  sheet  was  not  produced,  and  seems  to 
have  disappeared  from  the  ballot  box.  The  only  witness  called  testi- 
fied somewnat  vaguely  that  both  tally  sheets  were  alike.  The  official 
count  was  in  accordance  with  the  footing  of  the  tally  sheet  in  evidence, 
giving  2  more  votes  for  contestee  than  the  number  of  marks  after  his 
name  on  the  tally  sheet.  The  ballots  were  not  produced,  or  examined 
by  anyone,  and  the  officer  of  election  who  first  noticed  the  peculiarity 
of  the  tally  sheet  (some  time  after  the  election)  was  not  called.  The 
committee  said: 

It  is  clear  that  if  there  was  a  mistake  it  could  have  been,  and  should  have  been, 
better  proved. 

All  these  recounts  were  accepted  by  the  minority  in  their  report, 
but  the  circumstances  were  not  detailed  or  arguments  given.  They 
were  all  rejected  by  the  majority.  The  majority  found  Qiat  of  the  35 
illegal  votes  charged  to  have  been  cast  for  contestee  4  were  illegal  and 
of  the  28  chargea  to  have  been  cast  for  contestant  8  were  illegal.  The 
minority  found  9  illegal  votes  for  contestee  and  7  for  contestant.  Two 
votes  counted  for  contestee  were  ballots  bearing  simply  the  name 
"Wilson."  They  were  counted  by  the  majority  and  rejected  by  the 
minority.  The  return  from  one  precinct  giving  89  majority  for  con- 
testant was  not  certified,  and  the  testimony  relied  on  to  establish  the 
vote  was  not  technically  admissible,  but  the  vote  was  counted  in  both 
reports. 

After  some  debate,  the  resolutions  proposed  by  the  minority  were 
rejected  by  a  vote  of  64  to  105,  and  that  presented  by  the  majority 
adopted  without  division. 

[Smith,  79-88.] 

(9)  Burleigh  and  Spink  vs.  Armstrong. 

Illegal  votes.  Elections  Jield  on  military  and  Indian  ref<ervations. 
Sitting  Delegate  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Merrick. 

The  vote  as  returned  was:  Spink,  1,023;  Burleigh  1,102;  Armstrong, 
1,198.  Contestants  alleged  tnat  the  elections  held  on  military  and 
Indian  reservations  were  illegal,  and  that  large  numbers  of  votes  of 
Indians  and  nonresidents  had  been  cast.  The  law  organizing  the  Terri- 
tory of  Dakota  provided  that  the  territory  which  bv  treatiew  with  Indian 
tribes  was  not  to  be  made  part  of  any  State  or  lerritorv  without  the 
consent  of  those  tribes  should  not  become  a  part  of  the  Territory  until 
the  consent  of  the  tribes  was  obtained. 

It  is  quite  apjmrent  from  the  terms  of  this  oraanic  act  that  it  was  not  competent 
for  the  aiithonties  of  the  Territory  to  hold  an  election  or  exercise  any  other  jurisdic- 
tional act  within  any  part  of  the  Indian  reservation. 

The  votes  cast  in  these  reservations  were  excluded. 

But  with  resard  to  the  election  held  within  the  military  reservations  of  Fort  Sully 
and  Fort  Ranaall  (or  the  Ellis  precinct),  the  committee  have  reached  the  conclusion 
that  there  is  nothins  in  the  terms  of  the  organic  act  nor  in  the  general  polic^r'  of  the 
law  forbidding  an  election  to  be  held  at  such  places,  The  contestants  have  insisted 
that  the  rule  which  disqualifies  persons  from  voting  within  any  State  who  reside 
within  forts  or  other  territory  to  which  the  title  and  jurisdiction  has  been  ceded 
by  the  State  to  the  Federal  Government  applies  to  the  military  reservations  which 
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have  been  deeignated  by  the  Executive  within  the  Territories  belonging  to  the 
United  States.  But  forasmuch  as  there  is  no  conflict  of  sovereignty  l^tween  the 
Government  and  the  Territory,  and  the  latter  holds  all  its  jurisdiction  and  subordi- 
nation to  the  controlling  power  of  Congress,  and  the  military  reservations  are  not  per- 
manently severed  from  the  body  of  the  public  lands,  but  are  simply  set  apart  and 
withheld  from  private  ownership  by  an  Executive  order  to  the  CommisBioner  of  the 
Land  Office,  and  may  be  and  oiten  are  restored  to  the  common  stock  of  the  public 
domain  when  the  occasion  for  their  temporary  occupancy  has  ceased  at  the  pleasure 
of  Congress,  and  which  requires  no  concurrent  act  of  any  State  authority  to  give 
it  efficacy,  the  residents  upon  such  reservations,  although  abiding  thereon  by  the 
mere  sufferance  of  the  United  States  authorities,  do  not  in  any  just  sense  cease  to  be 
inhabitants  or  residents  of  the  Territory  within  which  such  military  reservation  may 
be  situated. 

A  large  number  of  illegal  votes  were  charged  to  have  been  and  prob- 
ably were  cast,  as  was  to  have  been  expected  from  the  condition  or  any 
frontier  country.  But  so  far  as  appears  they  were  not  cast  for  one 
candidate  more  than  another.  There  was  nothing  connecting  any  of  the 
candidates  with  procuring  them  to  be  cast,  and  deducting  all  in  regard 
to  which  there  was  definite  proof,  the  sitting  member  still  had  a  majority. 
The  House  concurred  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee  without  division. 

[Smith,  8^91.] 

(10)  GiDDiNGS  V8.  Clark. 

Application  of  sitting  member  jfor  further  time  rejysed.  Decision 
of  the  State  canvassing  board  rejecting  returns  reviewed^  and  votes 
restored  when  sustained  oy  emdence.     Seai  given  to  contestant. 

Report  by  Mr.  McCrary. 

The  sitting  member  had  been  given  the  seat  by  the  action  of  the 
State  canvassing  board  of  Texas  in  rejecting  the  votes  of  a  number  of 
precincts  and  counties  and  of  the  House  in  deciding  the  certificate  of  the 
governor  to  be  prima  fad^  evidence  of  the  right  to  the  seat.  (See  case 
of  W.  T.  Clark,  ante^y,  263.)  After  notice  of  contest  and  answer 
had  been  served  the  House,  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  between 
the  parties,  ordei'ed  that  the  sixty  days  allowed  by  law  for  taking  tes- 
timony should  commence  to  run  on  1  ebruary  1, 1872.  The  contestant 
took  testimony  diligenth^  within  the  time,  but  the  contestee  took  no 
testimony  at  all,  and,  nearly  a  month  after  the  time  for  taking  testi- 
mony had  expii-ed,  came  before  the  committee  with  an  application  to 
have  the  time  extended.  This  application  was  accompanied  by  the 
^  affidavits  of  the  sitting  member  and  other  persons,  setting  forth  that 
\  a  combination  had  been  formed  among  tne  friends  of  contestant  to 
indict  the  officers  of  election  and  other  persons  who  would  be  needed 
as  witnesses  by  the  contestee  and  by  this  system  of  persecution  to 
prevent  them  from  testifying.  It  was  asserted  that  numerous  indict- 
ments had  been  found,  which  produced  a  feeling  of  alarm  in  the  dis- 
trict, but  that  a  better  state  of  feeling  now  prevailed,  and  if  time 
were  granted  testimony  could  now  be  taken.  The  affidavits  were 
exceedingly  vague  and  genei^al,  dealing  with  conclusions  and  opinions 
rather  than  wim  specific  facts.  The  committee  unanimously  decided 
that  the  application  ought  to  be  refused,  giving  six  reasons  for  their 
opinion.     Tne  first  one  is  as  follows: 

1.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  party  now  asking  an  extension  is  the  sitting 
member.  He  is  now,  and  has  been  during  a  laiK^  part  of  the  term,  exercising  the 
functions  and  receiving  the  emoluments  of  the  office  in  question.  In  a  litigation  of 
this  character  the  thin^  in  controversy  grows  daily  less  and  does  not,  as  in  most 
ordinary  lawsuits,  remam  intact,  to  be  recovered  by  the  successful  party  in  the  end. 
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In  this  pArticalar  case  the  extension  asked  for  would  be  very  nearly  equivalent  to  a 
final  decision  of  the  case  in  favor  of  the  sitting  member  upon  the  merits.  We  are 
now  near  the  close  of  the  second  session  of  the  Congress.  If  the  parties  are  to  be 
sent  back  to  Texas  to  take  further  testimony,  of  course  no  further  action  can  be 
taken  until  the  opening  of  the  third  and  last  session,  which  is  of  but  ninety  days' 
duration,  and  would  be  necessarily  far  spent  before  a  final  decision  could  be  reached. 
It  does  not  follow  from  these  considerations  that  a  sitting  member  can  in  no  case  be 
allowed  an  extension  after  the  time  allowed  by  law  for  taking  testimony  expires, 
but  your  committee  think  it  does  follow  that  no  such  extension  should  ever  be 

Granted  to  a  sitting  member  unless  it  clearly  appears  that  by  the  exercise  of  ^reat 
iligence  he  has  l^n  unable  to  procure  his  testimony,  and  that  he  is  able,  if  an 
ext^ision  be  granted,  to  obtain  such  material  evidence  as  will  establish  his  right  to 
the  seat,  or  that  by  reason  of  the  i&ult  or  misconduct  of  the  contestant  he  has  been 
unable  to  prepare  his  case. 

The  other  five  reasons  eiven  are,  in  substance:  (2)  The  affidavits  do 
not  state  facts  from  which  it  can  reasonably  be  inferred  that  the  sit- 
ting member  could  not,  by  an  exercise  of  due  diligence,  have  taken 
his  testimony.  The  opinion  of  the  affiants  is  that  ceiiain  indictments 
were  malicious;  but  no  facts  are  given  to  support  the  conclusion,  and 
even  if  it  be  taken  as  true,  it  is  not  asserted  that  any  of  the  witnesses 
were  imprisoned  or  otherwise  placed  beyond  the  reach  of  subpoena. 
(3)  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  sitting  member,  by  the  issuance  of 
subpcenas  or  -notices  to  take  testimony  or  otherwise,  made  a  single 
attempt  to  take  testimony.  (4)  The  affidavits  state  that  a  better  state 
of  feeling  now  exists,  but  not  a  single  witness  claims  that  he  himself 
was  formerly  afraid  to  testify  and  is  now  willing.  If  the  better  state 
of  feeling  does  exist,  such  affidavits  could  and  should  have  been  pro- 
cured. (5)  Of  the  twenty-four  counties  in  the  district,  it  is  only 
charged  that  fear  prevailed  in  five.  Testimony  might  have  been  taken 
in  otners,  the  law  permitting  it  to  be  taken  anywhere  in  the  district. 
(6)  "The  affidavits  relied  upon  are  fatally  defective  in  this,  that  thev 
do  not  state  the  names  of  the  witnesses  whose  testimony  is  wanted, 
nor  the  particular  facts  which  can  be  proven  by  their  testimony." 

Proceeding,  then,  to  the  examination  of  the  case  upon  the  testimony 
in  evidence  and  treating  the  rejection  of  returns  by  the  State  officers 
as  presumptively  correct,  it  appeared  that  the  vote  of  Bosque  County 
haa  been  rejected  because ''no  official  returns  were  received."  But 
manifestly  some  sort  of  returns  were  received,  and,  as  nearly  as  could 
be  inferred  from  the  evidence,  the  irregularity  in  them  was  that  they 
were  certified  by  a  registrar  who  had  been  removed  shortly  before  the 
election,  but  who,  not  being  notified  of  his  removal,  and  his  successor 
not  having  qualified,  had  continued  to  act  under  color  of  authority 
and  at  least  as  officer  de  facto.  His  official  acts  affecting  third  parties 
and  the  public  would  be  held  valid,  and  in  addition  tnere  was  full 
proof  in  the  record  both  of  the  legality  of  the  election  and  of  the  vote 
actually  cast. 

The  vote  of  Brazos  Ciounty  had  been  thrown  out  because  the  ballots 
had  been  numbered  in  violation  of  the  statute.  But,  as  the  statute 
affixed  a  penalty  for  marking  the  ballot  and  did  not  declare  that  the 
ballot  shall  be  thrown  out,  and  as  the  construction  put  on  the  statute 
bv  the  State  officers  would  enable  the  officers  of  election  to  disfi'an- 
chise  legal  voters,  the  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  votes 
ought  to  be  received. 

In  Washington  County  there  had  been  two  boxes,  one  used  chiefly 
by  white  men,  the  other  chiefly  by  colored.  The  State  officers  had 
rejected  the  "  white  man's  box"  on  the  ground  that  the  law  did  not  admit 
of  two  boxes,  and  that  this  box  was  not  presided  over  by  even  one 
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lawful  officer.  But  the  testimony  showed  that  the  two  boxes  were  at 
different  windows  in  the  same  room,  both  equally  in  or  out  of  the 
custody  of  the  election  officers;  the  vote  was  so  large  that  two  boxes 
were  a  practical  necessity  and  had  been  customary;  white  men  voted 
chiefly,  but  not  exclusively,  at  one  box  and  colored  at  the  other,  as  a 
matter  of  convenience;  but  at  least  once  during  the  day  the  boxes  were 
changed  and  each  put  in  the  window  where  the  other  had  been. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  boxes  must  stand  or  fall  together,  and 
in  either  case,  whether  the  whole  vote  of  the  county  be  counted  or 
rejected  and  regardless  of  how  the  other  questions  in  the  case  were 
decided,  the  contestant  had  a  majority. 

In  Limestone  County  a  large  part  of  the  colored  vote  failed  to  be 
cast.  The  town  where  the  election  was  held  was  occupied  by  an  armed 
and  organized  force.  Pickets  were  stationed  on  all  tne  roads  leading 
to  the  town,  and  no  person  was  allowed  to  enter  without  a  pass.  The 
witnesses  asserted  that  voters  were  allowed  to  come  and  go  in  peace, 
and  that  the  negroes  were  urged  to  vote;  but  they  did  not  vote,  and 
the  committee  said: 

It  is  clear  that  they  abstained  from  doing  so  for  reasons  which  most  men  would 
consider  good  and  sufficient 

In  Hill  County  one  of  the  clerks  of  the  election  swore  that,  with 
the  connivance  of  the  registrar,  he  abstracted  300  Democratic  ballots 
from  the  box  and  substituted  Republican  ballots.  As  the  previous 
questions  discussed  were  decisive  of  the  case,  the  committee  dia  not  dis- 
cuss the  credibility  of  this  testimony  or  the  other  questions  raised, 
but  submitted  resolutions  declaring  tfcat  Mr.  Clark  was  not,  and  Mr. 
Giddings  was,  entitled  to  the  seat.  The  House  adopted  the  resolutions 
without  division,  and  Mr.  Giddings  was  sworn  in. 

[Smith,  91-98.] 

(11)  MgKissick  v8,  Wallace. 

Fraud  and  irregularities.  Testimony  i7isvffi,cient^  and  sitting  member 
retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Hazel  ton. 

The  sitting  member  received  a  majority  of  3,304  votes  on  the  face 
of  the  returns.  Contestant  charged  irregularities  and  frauds,  but  his 
testimony  was  almost  entirely  hearsay  and  dealt  in  generalities.  The 
committee  decided  that  it  was  entirely  insufficient  to  sustain  the  alle- 
gations and  was  not  sufficiently  definite  and  tangible  to  warrant  any 
action  on  the  part  of  the  committee  assailing  the  apparent  or  prima 
facie  right  of  the  coutestee  to  the  seat.  In  regard  to  the  South  Caro- 
lina election  law,  approved  March  1,  1870,  the  committee  said: 

The  law  under  which  the  election  was  held  seems  to  be  well  calculated  to  cover 
if  not  to  encourage  fraud,  inasmuch  as  it  neither  requires  registration  of  the  voters 
nor  a  public  canvass  of  the  votes  at  the  close  of  the  polls,  hut  allows  the  managers  of 
each  precinct,  or  one  of  them,  to  retain  possession  of  the  boxes  containing  the  bal- 
lots uncounted  for  three  days,  at  the  end  of  which  time  they  are  required  to  deliver 
them  over  to  the  commissioners  of  election  for  their  county,  together  with  the  poll 
list,  and  these  latter  offices  may  retain  the  boxes  for  ten  days  longer  before  making 
the  canvass.  But  the  committee,  having  no  power  over  this  Taw,  must  content 
itself  with  simply  calling  attention  to  it. 

The  conmiittee  wei*e  unanimous  in  their  decision,  and  the  House 
passed  the  resolution  presented,  declaring  Alexander  S.  Wallace 
entitled  to  the  seat  without  division. 

[Smith,  98,  99.] 
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(12)  BowEN  7w.  De  Large. 

Frauds  and  irregidarities.  Incompaiiible  office.  Bribery  hy  con- 
te^auL     Seat  declared  vacant. 

Report  by  Mr.  Hoar. 

The  case  came  before  the  committee  at  the  secon<i  session,  but  the 
sitting  member  asked  for  further  time  on  the  ground  that  his  counsel 
had  possession  of  the  testimony  and  refused  to  surrender  it,  having 
been  bribed  by  the  contestant  to  act  for  him.  The  allegation  was 
proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  committee,  and  Mr.  De  Large  was 
given  further  time  to  take  his  testimony.  Part  of  the  committee  were 
of  the  opinion  that  the  act  of  the  contestant  was  sufficient  to  justify  a 
refusal  to  permit  him  to  proceed  with  the  contest. 

When  the  testimony  had  been  taken,  it  appeared  that  the  contestant 
had  since  the  beginning  of  the  (^on^ress  held  and  performed  the 
duties  of  two  offices  in  South  Carolina,  each  of  which  was,  by  the 
constitution  of  the  State  and  in  the  nature  of  things,  incompatible 
with  the  office  of  Representative  in  Congress.  The  irregularities 
shown  by  the  testimony  were  so  great  that  it  was  impossible  to  deter- 
mine who  was  elected,  and  the  committee  unanimously  recommended 
that  the  seat  be  declared  vacant.  The  House  concurred  without 
division. 

[Smith,  99,  100.] 

(13)  NiBi^CK  vs.  Walls. 

Frauds  intimidation^  afid  irregularities.     Seat  given  to  cmUestant, 

Report  by  Mr.  McCrary. 

According  to  all  the  county  returns,  contestant  received  a  majority 
of  192  votes.  But  the  State  canvassers  rejected  the  returns  from 
counties  giving  a  vote  of  1,604  for  Niblack  and  783  for  Walls,  and  thus 
awarded  the  certificate  to  Walls  by  a  majority  of  629.  The  sitting 
member  conceded  that  part  of  these  counties  were  rejected  for  tech-, 
nical  reasons  and  should  be  counted,  but  asserted  that  three  of  them 
were  properly  rejected  and  that  a  number  of  precincts  in  addition 
must  be  rejected  or  additional  votes  counted  for  him  on  account  of 
violence  and  intimidation. 

In  the  first  of  the  three  counties  thus  remaining^  in  controversy  it 
appeared  that  the  county  canvassers  had  rejectea  three  of  the  five 
precincts.  Proof  was  furnished  of  the  vote  in  the  three  rejected 
precincts,  and  contestant  conceded  that  they  should  be  counted.  No 
proof  of  the  vote  in  one  of  the  other  precincts  was  furnished,  and  in 
the  remaining  one  the  proof  was  that  at  least  42  votes  had  been  cast 
for  sitting  member,  while  none  had  been  returned  for  him. 

In  the  second  county  the  returns  had  been  rejected  because  they 
were  not  made  out  in  duplicate,  nor  forwarded  within  the  time  required 
by  law,  and  because,  instead  of  having  been  sealed  and  forwarded  by 
mail  to  the  governor,  they  had  been  sent  to  contestant  by  a  messenger, 
opened  by  another,  and  by  him  delivered  to  the  governor.  The  first 
objection  was  considered  as  immaterial,  as  the  only  difference  between 
the  duplicate  returns  was  the  date,  but  to  overcome  the  second  the 
committee  caused  the  testimony  of  two  of  the  three  county  canvassers 
to  l)e  procured.  They  identified  the  copies  of  the  returns  in  evidence 
as  being  correct  copies  of  those  forwarded  by  them,  and  the  committee 
counted  the  vote. 
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In  the  third  county  the  return  was  signed  by  but  one  of  the  three 
canvassing  oflScers.  Although  opportunity  was  given,  as  in  the  pre- 
vious case,  to  cure  the  defect  or  establish  the  vote  by  testimony,  none 
had  been  taken,  and  the  committee  did  not  count  the  vote. 

In  Gadsen  County  it  was  shown  that  there  was  an  organized  effort 
on  the  part  of  friends  of  contestant  to  prevent  a  full  vote  being  given 
for  the  contestee.  There  was  a  show  of  violence  and  deadlv  weapons 
at  the  polls,  and  a  crowding  around  the  windows  to  keep  the  colored 
voters  from  reaching  it.  Twenty-nine  voters  swore  that  they  had 
attempted  to  vote  for  contestant,  but  were  prevented,  and  the  com- 
mittee added  their  votes  to  his  poll. 

In  two  other  cases  there  were  disturbances  at  the  polls,  alleged  to 
have  been  for  the  purpose  of  intimidating  voters,  but  there  was  no 
definite  proof  how  many  or  what  persons  were  intimidated,  and  by 
reference  to  the  census  of  1870,  just  taken,  it  appeared  that  there  was 
a  very  full  vote.  The  committee  declined  to  reject  the  vote  of  these 
precincts.  The  vote  of  three  other  precincts  rejected  by  county  can- 
vassers was  proved  cUmnde  and  counted  bv  the  committee.  Restoring 
all  these  votes,  a  majority  of  137  votes  is  sliown  for  Mr.  Niblack.  The 
committee  unanimously  recommended  that  he  be  given  the  seat,  and 
the  House  concurred. 

[Smith,  101-106.] 

(14)  J.  Hale  Sypher. 

Charges  offravd.     Case  not  investigated  for  lack  of  time. 

Report  by  Mr.  McCrary. 

It  was  alleged  that  in  tne  testimony  taken  before  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Privileges  and  Elections  there  were  indications  that  Mr. 
Sypher  had  fraudulently  procured  his  election.  A  resolution  passed 
the  House  directing  the  Committee  on  Elections  to  inquire  into  the 
matter,  but  as  most  of  the  witnesses  were  in  Louisiana,  and  the  reso- 
lution did  not  come  before  the  committee  until  within  seven  days  of 
the  expiration  of  the  Congress,  there  was  no  time  to  procure  testimony, 
and  the  committee  asked  to  be  discharged  from  further  consideration 
of  the  case.     The  House  concurred. 

[Smith,  107.J 
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OoTwmittee  on  Elections, 

Mr.  Smith,  New  York,  Mr.  Harrison,  Tennessee, 

Thomas,  North  Carolina,  Hyde,  Missouri, 

Hazelton,  Wisconsin,  Spear,  Pennsylvania, 

Todd,  Pennsylvania,  Lamar,  Mississippi, 

Pike,  New  Hampshire,  Crossland,  Kentucky, 

Mr.  Robinson,  Ohio. 

Cases. 

(I)  John  J.  Davis  vs.  Benjamin  Wilson;  J.  Marshall  Hagans  vs. 
Benjamin  F.  Martin,  WestVirginia. 

'2)  Thomas  M.  Gunter  vs.  W.  W.  Wilshire  (two  cases),  Arkansas. 
>3)  Andrew  Sloan  vs.  Morgan  Rawls,  Georgia. 
{4S  John  M.  Bums  vs.  John  D.  Young,  Kentvxiky. 

(5)  George  R.  Maxwell  vs.  George  Q.  Cannon,  tltali  Territory. 

(6)  John  M.  Bradley  vs.  Wm.  J.  Hynes,  Arkansas. 

(7)  George  A.  Sheridan  vs.  P.  B.  S.  Pinchback  (two  cases),  LaaisiaTha. 

(8)  Marcus  L.  Bell  vs.  O.  P.  Snyder,  Arkansas. 

(9)  George  Q.  Cannon,  Utah  Territory. 

(10)  Lucien  C.  Gause  vs.  Asa  Hodges,  Arkansas. 

(II)  Effingham  Lawrence  vs.  J.  Hale  Sypher,  Louisiana. 

The  question  of  providing  a  way  for  deciding  contests  in  the  election 
of  President  and  Vice-President  was  also  referred  to  the  committee 
and  reported  on. 

(1)  Davis  vs.  Wilson  and  Hagans  vs.  Martin. 

Legal  time  for  holding  Congressional  election,  in  West  Virginia.  A 
majority  of  the  committee  reported  in  fa/vor  of  Messrs.  Wilson  amd 
Martin^  a  mimority  in  favor  of  Messrs.  Davis  and  Haga/ns.^  and  another 
m^lnoritii  in  favor  ofordervrw  a  new  election.  Tlie  House  sustained  the 
■first  minority  report.,  a7id  Messrs.  Davis  and  Hagans  were  sworn  in. 

Reports  by  Mr.  Smith,  Mr.  Todd,  Mr.  Harrison,  Mr.  Spear,  and  Mr. 
Hazelton. 

Under  the  old  law  of  Virginia,  and  under  the  code  in  force  up  to  1872, 
the  elections  of  Representetives  in  Congi'ess  were  held  on  ui^  fourth 
Thursday  in  October  in  every  second  year.  As  expressed  in  the  code, 
"The  general  election  for  Stete,  distnct,  county,  and  township  officers, 
and  members  of  the  legislature  '  was  fixed  on  that  day,  and  m  a  sepa- 
rate section  it  was  specified  that  ''at  the  said  elections  *  *  *  there 
shall  be  elected,"  among  other  things,  Representatvoes  in  Congress^ 
every  second  year. 
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The  new  constitution,  submitted  to  the  people  for  ratification  on 
August  22,  1872,  provided: 

The  general  elections  of  State  and  county  officers  and  members  of  the  legislature 
shall  be  held  on  the  second  Tuesday  of  October,  until  otherwise  provided  by  law. 

But  the  constitution  also  provided  that  it  should  be  submitted  to  the 
people  for  ratification  on  the  fourth  Thursday  of  August^  1872,  at  an 
election  to  be  held  by  the  officers  authorized  to  hold  general  elections, 
and — 

On  the  same  day,  *  *  *  elections  shall  be  held  at  the  several  places  of  voting 
in  each  county  for  senators  and  members  of  the  house  of  deleg^ates,  and  all  officers, 
executive,  judicial,  county,  or  district,  required  by  this  constitution  to  be  elected  by 
the  people. 

These  elections  were  to  be  of  no  effect  unless  the  constitution  was 
ratified,  but  if  it  was  ratified  the  constitution  was  to  be  of  full  effect 
from  and  including  the  day  on  which  it  was  ratified.  The  election  was 
held,  the  constitution  ratified,  and  a  full  State  ticket  elected,  and  in 
two  districts  Congressional  elections  were  also  held  and  Messrs.  Davis 
and  Hagans  elected.  On  the  fourth  Thursday  in  October  elections 
were  also  held  in  all  the  districts,  and  Messrs.  Wilson,  Martin,  and 
Hereford  elected.  Mr.  Hereford  received  a  certificate  and  took  his 
seat  without  opposition.  The  governor  issued  certificates  to  Messrs. 
Davis  and  Hagans,  certifying  that  they  were  elected,  provided  the 
fourth  Thursday  of  August  was  the  legal  day  of  election,  and  to 
Messrs.  Wilson  and  Martin  like  credentials,  certifying  that  they  were 
elected,  provided  the  fourth  Thursday  of  October  was  the  legal  day. 
Subsequently,  under  an  act  of  the  legislature,  formal  certificates  were 
given  te  Messrs.  Wilson  and  Martin.  The  House  refused  to  admit 
either  candidates  on  their  certificates,  and  referred  their  credentials  to 
the  Committee  on  Elections. 

The  ca^e  turned  on  the  construction  to  be  given  the  provisions  of 
the  code  and  constitution  above  referred  to;  the  argument  can  not 
be  properly  given  without  going  more  into  detail  than  is  possible  in  a 
brief  outline.  There  were  three  opinions  presented  and  strongly  sup- 
ported— one  that  the  election  was  properly  held  on  the  fourth  Thurs- 
aay  in  August,  another  that  it  was  properly  held  on  the  fourth 
Thursday  in  October,  and  another  that  it  should  have  been  held  on 
the  second  Tuesday  in  October,  the  date  fixed  by  the  new  constitu- 
tion for  holding  ''general  elections"  in  the  future.  In  the  last  case 
none  of  the  claimants  would  be  entitled  to  the  seats.  A  majority  of 
the  committee,  consisting  of  Messrs.  Smith,  Thomas,  Crossland,  Speer, 
and  Lamar,  supported  the  October  election.  Mr.  Todd  was  of  the 
same  opinion  on  the  testimony  presented,  but  believed  that  the  Octo- 
ber election  should  have  been  inquired  into  to  see  if  it  was  not  void  on 
account  of  the  lightness  of  the  vote  and  irregularities.  Messrs.  Har- 
rison and  Hyde  aid  not  consider  either  election  valid.  Messrs.  Speer, 
Lamar,  and  Crossland,  who  signed  the  majority  report,  submitted  a 
separate  report,  setting  forth  more  fully  the  reasons  for  their  views. 
Messrs.  Hazelton  and  Robinson  supported  the  August  election.  After 
several  days'  debate  the  resolutions  submitted  by  Messrs.  Hazelton 
and  Robinson  were  adopted  by  a  vote  of  134  to  82,  and  Messrs.  Davis 
and  Hagans  were  sworn  in. 

The  contention  of  those  who  supported  the  October  election  was  that 
it  was  not  in  any  case  competent  for  the  constitutional  convention  to 
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fix  the  day  of  the  Congressional  election  at  a  day  other  than  that  fixed 
by  the  legislature,  nor  was  it  competent  for  the  legislature  to  pre- 
scribe the  date  by  fixing  it  on  an  ''occasion,"  the  time  of  which 
occasion  might  be  chang^  by  another  authority  than  the  legislature. 
Therefore  the  legislature  in  providing  that  members  of  Confess  should 
be  elected  at  a  general  election  which  was  fixed  for  a  certain  da}'^  must 
have  intended  to  fix  the  Congressional  election  on  that  day,  and  not 
merely  to  attach  it  to  the  general  election,  to  be  held  on  whatever  day 
subsequent  changes  in  thelaw  might  fix  that  election.  It  must  remain 
on  the  fourth  Thursday  in  October  until  the  legislaiAire  should  pre- 
scribe another  dav.  Moreover,  the  election  held  on  the  fourth  Thurs- 
day  in  August,  1872,  was  not  a  general  election,  for,  although  State 
and  county  oflicers  and  members  of  the  legislature  were  elected  at  it, 
it  was  a  special  election  held  for  a  special  purpose,  at  a  special  time. 
Representatives  in  Congress  were  not  expressly  or  bj'  necessary 
implication  included  in  the  officers  to  be  voted  for  at  it. 

Those  who  favored  the  August  election  held  that  the  Congressional 
election  had  been  made  a  part  of  the  "general  election,"  and  must  be 
held  at  whatever  time  the  general  election  was  held.  The  election  in 
August,  1872,  was  a  general  election,  though  not  held  at  the  time  set 
for  the  general  election  in  subsequent  years,  because  it  was  held  by 
the  same  officers,  and  the  same  officers  were  to  be  elected  at  it  as  in 
the  future  at  the  general  elections. 

Those  who  advocated  ordering  a  new  election  held  that  the  August 
election  in  1872  was  a  special  election;  that  the  Congressional  election 
could  not  legally  be  separated  from  the  ''general  election,"  and  as, 
under  the  constitution  ratified  August 22, 1872,  the  ''general  election  " 
was  thereafter  to  be  held  on  the  second  Tuesday  in  October,  the  Con- 
gressional election  should  have  been  held  on  that  day,  although  all  the 
other  officers  ordinarily  elected  at  a  general  election  had,  in  uiis  year, 
already  been  elected  at  the  special  election  in  August. 

[Smith,  108^130.] 

(2)   GUNTER  y;«.  WiLSHIRE. 

Prima  facie  case.  Sufficiency  of  abstract  of  votes  certified  hy  the  aov- 
emoT,  Mr.  WilsKire  ad/niittea.  Case  on  merits.  Imperfect  haUots. 
Contestant  gvoen  the  seat. 

Majority  report  on  prima  facie  case  by  Mr.  Thomas;  minority  report 
on  prima  facie  case  by  Mr.  Lamar;  unanimous  report  on  case  on 
merits  by  Mr.  Robinson. 

The  Clerk  of  the  House  refused  to  place  the  name  of  any  person  on 
the  rolls  as  Representative  from  the  Third  district  of  Arkansas.  The 
credentials  were  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Elections,  a  majority  of 
which  reported  that  Mr.  Wilshire  was  entitled  to  be  sworn  in  on  the 
primM  facie  title  established  by  his  credentials.  A  minority  reported 
that  neither  party  had  a  prima  facie  right  to  the  seat,  and  recom- 
mended that  tne  seat  remain  vacant  until  the  case  could  be  decided  on 
its  merits. 

The  credentials  of  Mr.  Wilshire  were: 

(1)  A  certificate  from  the  secretary  of  state,  presenting  a  tabular 
statement  of  the  votes  cast,  showing  12,522  votes  for  W.  W.  Wilshire, 
11,961  for  Thos.  M.  Gunter,  407  for  Thos.  M.  Gunther,  and  1,127 
"scattering,"  and  certifying  that  the  table  had  been  cast  up  and  ar- 
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ranged  by  the  secretary  of  state,  in  the  presence  of  the  acting  governor, 
within  the  time  and  in  the  manner  prescribed  bj'  statute. 

(2)  A  proclamation  by  the  governor  and  a  certificate,  each  contain- 
ing the  same  table  of  votes,  showing  12,644  votes  for  W.  W.  Wilshire, 
11,499  for  Thos.  M.  Gunter,  12  for  Wilshire,  591  for  Gunther,  and, 
in  a  footnote,  1,466  scattering  votes  in  Pulaski  County  polled  for  Gun- 
tee,  S.  M.  Gunter,  T.  M.  Guntee,  Thos.  M.  Guntee,  T.  Ros.  Gunter, 
and  Thomas  M.  Crenter.  Other  footnotes  asserted  that  two  counties 
ou^ht  to  be  rejected,  one  because  it  had  never  been  made  a  part  of  the 
Third  Congressional  district  by  any  act  of  the  legislature,  and  the 
other  because  '•'there  are  no  returns  from  the  clerk  of  Scott  County." 

The  certificate  and  proclamation  were  certified  to  be  made  by  the 
governor  because  of  the  failure  of  the  acting  governor  to  make  them, 
and  set  forth  the  facts  as  above,  but  contained  no  direct  statement  that 
either  party  was  elected. 

The  majoritv  of  the  committee  reported  that  no  strict  adherence  to 
any  prescribed  form  could  be  required  in  b,  prima  facie  case;  that  the 
failure  of  Acting  Governor  Handley  to  certify  the  result  ought  not 
to  prejudice  the  right  of  anyone  to  the  seat,  and  that  the  certificate 
of  Governor  Baxter  was  in  effect  a  certificate  that  Mr.  Wilshire  had 
received  a  majority  of  the  votes. 

The  minority  held  that  no  certificate  of  election  had  been  issued. 
A  certificate  of  *he  vote^  exactly  like  the  one  presented  by  Mr.  Wil- 
shire, had  been  at  the  same  time  issued  to  his  c6mpetitor.  It  showed 
that  a  certain  number  of  votes  had  been  cast  for  W.  W.  Wilshire,  a 
certain  number  for  Thomas  M.  Gunter,  eo  nomine^  atid  certain  others 
in  unspecified  proportions  for  Thomas  M.  Crenter  and  for  Thomas  M. 
Gunter,  under  various  imperfect  ways  of  spelling  his  name.  If  only  a 
small  proportion  had  been  cast  for  Thomas  M.  Crenter,  and  the  rest 
were  counted  for  Mr.  Gunter,  he  would  have  a  majority.  He  asseiled 
that  such  was  in  fact  the  case,  and  offered  testimony  to  prove  it.  As 
the  statement  of  vote  in  the  governor's  certificate  aid  not  necessarily 
show  which  candidate  had  received  the  majority,  and  there  was  not 
even  a  statement  of  the  opinion  of  the  governor  that  either  one  was 
elected,  the  seat  ought  to  remain  vacant  until  the  case  could  be  decided 
on  its  merits. 

The  resolution  submitted  by  the  minority  was  lost  by  a  vote  of  116 
to  117,  and  that  submitted  by  the  majority  carried  by  a  vote  of  118  to 
97.  Mr.  Wilshire  was  sworn  in  the  next  day,  a  motion  to  reconsider 
the  last  previous  vote  having  first  been  laid  on  the  table  by  a  vote  of 
136  to  129. 

The  case  coming  before  the  committee  on  the  merits,  it  was  unani- 
mously decided  in  favor  of  contestant.  It  was  proved  that  the  con- 
testant and  contestee  were  the  only  candidates  for  Congress  at  the 
election,  and  the  committee  were  satisfied  from  the  evidence  that  all 
the  scattering  votes,  except  those  returned  for  S.  M.  Guntee  and 
Thomas  M.  Crenter,  were  m  fact  cast  for  contestant.  No  evidence 
was  produced  in  re^rd  to  these  last  two  names,  and  the  committee  did 
not  consider  this  similarity  suflScient  to  count  them  for  contestant 
without  evidence.  Counting  all  these  votes  for  contestant,  he  is 
shown  to  have  received  a  majority  of  867  votes.  Many  other  issues 
were  raised  in  the  case  the  result  of  which  would  be  to  still  further 
increase  the  majority  of  contestant,  but  the  committee  did  not  discuss 
them  in  their  report. 
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The  resolutions  presented  by  the  committee  were  adopted  by  the 
House  without  delmte  or  division. 
[Smith,  130-143;  233-239.] 

(3)  SiiOAN  -y*.  Rawls. 

Fravd  and  irregula/rities.  Majority  report  t7i  favor  of  contestant. 
Minority  report  infa/vor  of  sittvng  member.     Contestant  given  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Hyde;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Speer. 

According  to  all  the  returns  filed  with  the  secretary  of  state,  con- 
testant had  a  majority  of  12  votes.  But  by  an  error  of  the  man- 
agers in  consolidating  the  vote  in  one  county,  by  their  failure  in  another 
countv  to  count  the  return  of  a  precinct  received  by  them  the  day  after 
they  had  finished  consolidating  the  returns,  and  by  their  rejection  of 
the  votes  of  three  precincts  in  another  county  on  the  ground  that  the 

grecincts  had  no  legal  existence,  the  majority  was  given  to  Mr.  Rawls, 
e  having  received  a  majority  of  the  remaining  votes.  The  first  two 
errors  above  were  corrected  by  both  the  majority  and  minority  of  the 
committee,  and  the  case  really  turned  on  the  third  point,  whether  the 
votes  of  three  precincts  of  Chatham  county,  casting  1 ,239  votes  for  con- 
testant and  2  for  contestee,  could  properly  be  counted.  Both  sides 
seemed  to  assume  that  if  the  precincts  were  not  in  fact  established  by 
law  the  votes  cast  at  them  must  be  rejected,  and  when  Mr.  Hoar  in  the 
debate  raised  the  question  whether  there  might  not  be  such  a  thing  as 
a  precinct  defacto^  at  which  the  votes  cast  should  be  counted  if  they 
were  cast  by  qualified  voters  and  correctly  returned,  Mr.  Smith,  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  expressed  his  opinion  in  the  negative.  The 
majority  of  the  committee  counted  the  vote  of  these  three  precincts, 
and  also  the  vote  of  two  other  rejected  precincts,  one  of  them  showing 
a  small  majority  for  contestee  and  the  other  a  considerable  majority 
for  contestant.  They  also  discussed  a  number  of  other  issues  raised 
the  decision  of  which  on  strict  rules  of  law  would  largely  increase  the 
majority  of  136  thus  shown  for  contestant.  But  m  each  case  the 
strictly  legal  decision  of  these  Questions  would  involve  the  rejection  of 
pi-ecincts  or  counties  part  of  wnose  vote  at  least  was  honestly  cast  and 
correctly  returned  and  as  they  would  not  in  any  view  be  decisive  of 
the  case  the  committee  allowed  the  votes  to  stand.  The  minority 
report  disagreed  with  the  views  of  the  majority  of  the  committee  on 
all  these  points,  and  also  expressed  findings  against  the  claims  of  con- 
testant on  a  number  of  issues  not  mentioned  in  the  majority  report. 
The  case  was  debated  for  several  days,  and  the  House  finally  adopted 
the  resolutions  presented  by  the  majority  by  a  vote  of  135  to  74,  and 
Mr.  Sloan  was  sworn  in. 

Under  the  law  of  Georgia  the  court-house  of  each  county  was  made 
a  voting  place,  and  the  ordinary  of  each  county  was  enipowered 
to  establisn  or  abolish  other  voting  places  in  the  county.  On  Octo- 
ber 22,  1868,  the  ordinary  of  Chatham  County  made  an  order 
reciting  that  "It  being  necessary  that  election  precincts  should  be 
established  in  the  county  in  order  to  facilitate  the  election  to  be  held 
on  the  3d  day  of  November  next,  it  is  therefore  ordered  that  election 
precincts  be,  and  they  are  hereby,  established"  at  3  specified  places. 
Elections  were  held  in  these  precincts  in  1868.  The  election  of  1870 
was  held  under  a  special  law  establishing  precincts  for  that  election 
alone;  and  elections  were  also  held  in  them  in  1872.     About  a  month 
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after  the  election  of  1872  an  order  was  entered  by  the  ordinary  abol- 
ishing the  precincts.  Since  1868  there  had  been  two  or  three  C/Ounty 
and  local  elections,  at  which  these  precincts  liisul  not  been  used.  The 
majority  of  the  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  preamble  to 
the,  order  establishing  the  precincts  coutd  not  be  construed  into  an 
order  abolishing  them  the  day  after  the  first  election  held  at  them; 
that  the  law  providing  for  the  election  of  1870,  being  by  its  terms  lim- 
ited to  that  election,  did  not  abolish  precints  except  for  the  purposes 
of  that  election;  and  that  the  precincts  continued  in  legal  existence 
until  they  were  formally  abolished  about  a  month  after  the  election 
of  1872. 

The  minority  held  that  the  precincts  had  been  established  for  the 
election  of  1868  alone.  The  orainaiy  testified  that  such  was  his  inten- 
tion when  he  established  them,  and  the  fact  that  they  had  not  been 
used  at  any  subse(|uent  election  until  that  of  1872  seemed  to  indicate  a 
public  understanding  to  the  same  etfect.  Moreover,  the  act  providing 
for  the  election  of  1870,  while  a  special  act  for  a  special  election,  pro- 
vided that  polls  should  be  opened  only  in  organized  towns  bv  mana- 
gers appointed  in  a  certain  wajr,  and  confined  a  general  clause 
repealing  all  acts  inconsistent  with  its  provisions.  The  act  under 
wnich  these  precincts  had  been  established  was  inconsistent  with  the 
provision  of  the  act  of  1870,  and  the  precincts  established  under  it, 
even  if  still  in  legal  existence  in  1870,  were  abolished  by  the  repealing 
clause  of  that  act.  The  election  in  these  precincts  in  1872  was  a  device 
of  contestant's.  The  officers  of  election  aid  not  live  in  the  precincts, 
but  were  sent  out  from  Savannah.  The  votes  cast  were  all  but  two  cast 
for  contestant.  The  officers  of  election  voted  at  the  elections  where 
they  held  elections,  though  not  residents;  and  it  was  very  probable 
that  many  other  illegal  votes  were  cast.  At  one  of  the  precincts  there 
was  no  house  and  the  election  was  held  in  the  road,  the  officers  sitting 
in  two  carriages.  Supervisors  of  election  had  been  appointed,  but 
none  of  the  Democratic  supemsors  had  attended,  as  the  party  of  con- 
testee  was  entirely  unrepresented.  For  all  these  reasons  the  minority 
sustained  the  action  of  the  managers  in  rejecting  the  vote  of  these 
precincts. 

Two  other  rejected  returns  were  counted  by  the  majority .  In  one  pre- 
cinct the  managers  of  election  had  refused  to  complete  the  coimt  of  the 
vote,  and  it  was  completed  by  one  manager  and  a  clerk.  The  return  of 
the  United  States  supervisors,  the  testimony  of  one  of  them,  and  of  one 
of  the  managers  of  the  election,  showed  that  the  vote  cast  was  189  for 
Sloan  and  113  for  Rawls,  and  the  committee  so  counted  it.  In  another 
precinct  thfe  managers  did  not  subscribe  the  oath  and  forwarded  their 
returns  irregularly  to  the  secretary  of  state.  The  returns  showed  31 
votes  for  Rawls  and  4  for  Sloan.  They  were  rejected  by  the  county 
managers.  The  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  strict  rules  of  law 
would  require  the  rejection  of  this  return,  but  as  there  was  no  evidence 
of  fraud  and  some  evidence  of  the  correctness  of  the  vote  the  com- 
mittee counted  it.  The  minority  also  counted  this  precinct,  but  declined 
to  count  the  other  on  the  ground  that  the  action  of  the  supervisor  of 
election  justified  the  managers  in  refusing  to  count  the  vote,  and  that 
the  testimony  of  the  supervisor  was  impeached. 

The  above  are  all  the  issues  on  which  definite  rulings  were  made  bv 
the  committee  affecting  the  result,  but  the  following  were  also  discussea: 
In  one  precinct  Mr.  Sloan  was  returned  as  receiving  35  votes.     The 

H.  Doc.  510 19 
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Republican  ticket  distributor  testified  that  he  issued  74  tickets  to  men 
who  took  them  and  went  to  the  box  to  deposit  them.  At  least  67 
of  those  votine  were  known  as  Republicans.  Sixty  of  them  testified 
that  thev  voted  the  Republican  ticket,  and  all  but  5  swore  that  they 
intended  to  vote  for  Mr.  Sloan.  The  majority  of  the  committee  held 
that  this  was  not  such  evidence  of  fraud  as  would  justify  the  rejection 
of  the  return,  but  that  the  votes  proved  in  excess  of  the  return  might 
be  counted  for  the  candidate  for  whom  they  were  cast.  They  did  not, 
however,  count  them  in  this  case,  it  being  unnecessary.  The  minority 
held  that  an  examination  of  the  testimony  of  the  voters  showed  that  a 
large  part  of  them  did  not  know  for  whom  they  voted,  and  eliminating 
su(»n  tne  number  remaining  was  even  less  than  the  number  returned 
for  Mr.  Sloan. 

In  Bullock  County  the  precinct  returns  were  placed  in  the  hands  of 
an  outsider,  who  kept  them  for  some  time,  consolidated  them  himself, 
and  signed  the  names  of  the  precinct  managers  to  the  consolidated 
returns  without  their  knowledge  or  consent.  Some  time  later  the 
returns  were  forwarded  in  an  indirect  way  to  the  secretary  of  state, 
and  were  counted.  The  committee  held  that  the  consolidated  return 
was  of  no  value,  but  counted  the  precinct  returns,  although  they  were 
covered  with  suspicion,  except  one  precinct  return  which  did  not  show 
on  its  face  in  what  precinct  or  county  the  election  was  held.  The 
minority  insisted  that  there  was  positive  proof  of  the  correctness  of 
the  returns,  and  that  if  one  precinct  return  was  to  be  rejected  for 
informalities  there  were  others  which  ought  also  to  be  rejected.  No 
votes  were  returned  for  contestant  in  this  countv. 

In  the  city  of  Savannah  four  ballot  boxes,  presided  over  by  four 
sets  of  election  oflScers,  were  opened  in  the  court-house,  so  situated  as 
to  render  it  impossible  for  the  United  States  supervisors  to  supervise 
the  election  at  all  of  them.  These  four  ballot  boxes  in  one  voting  pre- 
cinct the  committee  found  to  be  in  violation  of  the  Georgia  law, 
which  provided  that  there  should  not  be  more  than  one  voting  place 
in  each  militia  district,  and  also  subversive  of  the  supervision  law  of 
Congress;  but  in  this  case  it  was  not  necessary  to  reject  the  votes. 
The  minoritv  found  that  the  use  of  the  four  boxes,  being  customary 
and  practically  necessary  on  account  of  the  large  number  of  voters, 
was  proper. 

The  mmority  of  the  committee  deducted  from  contestant  his  majority 
of  205  received  at  the  precinct  of  Jeffersonton,  Camden  County.     This 

Klace  had  formerly  been  the  county  seat,  and  hence  the  court-house 
ad  been  a  voting  place.  The  county  seat  had  been  transferred  to 
another  town  a  short  time  before  the  election,  and  the  minority  held 
that  this  abolished  the  voting  place  at  the  building  formerly  used  as  a 
court-house.  The  majority  held  that  the  act  changing  the  county  seat 
did  not  abolish  the  voting  place  at  the  old  county  seat. 
[Smith,  lM-178.] 

(4)  Burns  vs.  Young. 

IrregiJaritleH.  Dwtingukhing  marks  cm  halloU.  Sitting  inemher 
retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Crossland. 

This  was  the  first  Congressional  election  in  Kentucky  where  the  vote 
was  by  ballot,  as  required  by  the  act  of  Congress  approved  February 
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28,  1871.  The  act  of  the  Kentucky  legislature  contained  very  elabo- 
rate directions  in  regard  to  the  manner  of  conducting  the  election, 
many  of  which  were  not  strictly  followed  by  the  officers  of  election. 
According  to  the  returns,  contestee  received  a  majority  of  188  votes, 
which  contestant  sought  to  overthrow  on  account  of  various  irregu- 
larities. Contestee  made  countercharges  of  irregularities,  and  espe- 
cially charged  that  large  numbers  of  votes  cast  for  contestant  by  bsA- 
lots  containing  the  contestant's  name  with  the  prefix  "Hon."  were  in 
violation  of  the  statute  prohibiting  distinguishing  marks.  The  com- 
mittee held  that  this  was  not  such  a  distinguishing  mark  as  to  require 
the  rejection  of  the  votes,  and  counted  votes  which  had  been  rejected 
for  this  reason  by  the  countv  boards  and  refused  to  reject  others.  In 
one  county  the  vote  certified  by  the  county  board  showed  9  less  votes 
for  Burns  than  the  aggregate  of  the  precinct  returns.  The  county 
board  had  refused  to  permit  anyone  to  be  present  at  the  count,  and 
the  committee,  believing  this  practice  to  be  reprehensible  and  danger- 
ous, counted  the  vote  according  to  the  precinct  returns.  The  oflier 
irregularities  shown  were  about  equally  in  precincts  where  the  con- 
testant and  contestee  had  majorities.  Most  of  them  were  not  of  such 
a  nature  as  to  vitiate  the  returns,  and  where  they  were  the  secondary 
proof  of  the  actual  vote  cast  showed  a  result  not  differing  from  the 
returns.  The  committee  unanimously'  reported  in  favor  of  the  sitting 
member,  and  the  House  sustained  his  right  to  the  seat  without 
division. 

rSmith,  179-181.] 

(5)  Maxwell  vs.  Cannon. 

IvAil/igibUity  on  accowtit  of  polygomhy.  Question  of  jurisdiction. 
Sitting  jnember  retavned  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Hazelton;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Harrison. 

According  to  the  returns  of  the  election  in  U tahTerritoir  Mr.  Cannon 
had  received  20,969  votes  and  Mr.  Maxwell  1,942.  Mr.  Maxwell 
claimed  the  seat  on  the  ground  that  most  of  the  precincts  must  be 
thrown  out  on  account  of  the  numbering  of  the  ballots,  the  admission 
of  women  to  vote,  coercion  of  voters,  and  irregularities,  and  that  he 
had  received  a  majority  in  the  remaining  precincts.  He  also  charged 
that  Mr.  Cannon,  being  a  polygamist,  was  ineligible,  and  that  the 
voters  bad  notice  of  his  ineligibility,  and  their  votes  must  therefore  be 
disregarded  and  the  seat  given  to  the  candidate  receiving  the  highest 
number  of  the  remaining  votes.  The  committee  discussed  only  the 
latter  charges,  as  the  irregularities  would  not  be  in  any  case  sufficient 
either  to  invalidate  the  election  or  overcome  the  overwhelming  majority 
of  contestee.  The  claim  of  Mr.  Maxwell  to  be  elected  was  unanimously 
rejected,  on  the  principle  that  American  usage  and  the  precedents  of 
the  House  did  not  permit  the  seat  to  be  given  to  the  minority  candidate 
even  where  the  voters  had  notice  of  the  ineligibility  of  the  majority 
candidate. 

In  deciding  the  right  of  Mr.  Cannon  to  hold  the  seat  the  committee 
were  confronted  by  the  question  of  jurisdiction.  The  case  was  referred 
to  the  committee  under  the  usual  order,  along  with  other  cases.  The 
Committee  on  Elections  had  been  organized  under  the  provision  of  the 
Constitution  that  "each  House  shall  be  the  judge  of  the  elections, 
returns,  and  qualifications  of  its  own  members,''  and  had  never  taken 
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jurisdiction,  except  by  special  reference,  of  any  cases  not  included  in 
this  provision.  The  only  qualifications  within  its  province  to  examine 
into  were  the  constitutional  qualifications  of  age,  residence,  and  citizen- 
ship, all  of  which  it  was  conceded  Mr.  Cannon  possessed. 

This  case  was  the  case  of  a  Delegate,  and  not  of  a  member,  but  the 
committee  concluded  that  the  qualifications  required  were  in  this  case 
the  same.  Congress  might  have  established  any  qualifications  it  chose 
for  Territorial  Delegates,  but  it  had  prescribed  none,  except  by  extend- 
ing the  Constitution  to  the  Territory  of  Utah  so  far  as  applicable.  This 
was  equivalent  to  making  the  qualifications  of  the  Delegate  similar  to 
those  of  a  member.  Mr.  Webster  had  been  quoted  in  support  of  the 
doctrine  that  Congress  could  no  by  law  extend  the  Constitution  over 
the  Territories,  but(])ongress  certainly  had  the  power  to  make  it  a  part 
of  the  statutory  laws  of  the  Territory,  which  m  this  case  would  have 
the  same  effect. 

The  contestee,  having  all  the  constitutional  qualifications,  and  having 
been  duly  elected  and  swoni  in  without  condition  or  reservation,  could 
be  reached  only  under  the  power  of  expulsion.  The  conunittee  there- 
fore recommended  the  adoption  of  resolutions  declaring  that  the  con- 
testant was  not  elected  and  not  entitled  to  the  seat,  and  that  Mr.  Cannon 
was  elected  and  returned. 

Mr.  Harrison  presented  a  minority  report  complaining  that  the  reso- 
lutions presented  by  the  committee,  while  declaring  Mr.  Cannon 
elected,  did  not  declare  him  entitled  to  retain  the  seat.  It  was  con- 
ceded that  Mr.  Cannon  was  elected,  and  possessed  all  the  constitutional 
qualifications.  The  House  had  no  right  to  require  any  others.  Con- 
gress might  by  law  have  made  ineligiWlity  to  office  a  part  of  the  pen- 
alty of  polygamy  in  the  Territories,  but  it  had  not  done  so.  Mr. 
Cannon  was,  therefore,  absolutely  qualified,  and  so  far  as  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Committee  on  Elections  was  concerned  (or  that  of  the 
House  by  a  majority  vote),  was  absolutely  entitled  to  his  seat.  The 
resolutions  presented  by  the  committee  tended  to  break  down  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  power  of  the  House,  by  a  majority  vote.,  to  judge 
of  the  elections,  qualifications,  and  returns  of  its  members,  and  its 
power,  bj^  a  two-thirds  vote,  to  expel  a  member.  Mr.  Harrison  there- 
fore recommended  that  there  be  added  to  the  resolutions  of  the  com- 
mittee a  declaration  that  Mr.  Cannon  was  entitled  to  retain  the  seat. 

After  some  debate  in  the  House  the  resolutions  of  the  committee 
were  adopted  by  unanimous  consent,  and  the  resolution  of  Mr.  Harri- 
son was  then  added  to  them,  by  a  vote  of  109  to  76. .  A  resolution 
committing  the  charges  against  Mr.  Cannon  to  the  Conmiittee  on 
Elections,  to  report  to  the  House  for  action,  was  then  passed  by  a 
vote  of  137  to  51.  For  the  action  of  the  committee  and  House,  see 
the  case  of  George  Q.  Cannon,  post. 

[Smith,  182-195.] 

(6)  Bradley  vs.  Htnes. 

Charges  of  dishonorable  condiict  agahist  sitting  member,  CommiMee 
discharged  from  further  consideration  of  tlie  case. 

Report  by  Mr.  Pike. 

Messrs.  Bradley  and  Hynes  were  both  candidates  for  Representative 
at  large  from  Arkansas.  Mr.  Hynes  received  the  certificate.  Mr. 
Bradley  served  a  notice  of  contest  fourteen  days  after  the  time  for 
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serving  it  had  expired,  but  Mr.  Hynes  did  not  see  a  copy  of  it  until 
more  uian  a  month  later,  and  never  received  the  copy,  which  was 
served  by  leaving  it  at  a  boarding  house  where  he  had  formerly  boarded. 
The  testimony  was  all  taken  after  the  time  for  taking  testimonv  had 
expired.  After  it  had  been  taken  Mr.  Bradley  served  on  Mr.  Iiynes 
a  notice  acknowledging  that  he  had  not  proved  his  case,  and  withdraw- 
ing the  contest. 

After  the  organization  of  the  House  Mr.  Bradley  presented  a  memo- 
rial under  oath  alleging  that  he  had  been  duly  elected  to  Congress  in 
?lace  of  Mr.  Hynes,  but  by  the  fraudulent  act  of  the  county  clerk  of 
^ulaski  County  and  other  officers,  he  had  been  deprived  of  the  cer- 
tificate. After  having  regularly  instituted  a  contest  he  had  been 
induced  to  abandon  it  by  the  payment  of  $500  in  money  and  the  prom- 
ise of  $1,000  additional. 

The  committee  received  a  statement  from  the  sitting  member  which 
set  forth  that  the  testimony  taken  had  only  the  more  firmly  estab 
lished  his  election,  but  that  considering  the  fact  that  the  contest  would 
suspend  the  paj'ment  of  his  salary  until  December  1,  and  subject  him 
to  many  inconveniences,  he  had  consented,  at  the  request  of  the  con- 
testant, to  pay  him  $600  in  consideration  of  the  withdrawal  of  the 
contest.  Tne  committee  did  not  approve  of  this  act  of  Mr.  Hynes, 
but  found  that  there  was  nothing  criminal  about  it,  and  as  an  examina- 
tion of  the  testimony  showed  that  he  had  no  cause  to  fear  the  result  of 
the  contest  it  was  not  done  for  the  purpose  of  securing  his  seat  in 
Congress  corruptly.  They  asked  to  oe  discharged  from  the  further 
consideration  of  the  case,  which  was  agreed  to  by  the  House  without 
division. 

[Smith,  240-247.] 

(7)  Sheridan  vff.  Pinohback. 

(1)  Prima  facie  case.  Ouestion  of  the  legality  of  the  va/rious  Louisiana 
returning  hoards,  Adnmssibillty  of  testimony  taken  hefore  a  Senate 
committee.  The  mxijority  reported  in  favor  of  the  seat  rtmaining 
va^eafit  U7itil  further  testimony  could  be  taken;  the  rnimn^ity  recom,- 
molded  the  seating  of  Mr.  Shendan,     Tlie  House  sustained  the  majority. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Smith;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Lamar. 

Mr.  Pinchback  presented  a  certificate  of  election,  signed  by  him- 
self as  acting  governor  of  Louisiana,  and  also  one  signed  by  Gover- 
nor Kellogg.  Mr.  Sheridan'  presented  a  certificate  signed  bv  Gov- 
ernor Warmoth.  Within  the  legal  time  after  the  issue  of  tne  first 
certificate  Mr.  Sheridan  served  a  notice  of  contest,  to  which  Mr. 
Pinchback  made  no  answer.  The  committee  unanimously  reported 
that  Mr.  Pinchback  was  not  entitled  to  be  sworn  in  on  his  certificates 
(which  were  his  only  evidence),  as  they  were  based  on  the  return  of 
the  board  known  as  the  ^'Lvnch  board,"  which  board  it  was  a  matter 
of  public  history,  of  which  tne  House  could  take  notice,  had  never  had 
possession  of  the  returns,  and  hence  could  not  have  canvassed  them. 
The  majority  of  the  committee  reported  that  Mr.  Sheridan  was  also 
not  entitled  to  be  sworn  in  on  his  certificate.  He  had  served  in  due 
time  a  notice  of  contest,  to  which  no  answer  had  been  made,  but  the 
committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  his  case  was  not  on  this  account 
any  stronger  than  it  would  have  been  if  no  one  were  contesting  his 
seat,  and. the  committee  had  been  instructed  to  inquire  whether  he 
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was  elected.  The  certificate  of  Govenior  Warmoth  was  not  sufficient 
proof  of  his  right,  for,  ''waiving  the  question  whether  in  any  case  a 
governor's  certificate  alone  is  sufficient  proof  upon  ths  merita  of  title 
to  a  seat  in  this  House,  it  seems  clear  to  your  committee  that  its  effect 
as  proof  rests  upon  the  presumption  that  it  is  the  official  declaration 
of  an  official  canvass  of  the  votes,"  an,d  Mr.  Sheridan  had  conceded 
that  at  the  time  when  his  certificate  was  issued  the  Congressional  vote 
had  not  been  canvassed  by  any  board  whatever. 

Mr.  Sheridan's  right  to  a  seat,  then,  if  it  could  be  established  at  all, 
depended  on  the  return  of  the  "Forman  board,"  the  only  board  which 
had  returned  him  as  elected.^  This  raised  and  required  the  decision 
of  the  question  whether  the  House  would  receive  as  evidence  the  testi- 
mony taken  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Privileges  and  Elections  dur- 
ing the  preceding  Congress;  for  there  was  no  other  evidence  before 
the  committee  of  the  return  of  any  board.  Upon  the  authority  of 
Cushing's  Law  and  Practice  of  Legislative  Assemblies,  the  commit- 
tee concluded  that  it  could  be  received  "for  what  it  was  worth," 
although  neither  of  the  parties  to  the  present  case  was  directly  a  party 
to  the  case  in  which  it  was  taken;  and  the  question  as  to  which  of  them 
was  elected  as  a  Representative  in  Congress  was  not  directly  or 
indirectly  before  the  Senate  committee.  The  volume  of  testimony 
thus  admitted  contained  no  precinct  or  parish  returns,  nor  parol  testi- 
mony of  the  vote  of  either  claimant,  but  the  committee  were  satis- 
fied that  it  contained  correct  copies  of  the  returns  of  the  boards  known 
as  the  Lynch  and  Forman  boards.  The  committee  also  received  as 
evidence  the  President's  message  to  the  last  Congress  on  Louisiana 
affairs,  and  the  report  and  accompanying  exhibits  of  the  chief  super- 
visors of  election  m  the  State. 

Conceding  for  the  purposes  of  this  question  that  the  returns  were 
properly  canvassed  under  a  law  approved  after  the  election,  and  that 
the  Forman  board  was  the  lawfully  constituted  board, — the  commit- 
tee were  of  the  opinion  that 

The  correctness  of  these  returns  is  challenged  by  evidence,  which  shows  probable 
causey  abundantly  sufficient  (certainly  more  so  than  common  fame,  upon  wnich  the 
House  mi^ht  act)  to  put  the  House  upon  inquiry  before  these  returns  are  accepted 
as  conclusive. 

The  reasons  for  doubting  the  returns  were:  (1)  The  Forman  board 
first  received  an  immense  mass  of  returns  from  the  whole  State  on  the 
evening  of  December  11,  and  completed  their  canvass  the  same  evening: 
(2)  there  was  evidence  that  at  least  two  of  the  signatures  of  the  board 
were  forged;  (3)  one  of  the  members  of  the  board  testified  that  he 
believed  Siere  were  from  25,000  to  30,000  fraudulent  names  on  the  reg- 
istration books;  (4)  there  was  evidence  that  the  majority  of  the  legal 
voters  in  Louisiana  were  Republicans,  and  that  the  "  fusion  "  with  Gov- 
ernor Warmoth  was  the  outcome  of  a  corrupt  conspiracv  to  overcome 
this  majority  by  fraudulent  means;  (5)  the  conduct  of  the  State  regis- 
trar, as  shown  by  his  confidential  instructions  and  his  own  affidavit,  was 

*The  State  of  Louisiana  had  been  in  what  practically  amounted  to  a  condition  of 
armed  revolution.  During  this  period  of  contusion  there  had  been  at  various  times 
five  returning  boards,  each  claimmg  to  act  under  a  different  authority.  The  various 
certificates  of  election  awarded  by  them  to  opposing  candidates  were  the  oci'asion  of 
a  large  number  of  contests,  both  in  the  State  of  Louisiana  and  in  the  two  Houses  of 
Congress.  The  subject  is  too  complicated  a  one  to  be  entered  into  here,  and  the 
reader  is  referred  to  the  various  reports  of  the  Senate  and  House,  in  which  it  is  fully 
discussed. 
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such  as  to  cover  the  returns  with  verygmve  suspicion;  (6)  the  return 
of  the  Congressional  vote  made  by  the  Forman  board  was  separate 
from  that  of  other  officers,  the  inquiry  of  the  Senate  committee  was 
directed  wholly  to  the  other  returns,  there  was  no  proof  or  presump- 
tion that  the  Congressional  return  was  verified  by  comparison  with  the 
parish  returns;  these  parish  returns  had  been  opened  and  kept  in  such 
a  way  as  greatly  to  impair  their  trustworthiness,  and  whatever  they 
would  be  worth  none  or  them  were  in  evidence;  (7)  the  polls  in  large 
Repu})lican  pai'ishes  had  purposely  been  opened  in  remote  andinac^ces- 
sible  places,  and  the  exhibits  tiled  by  United  States  supemsors  indi- 
cated that  the  fairness  of  the  election  had  been  interfered  with  in  other 
ways;  (8)  the  tinith  or  falsity  of  the  affidavit  of  the  State  registrar, 
testifying  to  his  own  infamy,  ought  to  be  investigated;  (9)  the  For- 
man return  omitted  six  parishes,  and  a  probable  case  was  made  out 
against  the  correctness  of  its  return  as  to  twelve  others,  sufficient  to 
overcome  the  majority  of  Mr.  Sheridan  unless  the  returns  could  be 
sustained  by  evidence. 

For  all  these  reasons,  ttie  committee  recommended  that  the  parties  be 
pennitted  to  file  amended  notice  and  answer,  and  take  testimony  under 
the  law  for  taking  testimony  in  ordinary  cases. 

The  minority  report  contended  that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to 
establish  the  right  of  Mr.  Sheridan  to  the  seat.  The  certificates  of 
Mr.  Pinch  back  were  held  to  be  worthless,  for  the  same  reasons  assigned 
by  the  majority,  and  the  certificate  of  Mr.  Sheridan,  though  signed  by 
the  undoubted  governor  of  Louisiana,  was  of  no  effect  because  it  was 
conceded  that  it  was  not  based  on  a  count  of  the  votes. 

Neither  party,  then,  having  established  a  prima  facie  right,  the 
question  remained  whether  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  establish  the 
right  of  either  on  the  merits.  Mr.  Pinchback  had  no  evidence  of  his 
right  except  the-  notoriously  insufficient  return  of  the  Lynch  board. 
It  was  proved  in  the  testimony  taken  by  the  senate  committee  that 
the  returns  in  the  legal  custody  of  the  governor  were  delivered  by 
him  to  the  '^De  Feriet  board,"  legally  appointed  by  him,  paitl}^  can- 
vassed by  that  board,  a  legislature  organized  upon  its  returns,  a  new 
board- -the  ''Foreman  board  "—elected  by  the  senate  as  provided  by 
law,  and  the  returns  received  by  that  board  unaltered  from  the  De 
Feriet  board,  and  correctly  canvassed.  The  original  returns  were 
before  the  senate  committee,  the  compiled  returns  were  shown  to  be 
in  accordance  with  them,  and  there  was  no  evidence  impeaching  the 
original  returns  except  a  statement  that  the  signatures  of  four  of  them 
were  forged,  which  fact,  if  a  fact,  would  not  change  the  result.  Six 
parish  returns  had  been  rejected  by  the  board,  but  the  evidence 
abundantly  justified  their  rejection,  and  even  if  their  Votes  were 
counted  according  to  the  guesswork  returns  of  the  Lynch  board,  it 
would  deprive  Sheridan  of  only  part  of  his  large  majority.  If  the 
returns  said  to  be  forged  were  rejected  it  wouW  increase  Sheridan's 
majority,  and  if  they  were  counted  as  given  by  the  Lynch  board  it 
would  not  overcome  his  majority. 

To  validate  an  election  there  must  be  votes  legally  deposited  by  legal  voters  and 
legally  counted,  and  the  result  legally  declared. 

There  was  no  claim  that  there  had  been  no  election  in  this  case,  but 
the  votes  had  not  been  counted  by  the  Lynch  board,  and  hence  it  was 
not  material  to  decide  whether  that  board  was  legally  constituted. 
The  votes  had  been  counU^d  by  the  Forman  board,  and  it  was  in  proof 
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that  thev  had  been  correctly  counted.  The  result  of  the  election  as 
returnea  by  them  had  not  been  successfully  impeached,  and  it  should 
therefore  be  allowed  to  stand.  (No  explicit  ruling  was  made  as  to  the 
legality  or  illegality  of  the  appointment  of  the  Forman  board.)  The 
minority  recommended  resolutions  declaring  that  Pinchback  was  not 
and  Sheridan  was  elected. 

The  case  was  considered  in  the  House  several  days,  and  the  resolu- 
tion pre^sented  by  the  minority  declaring  Pinchback  not  elected  was 
defeated  by  a  vote  of  94  to  121,  and  the  resolution  declaring  Sheridan 
elected  was  defeated  by  a  vote  of  72  to  145.  The  resolutions  pre- 
sented by  the  majority  were  then  passed  without  division. 

[Smith,  196-233.] 

{£)  Case  on  inerits.  Conflicting  returns  omd  charges  of  fraud. 
Majority  report  for  contestant,  mvnorii/y  report  thxit  seat  shmdd  he 
dedarea  vacant.     Contestant  gwen  the  seat. 

Majority  report  bjjr  Mr.  Harrison,  minority  report  by  Mr.  Smith. 

Under  the  leave  given  at  the  first  session  Mr.  Sheri(mn  had  taken 
considerable  additional  testimony,  within  the  time  allowed.  Mr. 
Pinchback  took  no  testimony  until  the  expiration  of  his  time,  but 
took  some  afterwards,  with  the  consent  of  Mr.  Sheridan.  The  testi- 
mony of  Sheridan  was  directed  to  proving  the  coiTectness  of  the 
returns  as  shown  in  the  canvass  of  the  Forman  board;  that  of  Pinch- 
back to  proving  frauds  to  offset  the  majority  returned  for  contestant. 
No  attempt  was  made  to  sustain  the  return  of  the  Lynch  board.  The 
original  returns  were  not  produced,  but  contestant  showed  that  he  had 
made  a  diligent  effort  to  procure  them,  and  failing  in  that  he  proved 
that  the  canvass  of  the  Forman  board  was  a  correct  compilation  of 
them.  Contestee  admitted  this,  but  objected  to  the  returns  on  the 
ground  that  six  parishes  were  omitted  and  that  fraud  was  committed 
m  others.  But  correcting  the  returns  of  the  Forman  board  by  add- 
ing to  them  the  vote  of  tnese  six  parishes,  as  shown  by  the  elections 
of  1870  or  1874,  or  the  average  of  both,  or  the  returns  of  the  Lynch 
board,  contestant  would  still  have  a  majority  of  from  7,000  to  8,000. 
The  testimony  to  show  fraud  consisted  of  reaffirmations  by  witnesses 
of  affidavits  not  received  when  previously  presented  (except  to  raise  a 
suspicion  of  fraud),  because  ex  parte.  They  were  now  received  by  the 
majority  of  the  committee  for  what  they  were  worth,  but  being  the 
testimony  of  criminals  to  their  own  crimes  and  not  sufficiently  corrob- 
orated, tney  were  held  to  be  inconclusive,  especially  in  regard  to  the 
Congressional  election,  which  had  been  supervised  under  the  new 
Federal  election  law  in  such  a  way  as  to  make  it  incredible  that  frauds 
of  the  kind  and  magnitude  charged  could  have  been  committed. 

The  majority  therefore  recommended  resolutions  declaring  Sheridan 
elected  and  entitled  to  the  seat. 

A  minority,  consisting  of  Messrs.  Smith,  Hazelton,  Hyde,  Todd, 
and  Thomas,  reported  against  both  claimants.     Mr.  Pinchback  had 

gractically  given  up  the  case,  and  the  Question  was  on  the  seating  of 
Ir.  Sheridan.  He  could  not  be  seated  on  the  returns  of  tlie  Lynch 
board,  declared  by  the  State  courts  to  be  the  legal  board,  because  it 
had  not  returned  him  as  elected.  Nor  could  ne  be  seated  on  the 
returns  of  the  Forman  board,  for  the  reasons  given  in  the  previous 
report  of  the  committee.  Could  he  be  seated  on  the  parish  returns? 
These  were  not  produced,  but  contestant  showed  that  he  had  used  due 
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diligence  to  procure  them,  and  tiad  shown  that  they  were  correctly 
tabulated  in  me  Foraian  returns.  But  six  parishes  were  omitted  from 
these  returns,  and  there  were  twelve  others  in  regard  to  which  the 
report  adopted  at  the  last  session  had  given  due  notice  that  thev 
required  to  be  sustained  b}^  evidence  befoi^e  thev  could  be  received. 
Mr.  Sheridan  had  taken  no  testimony  to  sustain  tnem,  but  proposed  to 
compromise  by  substituting  the  vote  of  1874  in  these  parisnes  for  that 
returned.  This  would  leave  him  a  majority  of  only  a  little  over  1,000, 
allowing  the  parish  of  Orleans  to  stand.  But  the  testimony  of  fraud 
in  the  registration,  and  stuffing  of  ballot  boxes  in  that  parish  was  suffi- 
ciently corroborated  to  convict  an  accomplice  of  crime  in  a  criminal 
court,  and  certainly  sufficient  to  justify  refusing  a  seat  to  the  benefici- 
ary of  the  fraud.  The  minority  reconunended  a  resolution  declaring 
that  Sheridan  was  not  shown  to  be  entitled  to  the  seat. 

The  case  was  not  taken  up  until  the  last  day  of  the  Congress,  when 
the  resolutions  presented  bv  the  majority  were  adopted  without  debate 
or  division,  ana  Mr.  Sheridan  was  sworn  in. 

[Smith,  322-340.  J 

(8)  Bell  vs.  Snyder. 

Votes  illegally .  rejected,'  returns  omitted;  irregularities,  Sitthig 
rnember  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Harrison. 

According  to  the  returns  as  certified  by  the  governor,  Mr.  Snyder 
received  a  majority  of  104  votes.  Bell  contested,  charging  that  in 
four  counties  the  names  of  legal  voters  were  fraudulently  stricken 
from  the  registration  lists,  the  voters  offered  to  vote  for  him,  and  were 
refused;  and  that  in  one  county  the  return  counted  by  the  governor 
wad  made  by  an  unauthorized  person,  and  was  false  and  fraudulent. 
Contestee  denied  the  charges,  and  charged  that  he  had  been  deprived 
of  votes  in  one  county  by  the  refusal  of  the  county  clerk  to  certify 
them,  on  the  ground  that  the  precinct  returns  did  not  show  for  what 
office  the  votes  were  cast  for  him.  If  these  votes  were  not  to  be 
counted  for  him,  he  asked  that  votes  similarly  returned  for  contestant 
in  five  other  counties  be  rejected.  He  also  charged  intimidation  in 
one  county,  and  the  illegal  registration  of  unqualined  voters  in  seven 
others. 

Under  the  laws  of  Arkansas  the  registrar  in  each  county  was  to 
make  out  a  registry  list  from  his  own  knowledge  and  testimony  pro- 
duced before  him  and  issue  certificates.  A  person  holding  a  certificate 
was  entitled  to  vote  until  his  certificate  was  revoked  by  the  board  of 
review,  consisting  of  the  registrar  and  two  other  persons.  The  board 
of  review  had  the  right  to  strike  off  names  from  the  list  from  their 
own  knowledge  or  testimony  presented.  Their  decision  was  final 
except  on  appeal  to  the  supreme  court.  Immediately  after  closing 
the  registration  the  board  of  review  were  to  make  out  fair  copies  of 
the  list  for  each  precinct  and  deposit  the  original  lists  with  the  county 
clerk. 

The  committee  held  that  the  board  of  review  might  strike  off  names 
up  to  the  moment  of  adjournment,  but  all  persons  who  held  certificates 
and  whose  names  were  on  the  lists  when  the  board  adjourned  were 
legal  voters.  There  was  proof  that>  number  of  such  voters  offered 
to  vote  and  were  refused,  because  their  names  were  not  on  the  copies 
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of  the  list  furnished  the  precinct  judges.  The  proof  that  they  offered 
to  vote  for  contestant  consisted  of  affidavits  made  at  the  time,  with 
the  ballots  attached,  and  the  testimony  of  the  United  States  super- 
visor, identifying  the  affidavits  and  stating  that  the  voters  who  made 
them  offered  to  vote,  were  refused,  and  made  the  affidavits  and  attached 
the  ballots  in  his  presence  immediately  afterwards.  The  committee 
received  the  testimony  as  evidence  of  the  fact  of  rejection,  of  the 
identity  of  the  affidavits  and  the  circumstances  of  making  them,  and 
the  affidavits  themselves  as  statements  made  at  the  time  and  part  of 
the  res  gestcB,  The  affidavits  showed  that  the  voters  were  qualified 
voters  and  had  registration  certificates,  but  that  their  names  had  been 
wrongfully  stricken  from  the  lists  and  their  votes  consequenth-  refused. 
This  wouQ  not  have  beeii  sufficient  except  for  other  testimony  show- 
ing that  lup  to  the  time  of  the  adjournment  of  the  board  of  review 
their  nam  es  were  still  on  the  list.  This  being  shown  their  votes  were 
counted  for  contestant. 

.  In  Hempstead  County  the  return  counted  was  made  by  an  unauthor- 
ized party,  who,  as  the  proof  showed,  never  had  had  possession  of  or 
canvassea  the  precinct  returns.  The  return  made  by  tne  county  clerk, 
based  on  a  full  canvass  of  the  votes,  showed  a  mucn  smaller  majority 
for  the  contestee.  The  committee  would  have  deducted  the  difference 
from  the  vote  of  contestee,  except  that  the  testimony  was  taken  over 
the  protest  of  contestee,  after  the  expiration  of  contestant's  forty  days, 
and  was  hence  inadmissible.  Attention,  however,  was  called  to  the 
fact  that  the  decision  of  this  question  either  way  could  not  be  decisive 
of  the  case. 

In  one  precinct  in  Bogy  County  the  ballots  cast  for  contestee  plainly 
showed  that  they  were  cast  for  him  for  Congress,  but  the  precinct 
returns  did  not  show  for  what  office  they  were  cast,  and  the  county 
clerk  had  refused,  for  that  reason,  to  certify  them  to  the  secretary  of 
state.  The  committee  counted  the  votes.  In  Drew  County  the  returns 
from  ten  of  the  fourteen  precincts  were  so  irregular  and  imperfect 
that  the  clerk  of  the  county  testified  that  no  one  could  make  out  a 
correct  return  from  them.  Most  of  them  did  not  even  indicate  where 
or  when  the  election  was  held,  or  for  what  office  the  votes  cast  for 
contestant  and  contestee  were  given.  Some  &i  them  were  not  sealed, 
some  not  signed,  and  most  of  them  did  not  show  that  the  judges  had 
taken  the  oath.  -The  committee  regarded  the  irregularities  as  very 
great,  but  it  not  being  necessary  for  the  decision  of  the  case,  did  not 
deduct  the  votes. 

Making  the  deductions  and  additions  called  for  bj^  the  evidence,  Mr. 
Snyder  was  shown  to  have  a  majority  of  at  least  492  votes.  The  com- 
mittee were  unanimous  in  their  aecision,  and  the  resolutions  presented 
were  adopted  bv  the  House  without  debate  or  division. 

[Smith,  247-259.] 

(9.)  George  Q.  Cannon. 

Proceedings  for  expvlsion.  Charges  of  polygamy  aTid  of  taking  am, 
oath  inconsistent  with  dllegia/nce  to  the  Unitea  States.  The  majority 
recormnended  exclusion^  the  ininority  that  no  actimi  he  taken.  The 
House  did  not  consider  the  case. 

Majority  report'  by  Mr.  Smith;  minority  rejwrt  by  Mr.  Harrison. 
Under  the  resolution  passed  at  the  last  session,  the  committee  pro- 
ceeded to  consider  the  charges  against  Mr.  Cannon.     Mr.  Cannon 
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consented  to  the  use  of  the  testimony  taken  in  the  case  of  Maxwell  v>t. 
Cannon,  and  from  this  and  some  adaitional  testimony  the  majority  of 
the  committee  found  the  charge  established  that  Mr.  Cannon  was 
cohabiting  with  four  wives,  the  last  of  whom  he  had  married  since  the 

?assage'  of  the  act  of  1862,  making  polygamy  in  the  Territories  a  felony, 
'he  testimony  in  regard  to  the  oath  taken  in  the  Endowment  House 
was  conflicting.  The  majority  recommended  a  resolution  excluding 
Mr.  Cannon  from  his  seat. 

The  minority  opposed  any  action.  The  testimony  establishing  Mr. 
Cannon's  polygamy  was  hearsay  and  inadmissible.  Still  the  minority 
concluded  that  the  fact  could  probably  be  established  by  legal  evidence. 
If  Mr.  Cannon  was  to  be  expelled  for  it  he  should  be  expelled  by  a 
two-thirds  vote,  and  he  should  be  expelled  for  no  cause  that  would  not 
be  suflScient  to  expel  a  member.  The  House  had  no  doubt  the  power 
to  expel  him  by  a  majority  vote,  but  the  safer  rule  was  to  follow  the 
analogy  of  the  case  of  a  member.  It  was  a  universally  known  fact 
that  the  majority  of  the  people  of  Utah  were  Mormons,  and  would  be 
likely  to  elect  a  Mormon  Delegate.  Congress,  with  full  knowledge  of 
this  fact,  had  given  them  the  power  to  elect  a  Delegate.  It  would  be 
a  dangerous  precedent  to  establish  the  custom  of  inquiring  into  the 
moral  character  of  members  with  a  view  to  expulsion,  and  there  could 
be  no  justification  for  it  in  this  case  unless  it  was  to  strike  a  blow  at 
Mormonism.  That  blow  could  be  much  better  struck  by  legislation. 
Moreover,  Mr.  Cannon  had  never  been  convicted  in  a  court  of  the 
crime  of  polygamy.  He  was  now  under  indictment  and  would  soon 
be  tried.     It  would  be  much  better  to  leave  the  issue  to  the  courts. 

When  the  case  was  brought  up,  the  House,  by  a  vote  of  20  ayes, 
noes  not  counted,  refused  to  consiaer  it  at  that  time.  It  was  not  after- 
wards called  up. 

[Smith,  259-276.] 

(10)  Gause  vs,  Hodges. 

Returns  omitted;  unauthorized  jwllsj  netting  (mde  of  registration  hy 
the  governor,  T^£  majority  reported  %n  favor  of  Hitting  metnher;  the 
rain/yrity  infmor  of  contestant.     The  House  took  no  action.. 

Majority  .report  by  Mr.  Pike;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Crossland. 

There  were  twenty-four  counties  in  the  district;  the  sitting  member 
in  his  brief  attacked  the  returns  of  two  of  them;  the  contestant  denied 
the  coiTectness  of  the  returns  or  the  legality  of  the  election  in  ten  of 
them.  The  committee  rejected  the  vote  of  one  of  the  counties  attacked 
by  the  sitting  member,  as  the  clerk  of  the  county  had  never  made  an 
abstract  of  tne  votes  as  reauircd  by  law.  The  returns  had  been  stolen 
from  his  oflSce,  and  he  haa  based  his  abstract  on  the  affidavits  of  the 
judges  of  election  in  only  a  pail  of  the  precincts.  No  returns  were  in 
evidence.  Of  the  counties  put  in  controversy  by  the  contestant,  the 
question  in  three  of  them  was  the  legality  of  polls  opened  (as  the 
majority  of  the  committee  held)  without  authority  of  law,  in  addition 
to  the  regular  and  legal  polls.  Their  votes  had  not  been  included  in 
the  returns  on  which  the  certificate  was  based,  and  were  not  counted 
by  the  committee.  In  several  others  it  was  charged  that  the  abstract 
of  votes  ceitified  by  the  county  clerk  did  not  include  all  the  votes  of 
the  county.  The  committee  held  that  the  abstract  legally  forwarded 
and  acted,  on  by  the  proper  authorities  was  jyt^majacle  evidence  of 
the  vote,  and  as  the  contestant  had  not  offered  the  precinct  returns, 
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or  other  suflScient  evidence,  to  show  the  vote  of  any  polls  that  may 
not  have  been  included,  the  vote  as  counted  was  allowed  to  stand.  In 
two  or  three  other  counties  the  registration  had  been  set  aside  by  the 

governor  and  a  new  one  ordered,  under  the  power  given  the  governor 
y  the  State  law.  The  new  registration  had  been  only  partly  com- 
pleted, and  the  county  clerks  had  refused  to  certify  the  votes  of  pre- 
cincts not  yet  registered.  The  committee  held  that  the  power  of  the 
govenor  to  set  aside  an  old  registration  was  inseparable  from  the  power 
to  order  a  new  one,  and  should  not  be  so  construed  as  to  disfranchise 
the  people  of  a  county.  The  contestant  in  one  county  assailed  the 
legality  of  the  proceedings  establishing  election  precincts  on  the 
ground  that  no  quorum  of  the  coui't  had  been  present.  This  objection 
to  these  precincts  was  not  included  in  the  notice  of  contest,  and  hence 
was  not  open  to  contestant.  If  it  were  it  ought  not  to  prevail,  as  the 
order  of  the  court  had  been  generally  acted  upon  as  valid.  The  pre- 
cincts were  to  ''  be  regarded  as  established  under  color  of  law,  and  as 
having  a  de  facto  existence."  Counting  the  votes  according  to  the 
findings  of  tne  committee,  the  sitting  member  was  shown  to  have  a 
majority  of  1,143  votes,  and  the  committee  recommended  resolutions 
declaring  him  entitled  to  the  seat. 

The  minority  disagreed  to  most  of  the  findings  of  the  committee. 
The  county  abstracts  objected  to  were  mostly  partial  abstracts  made 
by  the  county  clerks  under  fraudulent  instructions  from  the  attorney- 
geneitil,  instructing  them  to  reject  the  returns  from  all  precincts  where 
there  were  irregularities,  or  where  the  votes  of  unregistered  persons 
were  received.  The  clerks  plainly  had  no  right  to  reject  these  returns, 
the  law  making  it  a  penal  offense  for  them  to  do  so.  Abstracts  of  all 
the  returns  were  in  each  case  in  evidence,  and  proved  to  be  correct. 
They  were  sufficient  evidence  of  the  votes.  The  ' '  outside  polls  "  estab- 
lished were  established  in  accorxiance  with  the  law,  and  were,  strictly 
speaking,  the  only  legal  polls  in  the  precincts  in  question.  The  elec- 
tions at  them  were  shown  to  be  legal,  and  only  legal  votes  were  received. 
The  minority,  however,  were  willing  that  the  votes  of  both  polls  in 
each  precinct  should  be  counted.  The  minority  agreed  with  the  major- 
ity in  counting  votes  of  counties  and  precincts  not  yet  registered  under 
the  second  registrations  ordered  by  the  governor,  and  counted  a  few 
additional  precincts  by  accepting  evidence  not  deemed  sufficient  by  the 
majority.  The  findings  of  the  minority  showed  a  majority  of  799  for 
Gause,  and  thc}'^  recommended  resolutions  accordingly. 

The  reports  were  submitted  to  the  House  February  24,  1875,  but 
never  acted  upon  (the  House  being  most  of  the  time  until  the  end  of 
the  session  engaged  in  the  prolonged  struggle  over  the  ''Force  bill," 
and  the  resolutions  in  regard  to  the  condition  of  the  governments  of 
the  States  of  Arkansas  and  Louisiana). 
[Smith,  291-322.] 

(11)  Lawrence  m,  Sypher. 

Voting  places  abolished  for  partisan  purposes ;  fravdvlent  votes  cast; 
returns  omitted.  Majority  report  for  contesta/nt;  minority  report  tliat 
the  seat  should  he  declared  vacant.     Contestant  s^ixrm  in. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Robinson;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Hazel  ton. 

Mr.  Lawrence  had  a  certificate  of  election  based  on  the  returns  of 

the  "Forman  board,"  and  Mr.  Sypher  one  based  on  the  returns  of  the 
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"Lynch  board."  Mr.  Sypher  was  given  the  seat  on  his  certificate, 
without  referring  the  matter  to  the  Committee  on  Elections,  and  Mr. 
Lawrence  contested.  The  testimony  being  taken  under  a  special  reso- 
lution of  the  House,  after  contestee  had  oeen  sworn  in,  the  case  did 
not  come  before  the  committee  until  the  second  session,  and  was  not 
reported  on  until  February  27,  1875,  four  days  before  the  expiration 
of  the  Congress. 

The  committee  did  not  attempt  to  decide  whether  the  Lynch  or  the 
Forman  board  was  legally  constituted,  but  found  that  the  latter  board 
had  actual  possession  of  the  returns  and  had  correctly  tabulated  them, 
except  a  few  which  were  omitted.  Supplying  these  omitted  parishes, 
the  vote  on  the  face  of  the  returns  stood:  Sypher,  11,088;  Lawrence, 
13,035,  a  majority  for  contestant  of  1,947  votes.  This  majority  the 
contestee  sought  to  overcome  by  two  charges:  (1)  That  in  Plaauemines 
Parish  the  polls  in  the  upper  part  of  the  parish  were  abolishea  shortly 
before  the  election,  leavmg  tne  largest  part  of  the  Republican  voters 
of  the  parish  from  35  to  47  miles  from  the  nearest  polls;  and  (2)  that 
in  the  citv  of  New  Orleans  a  larger  number  of  fraudulent  votes  were 
counted  for  contestant  than  his  returned  majority. 

The  majority  of  the  committee  characterized  *'the  abolition  of  the 
voting  places  as  an  outrage,  for  which  there  should  be  some  relief." 
But  Mr.  Lawrence  wa*  not  a  party  to  the  wrong,  and  furnished  a  ste^im- 
boat  to  carry  voters  of  all  parties  down  the  river.  The  evidence  seemed 
to  indicate  that  not  over  350  votes  had  been  lost  to  Mr.  Sypher.  The 
Republican  vote  in  1874,  when  the  election  in  this  parish  was  quiet, 
was  only  377  more  than  in  1872,  and  the  Democratic  vote  was  also 
increased.  And  in  no  case  could  votes  lost  to  Mr.  Sypher  by  reason 
of  the  failure  to  establish  voting  places  be  added  to  his  vote  unless  the 
provisions  of  the  enforcement  act  were  strictly  followed,  which  was 
not  claimed  to  have  been  done  in  this  case. 

The  testimony  relied  on  to  establish  f  I'aud  in  New  Orleans  was  very 
conflicting  and  unsatisfactory.  It  consisted  of  the  testimony  of  crimi- 
nals swearing  to  their  own  crimes,  part  of  whom  at  least  had  con- 
sented to  expose  their  crimes  for  a  money  consideration.  They  testi- 
fied to  a  conspiracy  to  procure  fraudulent  registration  and  receive 
fraudulent  votes,  but  they  had  no  means  of  estimating  accurately  the 
number  of  votes  affected.  The  committee  concluded  that  the  number 
must  have  been  le^s  than  1,000,  because  (IJ  the  Lynch  board  in  its 
canvass,  based  largely  on  estimates  of  political  strength  and  strongly 
biased  in  favor  of  contestee,  had  only  counted  for  him  108  votes 
more  than  the  Forman  board  in  the  seven  wards  included  in  this  dis- 
trict; (2)  the  presence  of  United  States  supervisors  must  have  pre- 
vented much  iraud  in  the  Congressional  election;  and  (3)  the  testi- 
mony was  general  and  did  not  specify  particular  acts  of  fraud,  and  the 
estimates  of  the  witnesses  were  ''entirely  too  problematical  to  over- 
throw positive  returns." 

If  Sypher  should  be  allowed  377  additional  votes  in  Plaquemines 
Parish  and  1,000  should  be  deducted  from  Lawrence  in  New  Orleans 
there  would  still  be  a  majority  of  570  votes  for  Mr.  Lawrence;  or, 
taking  the  returns  of  the  Lynch  board,  which  elected  Sypher  by  a 
majority  of  only  74,  and  deducting  from  them  the  affidavits  counted 
as  votes,  which  were  simply  manufactured  for  the  occlusion,  a  large 
majority  would  still  appear  for  Mr.  Lawren(^e.  The  committee  rec- 
ommended that  he  be  given  the  seat. 
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A  minority,  composed  of  Messrs.  Hazelton,  Smith,  Hyde,  Todd, 
and  Thomas,  repoited  that  the  title  of  both  claimants  was  so  tainted 
with  fraud  that  it  was  impossible  to  say  that  a  legal  election  had  been 
held.  In  Plaquemines  Parish  leas  than  one-half  of  the  registered  vote 
had  been  cast  on  account  of  the  abolition  of  voting  places,  and  it  was 
in  proof  that  the  votes  lost  were  nearly  all  Republican.  The  testimony 
of  the  conspirators  in  New  Orleans,  part  of  which  affected  the  whole 
State,  was  not  impeached  and  must  be  believed  to  be  substantially 
true.  At  least  it  was  the  testimony  of  men  re^rded  by  the  leaders  of 
the  party  of  contestant  as  fit  to  be  intrusted  with  the  management  of 
the  election,  and  it  was  not  in  their  mouths  to  say  that  the  testimonv 
of  these  men  under  oath  and  not  impeached  could  not  be  believed.. 
It  showed  that  the  so-called  election  was  not  an  election  at  all,  but  a 
conspii-acv  to  defeat  an  election,  and  exposed  methods  which,  if  prac- 
ticed in  all  the  Congressional  districts  of  the  United  States,  would  be 
destructive  of  republican  government. 

The  title  of  contestee  was  also  tainted  bv  the  grossest  irregularities, 
less  widespread  and  systematic,  perhaps,  than  those  on  the  other  side, 
and  sought  to  be  excused  on  the  grounds  that  they  were  resorted  to 
to  counteract  the  fraudulent  machmations  of  those  in  power,  but  still 
abundantly  suflicient  to  destroy  his  title  to  the  seat.  The  minority 
recommended  that  the  seat  be  declared  vacant. 

The  case  was  not  called  up  until  the  last  day  of  the  Congress,  when 
the  resolutions  of  the  minority  were  defeated  bv  a  vote  of  87  to  143 
and  those  of  the  majority  adopted  hy  a  vote  of  136  to  86,  and  Mr. 
Lawrence  was  sworn  in. 

[Smith,  340-356.] 
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FOETT-FOXnBlTH  C0VOEE88,  1875-1877. 

Committee  im  KU'ctumn, 

Mr.  Harris,  Virffinia,  Mr.  Wells,  Mississippi, 
Thompson,  Massachusetts,  Baker,  Indiana, 

Blackburn,  Kentucky,  Brown,  Kansas, 

House,  Tennessee,  Townsend,  New  York, 

De  Bolt,  Missouri,  Beebe,  New  York, 

PoppLETON,  Ohio,  Wilson,  West  Virginia. 

(Mr.  Beebb  resigned  as  a  member  of  the  committee,  and  Mr.  Wil- 
son was  appointed  in  his  place  December,  1876.) 

Cdses. 

(1)  Frederick  G.  Bromberg  vs,  Jere  Haralson,  Al<jih(nna, 
'2)  Jesfee  J.  Finley  v%.  Josiah  T.  Walls,  Florida, 
,3)  John  V.  Le  Moyne  vk.  Charles  B.  FarwelL  Illi/nois, 
4)  E.  St.  Julien  Cox  vs.  Horace  B.  Sti^ait,  Mimiesota, 
6)  William  B.  Spencer  vh,  Frank  Morey,  Louisiana. 
Samuel  Lee  vs.  Joseph  H.  Rainey,  ^mdh  Carolina, 

(7)  S.  S.  Fenn  vh,  T.  W.  Bennett,  Idalu)  TerHUyry, 

(8)  Josiah  G.  Abbott  vs,  Uuf  us  S.  Frost,  MassacKusetts. 
19)  James  H.  Piatt  vs,  John  Goode,  jr.,  Virginia. 
10)  C.  W.  Buttz  vs.  E.  W.  M.  Mackey,  Saii;th  Carolina, 

(1)  Bbomberg  vs.  Haralson. 

Charges  of  intiinidation^  fraudulent  voting^  and  hribery.  fitting 
memher  retained  tlie  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Harris. 

The  contestant  sought  to  overcome  the  majority  returned  for  the 
sitting  member  by  the  charges  that  large  numbers  of  fraudulent  votes 
had  been  cast  for  the  sitting  member,  and  that  voters  had  been  made 
to  vote  for  him  by  briberv,  intimidation,  and  undue  influence. 

In  Mobile  County  both  intimidation  and  fraudulent  voting  were 
charged.  The  evidence  of  the  former  charge  was  so  plainly  insuffi- 
cient that  the  committee  did  not  deem  it  necessary  to  analyze  it.  The 
evidence  of  the  latter  charge  was  the  testimony  of  the  president  and 
some  of  the  meml)ers  of  a  colored  club  of  some  250  members,  to  the 
effect  that  the  said  club,  was  organized  for  the  purpose  of  fraudulent 
voting,  and  that  the  plans  thus  made  and  organizea  were  carried  out. 
The  president  of  the  club  was  at  the  time  of  giving  his  testimony  the 
paid  agent  of  the  contestant,  and  his  testimony,  already  weak  as  being 
that  CI  a  conspirator  testifying  to  his  own  wrong,  was  further  weak- 
ened by  this  fact.  He  testified  to  the  plans  for  f i-audulent  voting  and 
repeating,  and  that  he  saw  squads  of  colored  men  on  election  day 
apjjarenUy  carrying  them  out,  but  he  had  purposelv  refi-ained  from 
seeing  whether  they  actually  did  carry  them  out.  Both  he  and  the  other 
witnesses  testifying  to  the  fraud  refused  to  submit  to  a  thorough  cross- 
examination.     Other  members  of  the  club  testified  that  there  were  no 
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such  armngements  made  or  instructions  given.  A  slightly  smaller 
proportion  of  the  colored  vote  than  of  the  white  vote  was  cast.  The 
majority  of  the  voters  were  white,  and  it  was  inconceivable  that  250 
negroes  would  have  been  permitted  to  carry  out  such  frauds.  If  illegal 
votes  were  cast,  the  proof  did  not  show  how  many  there  were,  and  the 
only  remedy  would  be  to  throw  out  the  whole  vote,  which  would  be 
decisive  of  the  case  against  the  contestant. 

In  Monroe  County  some  casks  of  Government  bacon  had  been 
received  and  distributed  among  the  suflferers  from  the  floods.  It  was 
charged  that  this  was  used  for  purposes  of  bribery.  In  one  town  it 
was  distributed  without  asking  any  questions,  and  plainly  did  not 
affect  the  vote.  In  another  town  a  rumor  was  prevalent  among  the 
negroes  that  it  was  necessary  to  vote  the  Republican  ticket  in  order  to 
be  entitled  to  bacon.  The  Republican  leaiders  made  no  attempt  to 
deny  this  rumor,  and  the  vote  was  probably  increased  by  it.  But  the 
specific  proof  only  showed  10  or  12  voters  influenced.  From  the 
increase  in  the  vote  over  that  of  1872  it  might  perhaps  be  inferred 
that  some  300  voters  were  influenced,  but  these  Avould  not  be  sufficient 
to  overcome  the  majority  of  contestee  if  deducted.  There  was  a  small 
squad  of  soldiers  in  this  county,  but  they  made  no  attempt  to  influence 
the  vote  of  anyone.  The  deputy  United  States  mai^hai  testified  that 
the  colored  voters  had  unlimited  confidence  in  him,  and  that  he  could 
control  the  votes  of  at  least  900  of  them.  This,  if  true;  would  not 
justify  the  rejection  of  their  votes,  and  it  was  probably  only  idle  boast- 
ing. General  charges  of  illegal  voting  and  undue  influence  were  made 
in  regard  to  Wilcox  County,  out  they  were  ^'too  vague  and  uncertain 
to  })e  good."  No  testimony  had  been  taken  by  the  contestant  in  this 
county  during  his  time  for  taking  testimony  in  chief,  and  the  notices 
to  take  testimony  during  the  last  ten  days  specified  that  it  was  to  be  in 
rebuttal.  It  was  plainly  testimony  in  chief  j  and  was  objected  to  at 
the  time  on  that  ground.  The  committee  rejected  all  of  contestant's 
testimony  in  this  county. 

In  Dallas  County  it  was  charged  that  thousands  of  votes  had  been 
cast  for  contestee  by  minors  and  nonresidents,  and  that  2,000  persons 
had  been  prevented  from  voting  for  contestant  by  intimidation  and 
deception.  It  was  proved  that  20  persons  voted  for  contestee  who 
appeared  to  bystanders  to  be  less  than  21  years  of  age;  each  of  them 
made  affidavit  that  he  was  of  age.  There  was  also  evidence  that  9 
colored  men  voted  who  may  not  have  been  bona  fids  residents.  There 
was  general  testimony  that  large  numbers  of  colored  men  had  moved 
from  the  county  within  the  preceding  two  years,  and  from  this  fact 
and  the  number  of  votes  cast  it  was  argued  that  nonresidents  must 
have  voted.  The  testimony  was  held  to  be  insufficient.  It  was  also 
proved  that  the  canvass  was  a  heated  one  and  inflammatory  language 
used,  but  no  such  condition  of  violence  existed  as  would  interfere 
with  the  freedom  of  the  election. 

No  detailed  statement  of  the  illegal  votes  proved  is  given,  but  the 
evidence  is  found  to  be  entirely  insufficient  to  overcome  the  returned 
majority  of  2,700.  The  committee  were  unanimous  in  their  decision 
in  favor  of  the  sitting  member,  and  the  House  adopted  the  resolution 
presented  without  division. 

[Smith,  355-367.J 
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(2)  F1N1.BY  v8.  Wajas. 

Ifrauds^  illegal  'i>ote8^  irregularities.  Majority  ry^t  for  contestant; 
minority  report  for  sitting  member.     Contestant  gwen  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Thompson;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Town- 
send. 

The  sitting  member  had  a  majority  of  371  votes  on  the  face  of  all 
the  returns,  and  received  the  certificate.  The  contestant  charged  that 
certain  illegal  returns  ought  to  have  been  rejected  by  the  State  can- 
vassers, which  would  have  given  him  the  certificate.  This  point  was 
sustained  by  the  majoritj  of  the  conunittee,  but  is  so  vaguely  stated  that 
it  is  impossible  to  tell  lust  what  the  point  was,  or  on  what  grounds  it 
was  based.  It  was  held  to  be  inmmterial  to  the  case  on  the  merits. 
Mostof  the  i*emaining  charges  were  substantially  alike.  Under  the  laws 
of  Florida  a  voter  was  required  to  be  registered  at  least  six  days  before 
the  election,' and  the  registering  officers  had  the  right  to  strike  from 
the  list  the  names  of  persons  whom  they  knew  of  their  own  knowledge 
or  ascertained  by  testimony  to  be  no  longer  entitled  to  vote.  Any 
person  whose  name  was  thus  erased  would  be  entitled  to  vote  upon 
taking  oath  before  the  election  officers  that  his  name  had  been  improp- 
erly stricken  from  the  registry  and  taking  the  oath  prescribed  by  law 
for  challenged  persons.  A  person  might  vote  at  any  precinct  in  the 
county  where  he  resided,  ana  it  appeared  to  be  the  custom  for  the  col- 
ored voters  to  vote  so  far  as  possible  at  one  precinct,  at  which  few 
white  voters  would  vote.  All  the  precincts  in  controversy  were  pre- 
cincts of  this  sort,  and  the  vote  in  each  case  was  several  hundred  for 
contestee,  and  from  10  to  30  for  contestant.  In  each  one  of  these  pre- 
cincts it  was  shown  that  votes  were  cast  by  persons  whose  names  were 
not  found  on  the  copy  of  the  registry  ILst  in  the  hands  of  the  judges  of 
election.  An  oath  was  administerea  to  each  one  of  these  persons,  but 
contestant  charged  that  it  was  not  the  oath  required  by  law,  and  the 
majority  of  the  committee  sustained  the  charge.  The  testimony  was 
indefinite.  In  one  case  a  supervisor  of  election  testified  that  he  had 
looked  up  the  form  of  oath  required  by  the  law,  and  that  the  form  he 
found  was  used;  it  was  the  oath  required  of  challenged  voters,  with 
the  addition  that  each  voter  swore  that  he  had  been  registered;  he  was 
quite  confident  the  oath  did  not  also  state  that  the  voter's  name  had 
been  improperly  stricken  from  the  lists.  In  other  cases  election  officers 
attempted  to  repeat  the  form  of  oath  from  memory,  but  could  not  give 
it  all.  As  they  gave  it  it  generally  included  a  statement  that  the  voter 
was  a  qualified  voter  and  had  been  registered,  but  not  a  statement  that 
his  name  had  been  improperly  struck  from  the  registry  list.  In  one 
or  two  cases  they  expressed  uie  opinion  that  it  did  not  include  such  a 
statement;  in  omer  cases  the  question  was  not  asked.  The  form  of 
oath  given  in  section  16  of  the  election  laws  of  1868  (the  oath  to  1x5 
given  to  challenged  voters  without  the  addition  required  of  voters 
whose  names  were  not  on  the  registry  list)  being  read  to  the  witnesses, 
most  of  them  sifted  that  they  recognized  it  as  tne  form  of  oath  which 
they  had  used. 

The  county  clerks  testified  that  they  nad  comparea  tne  lists  01  voters 
with  the  original  registry  lists  on  file  in  their  offices,  and  had  found 
that  large  numbers  of  the  void's  whose  votes  were  thus  admitted  on 
their  oaths,  because  their  names  were  not  (or  at  least  were  not  found 
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by  the  election  officers)  on  the  copies  of  the  lists  at  the  polls,  were 
actually  registered,  and  their  names  were  on  the  original  lists.  Where 
this  evidence  showed  the  number  thus  found,  the  committee  allowed 
these  votes  to  stand,  but  deducted  the  remainder,  not  found  on  the 
lists  at  the  polls,  and  not  shown  to  be  on  the  original  list,  from  the 
votes  of  the  candidates  ^(9  rata  (the  loss  falling,  of  course,  chiefly  on 
contestee,  who  had  received  nearly  all  the  votes  at  the  precincts  in 
question).  Mr.  Blackburn,  however,  announced  his  opinion  that  all 
the  votes  should  be  deducted,  whether  found  on  the  original  lists  or 
not. 

In  each  of  these  precincts  other  irregularities  were  charged;  in 
some  of  them  that  part  of  the  officers  were  not  sworn,  or  ineligible; 
in  others,  that  the  polls  were  not  opened  at  the  proper  hours;  in 
others,  that  the  polls  were  adjourned  for  dinner,  ana  the  box  not 
properly  secured;  in  others,  that  there  were  discrepancies  between 
the  Dallots,  poll  books,  and  returns;  in  others,  that  tne  returns  were 
irregularly  made;  in  one  that  the  ballots  were  numbered  conti-arv  to 
law,  and  in  another  that  an  excess  of  ballots  was  not  "purged"  ac- 
cording to  law.  Some  of  these  charges  were  held  to  be  not  proved, 
and  the  rest  were  held  to  be  insufficient  to  destroy  the  validitv  of  the 
returns  or  election.  But  Messrs.  Blackburn,  toppleton,  f)e  Bolt, 
and  Wells  announced  their  opinion  that  the  irregularities  in  four  of 
the  precincts  were  sufficient  to  require  the  rejection  of  the  whole  vote, 
which  would  largely  increase  the  majority  found  by  the  committee 
for  contestant. 

Unless  some  of  the  precincts  above  discussed  were  thrown  out 
entirely,  the  findings  of  the  committee  in  regard  to  them  would  not 
overcome  all  of  the  majority  of  contestee.  The  remaining  precinct  in 
controversy,  and  the  one  on  which  the  decision  of  the  case  must  turn, 
was  Colored  Academy,  in  Columbia  County.  In  this  precinct  fraud  was 
charged,  and  the  committee  threw  it  out  altogether.  The  vote  cast 
was  588  for  Walls  and  11  for  Finley.  Rejecting  this  vote,  and  deduct- 
ing the  votes  found  to  be  illegal  in  the  precincts  previously  discussed, 
the  returned  majority  of  371  for  Walls  would  be  overcome,  and  a 
majority  of  343  snown  for  Finley. 

The  fraud  was  charged  to  have  been  planned  and  committed  by  one 
Dr.  Johnson,  with  the  object  of  securing  his  election  to  the  State  sen- 
ate. Dr.  Johnson  had  been  killed  soon  after  the  election,  and  hence 
could  not  be  called  as  a  witness.  Part  of  the  evidence  of  the  fraud 
consisted  of  statements  which  the  witnesses  testified  Dr.  Johnson  had 
made  to  them;  the  rest  was  circumstantial.  Only  part  of  the  officers 
of  election  were  those  regularly  appointed.  Dr.  Johnson  had  invited 
other  persons  to  act  in  the  place  of  some  who  he  said  would  not  be 
able  to  attend.  One  of  these  persons  spent  the  night  before  the  elec- 
tion in  his  house,  and  another  took  breakfast  with  him.  The  testimony 
as  to  the  time  the  polls  were  opened  was  conflicting,  but  they  were 

Brobably  opened  soon  after  7  o  clock,  instead  of  8,  the  legal  hour, 
►r.  Johnson  manifested  great  eagerness  to  have  the  polls  opened  as 
early  as  possible  on  account  of  the  large  vote.  All  the  witnesses  testi- 
fied that  he  was  ^'figuring  how  many  votes  must  be  cast  a  minute," 
and  fearful  that  there  would  not  be  time  to  get  all  the  vote  in.  (There 
were  600  votes  cast  at  this  poll.)  One  witness  also  answered  in  the 
affiimative  to  a  question  asking  him  if  it  was  not  his  impression  that 
Dr.  Johnson  wanted  the  polls  opened  early  in  order  to  get  votes  in 
without  being  challenged. 
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The  number  of  voters  whose  names  were  not  found  on  the  registry 
list  at  the  polls,  and  who  were  permitted  to  vote  on  taking  an  oath, 
was  estimated  as  at  least  75.  One  witness  swore  that  they  all  took 
the  oath  prescribed  in  section  16  of  the  election  laws  (the  oath  required 
of  challenged  voters)  and  no  other.  The  officer  who  administered  the 
oath  testified  that  most  of  them  took  the  oath  in  section  16  only,  but 
a  few  also  took  the  oath  that  they  had  been  registered,  and  that  their 
names  had  been  improperly  struck  from  the  list.  There  were  16  names 
found  on  the  poll  list  as  voting  at  the  market-house  precinct  which 
were  also  found  on  the  poll  list  of  colored  academy.  One  witness  testi- 
fied to  a  remark  of  Dr.  Johnson  which,  it  was  his  impression,  referred 
to  voters  voting  at  both  of  these  precincts.  Dr.  Johnson  was  also  said 
to  have  stated  Quit  he  had  brought  in  62  voters  who  were  registered  in 
Columbia  Countv,  but  who  were  now  in  other  counties,  at  an  expense 
of  over  $300. 

One  of  the  clerks  of  the  election  testified  that  Dr.  Johnson  had 
given  him  a  list  of  about  50  names  to  copy  the  night  before  the  election. 
He  was  not  told  what  the  purpose  of  the  names  was,  but  his  impression 
was  that  he  was  expected  to  work  them  in  as  votes  for  Dr.  Johnson; 
he  had  not  done  so,  and  had  destroyed  the  list.  Another  witness  testi- 
fied that  near  the  close  of  the  day  Dr.  Johnson  had  asked  some  one  if 
he  could  not  fix  up  a  trick  to  capture  the  returns  from  a  neighboring 
Democratic  precinct.  No  attempt  was  made  to  do  so.  The  witness 
believed  the  election  to  be  unfair,  from  the  fact  that  Dr.  Johnson 
would  call  out  names  and  numbers,  a  person  would  come  up,  take  a 
ticket,  call  out  the  same  name  and  number  and  vote,  and  also  irom  the 
fact  that  he  believed  that  some  men  voted  under  fictitious  names;  no 
one  told  him  so.  One  of  the  inspectors  of  election  had  been  heard 
since  the  election,  while  under  the  influence  of  liquor,  to  say  that  the 
votes  at  his  precinct  did  not  tally  within  30  or  40,  but  ''there  was 
always  a  wheel  within  a  wheel." 

From  all  these  circumstances  the  majority  of  the  committee  held 
that  fraud  had  been  committed,  with  the  connivance  of  the  election 
officers,  and  that  the  returns  must  be  rejected  and  no  votes  counted 
except  upon  proof  of  the  number  of  legal  votes  cast.  There  was  proof 
of  the  number  of  votes  actually  cast  for  each  candidate,  but  as  the 
charge  was  illegal  voting  this  was  not  sufficient,  and  all  the  votes  were 
rejected. 

The  minority  found  that  these  circumstances  were  not  sufficient  to 
prove  fraud.  The  contestee  was  put  at  a  disadvantage  in  regard  to 
this  precinct  by  the  facts  that  the  county  clerk's  office  had  been  burned 
soon  after  the  election,  so  that  the  original  registration  and  poll  lists 
could  not  be  produced;  that  Dr.  Johnson  had  been  murdered  and  could 
not  be  produced,  and  that  the  contestee  was  not  personally  present  at 
taking  depositions  in  this  county.  He  had  asserted  that  if  given  time 
he  could  produce  evidence  contradicting  all  the  evidence  produced,  but 
the  committee  had  refused  him  opportunity.  The  circumstances 
thought  to  show  fraud  could  all  be  more  easily  explained  in  other 
ways,  except  one  or  two  facts  sworn  to  by  unreliable  witnesses  and 
plainly  false.  Nearly  all  the  testimony  was  hearsay;  it  was  only  such 
as  the  attorney  for  contestant  chose  to  present,  and  was  in  that  sense 
exparte^  and  it  was  entirely  insufficient  to  show  fraud. 

The  other  precincts  were  also*  discussed  by  the  minority  and  the 
testimony  held  to  be  insufficient  to  establish  the  fact  that  the  voters 
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did  not  take  the  full  oath  required  by  law  in  the  face  of  the  presump- 
tion that  they  had  done  so.  And  in  any  case  most  of  them  were  shown 
to  be  actuallj  registered  on  the  original  lists,  and  the  few  others  would 
not  be  sufficient  to  change  the  result  unless  the  colored  academy  vote 
were  rejected,  and  if  that  were  rejected  the  decision  of  the  other  points 
was  inmiaterial. 

The  case  was  debated  for  two  days,  and  the  resolutions  presented  by 
the  minority  were  rejected  by  a  vote  of  84  to  135.     The  resolutions 

E resented  by  the  committee  were  then  passed  without  division,  and 
Ir.  Finley  was  sworn  in. 
[Smith,  367-406.] 

(3)  Lk  Moyne  vs,  Farwell. 

Frauds  i7*regidariti<is^  votes  of  paupern  in  tlie  poorlunise.  Majority 
report  for  contestant;  minority  report  for  contestee.  Contestant  gi/oen 
toe  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Harris;  minoritv  report  by  Mr.  Brown. 

The  two  points  on  which  this  case  turned  were  the  disposition  to  be 
made 'of  the  vote  of  a  certain  precinct  where  fraud  was  committed, 
and  the  right  of  paupers,  sent  to  the  poorhouse  from  other  parts  of  the 
county,  to  vote  in  the  poorhouse  precinct. 

Mr.  Farwell  received  a  majority  of  186  votes  in  the  district.  In  the 
first  precinct  of  the  Seventeenth  Ward  of  Chicago,  where  fraud  was 
proved,  he  received  a  majority  of  171  votes.  In  this  precinct  a  fraud- 
ulent registration  list  was  prepared,  and  by  its  use  a  large  number  of 
illegal  votes  were  cast.  Men  were  registered  from  vacant  lots  and 
from  houses  where  they  were  proved  not  to  live.  Some  voted  on  the 
names  of  dead  men,  and  some  voted  several  times.  The  ballot  box 
was  kept  for  two  days  after  the  election  in  the  house  of  a  candidate 
on  the  same  ticket  with  contestee  before  the  official  returns  were  made. 
The  ballots  were  then  sealed  up  and  deposited  with  the  county  clerk. 
When  they  were  opened  during  the  taking  of  testimony  in  the  case  it 
was  found  that  there  were  183  names  on  the  poll  book  for  which  bal- 
lots with  corresponding  numbers  could  not  be  found,  and  198  duplicate 
or  triplicate  numbers.  There  were  only  673  names  on  the  poll  book, 
but  tne  ballots  were  numbered  up  to  67y . 

These  facts,  and  the  existence  of  fraud,  were  conceded  by  both  sides, 
but  the  majority  and  minority  differed  as  to  the  disposition  to  be  made 
of  the  votes.  The  majority  held  that  the  poll  was  to  be  purged  of 
illegal  votes.  There  were  252  persons  shown  to  have  voted  illegally 
who  appeared  from  the  numbered  ballots  in  the  box  to  have  voted  for 
contestee.  The  committee  deducted  these  votes  from  contestee.  The 
minority  held  that  the  ballots  in  a  box  plainly  shown  to  have  been 
tampered  with,  as  in  this  case,  were  not  evidence  of  how  the  persons 
whose  numbers  corresponded  to  the  numbers  found  on  the  ballots 
voted;  that  the  returns  of  fraudulent  election  officers  were  not  evidence 
of  the  vote,  and  that  no  course  was  left  except  to  reject  the  returns 
and  count  such  votes  as  were  proved  aliunde.  Both  sides  had  thus 
proved  a  few  votes,  which  were  counted  by  the  minority,  except  some 
proved  by  contestant  during  his  ten  davs  for  rebuttal. 

If  the  ruling  of  the  majority  in  rej^ard  to  this  precinct  were  followed, 
it  would  be  decisive  of  the  case,  whatever  disposition  might  be  made 
of  the  other  points.    The  ruling  of  the  minority,  deducting  from  coQ- 
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testee  his  majority  of  171  at  this  precinct,  would  not  quite  overcome 
his  returned  majority,  but  illegal  votes  proved  in  other  precincts 
would  overcome  the  slight  remainder,  except  for  a  counterclaim  in 
regard  to  votes  illegally  cast  for  contestant  by  paupers  in  the  county 
poorhouse. 

These  persons  were  inmates  of  the  county  poorhouse.  They  had 
been  taken  to  the  polls  by  an  officer  of  the  institution,  who  claimed 
then,  and  also  when  called  as  a  witness  in  the  case,  that  they  were  not 
paupers,  but  employees.  Several  of  them  were  shown  to  be  regular 
employees,  and  their  votes  were  allowed  by  both  sides.  The  remainder 
appeared  to  be  employees  only  in  the  sense  that  they  did  work  about 
the  farm,  for  which  they  were  allowed,  in  lieu  of  wages,  extra  cloth- 
ing, food,  privileges,  etc.  The  minority  found  them  to  be  paupers, 
and  the  majority,  while  presenting  arguments  to  show  that  they  were 
not  proved  to  be  paupers,  did  not  press  the  point  strongly.  But  the 
majority  held  that  if  they  were  paupers  they  might  acquire  a  voting 
residence  at  the  poorhouse,  while  tne  minority  Held  that  their  legsd 
residences  were  the  places  from  which  they  were  sent  to  the  poorhouse. 
State  and  Congressional  decisions  were  quoted  by  both  sides,  showing 
a  conflict  of  authorities.  Each  side  concluded  that  the  weight  of  author- 
ity was  in  favor  of  the  ruling  favored  by  it.  The  supreme  court  of 
Illinois  had  a  short  time  before  passed  on  the  point,  in  a  case  involving 
the  liability  of  a  township  for  the  support  of  a  pauper.  It  had  decided 
that  the  residence  of  a  pauper  was  the  place  from  which  he  had  come 
to  the  poorhouse.  The  majority  held  that  questions  of  residence  must 
necessarily  be  strictly  construed  when  involving  questions  of  property 
and  public  burdens,  and  that  it  would  have  been  a  very  unjust  decision 
to  hold  that  the  township  in  which  a  county  poorhouse  is  situated  could 
be  held  liable  for  the  support  of  all  the  paupers  therein  contained; 
but  the  decision  of  the  State  court  in  construing  a  police  law  of  the 
State  ought  not  to  be  binding  on  Congress  in  deciding  on  a  question  of 
the  right  of  suffrage. 

The  minority  held  that  while  the  decision  in  question  was  made  in 
a  case  arising  under  the  law  for  the  support  of  paupers,  it  covered  in  its 
tenns  the  whole  question  of  the  resiaence  of  paupers,  and,  under  the 
rule  adopted  by  all  Federal  tribunals,  was  binding  on  Congress.  The 
minority  deducted  the  votes  of  the  paupers  from  contestant,  for  whom 
they  were  cast.  Fol  lowing  the  ruling  of  the  minority  both  these  issues 
would  show  contestee  elected  by  a  majority  of  from  3  to  28  (depending 
on  the  decision  of  other  minor  points  not  here  discussed).  To  follow 
the  ruling  of  the  majority  on  either  issue  would  give  the  seat  to  con- 
testant. 

The  case  was  debated  several  days  in  the  House,  and  the  resolutions 
presented  by  the  minority  were  rejected  by  a  vote  of  89  to  129.  The 
resolutions  presented  by  the  majority  were  then  adopted  without  divi- 
sion, and  Mr.  Le  Moyne  was  sworn  in. 

[Smith,  406-428.] 

(4)  Cox  v8.  Strait. 

Election  districts  illegally  established,  Adjoummervt  for  dinner. 
Irregularities,     Bribery,     Sitting  memhet*  retained  tlie  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Harris. 

The  allegations  in  this  case  were:  (1)  That  all  the  votes  cast  in  what 
had  formerly  been  the  count}'  of  Monongalia,  but  which  had  been 
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oonsolidated  with  the  county  of  Kandiy^ohi  by  the  legislature,  were 
illegally  given  and  should  l>e  rejected;  (2)  that  certain  voting  precincts 
in  the  county  of  Lyon  had  been  illegally  established;  (3)  that  the  votes 
of  certain  precincts  ought  to  be  rejected  for  irregularities,  consisting 
chiefly  in  adjourning  for  dinner  and  leaving  the  box  unprotected;  and 
(4)  bribery  on  the  part  of  contestee. 

The  evidence  was  found  to  be  wholly  insufficient  to  sustain  the 
charge  of  bribery.  The  mere  fact  of  adjournment  for  dinner,  with- 
out fraud,  was  held  to  be  insufficient  to  vitiate  an  election,  especially 
under  the  provisions  of  the  law  of  Minnesota  that  returns  substantially 
complying  with  the  law  should  not  be  rejected.  The  irregularity,  and 
some  of  tne  other  irregularities  complained  of,  were  characterized  as 
grave  ones;  but  as  there  was  no  proof,  or  even  allegation,  that  fraud 
was  committed,  and  some  negative  proof  that  it  was  not  committed, 
the  returns  were  allowed  to  stand.  The  allegation  that  certain  pre- 
cincts in  Lyon  County  were  illegally  established  was  sustained.  The  law 
provided  that  the  board  of  county  commissioners  should  meet  at  certain 
times  in  the  year,  and  in  extra  sessions  at  other  times  when  deemed 
necessary  bv  a  majority  of  the  board.  At  their  stated  meetings  in 
January  and.  September  they  were  empowered,  under  certain  circum- 
stances, to  estaolish  election  districts.  The  election  districts  com- 
Elained  of  in  this  county  were  established  at  an  extra  session,  and  were 
ence  illegal.     All  the  votes  cast  at  them  were  rejected. 

The  charge  that  the  consolidation  of  the  counties  of  Monongalia  and 
Kandiyohi  was  illegal,  and  that  the  territory  formerly  included  in 
Monongalia  County  was  consequently  not  included  in  the  Second  Con- 
gressional district,  was  not  sustained.  Under  the  constitution  of  Min- 
nesota the  legislature  had  the  right  to  establish  new  counties  containin^^: 
at  least  400  miles  and  to  enlarge  the  dimensions  of  counties  already 
established  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  but  not  to 
reduce  them  below  400  miles.  The  contestant  claimed  that  the  con- 
solidation of  these  two  counties  under  the  name  of  one  of  them,  being 
virtually  an  abolition  of  the  other  county,  was  a  reduction  of  that 
county  below  the  limit  of  400  miles.  But  the  committee  held  that  the 
evil  against  which  the  provision  of  the  constitution  was  directed  was 
not  the  abolition  of  counties,  but  the  construction  of  counties  smaller 
than  400  miles.  The  action  of  the  legislature  in  this  case  had  precisely 
the  opposite  eflfect,  and  there  being  nothing  in  the  constitution  to  pro- 
hibit it,  the  consolidation  of  the  counties  by  the  legislature  was  clearly 
constitutional.  But  even  if  it  were  not,  the  claim  of  contestant  could 
not  be  sustained.  The  legislature  in  dividing  the  territory  of  the 
State  into  Congressional  districts  had  prescribed  that  ceilain  named 
counties  shoula  constitute  the  First  district;  certain  others,  including 
Kandiyohi,  the  Second  district;  and  the  remainder  of  the  State  the 
Third  district.  The  legislature  in  designating  the  county  of  Kandi- 
yohi as  part  of  the  Second  district  plainly  must  have  intended  the 
county  as  formed  by  itself,  and  could  not  be  construed  to  have  placed 
the  territory  formerly  constituting  the  county  of  Monongalia  m  the 
Third  district. 

Deducting  from  the  vote  of  contestee  the  majority  he  received  in 
the  illegally  established  districts  in  Lyon  County,  he  wa.s  found  still  to 
have  a  majority  of  110  votes.  The  committee  were  unanimous  in  sus- 
taining the  right  of  contestee  to  the  seat,  and  the  House  adopted  the 
resolutions  presented  without  debate  or  division. 

[Smith,  428-437.] 
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(5)  Spencer  rs,  Morey. 

Irregularities.  Majm^ty  report  ff/r  conteHtaivt ;  minority  report  for 
conteMee,      Contestant  given  tn^e  neat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  House;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Wells. 

The  election  and  returns  of  the  Fifth  ward  of  Concordia  Parish  and 
of  all  live  wards  of  Carroll  Parish  were  brought  in  issue  in  this  case. 
In  the  district  outside  of  the  contested  wards  contestant  had  a  majority 
of  1,396  votes,  which  would  be  much  more  than  overcome  if  the 
returns  of  the  six  contested  wards  were  to  be  counted. 

The  return  of  the  Fifth  ward  of  Concordia  Parish  was  attacked  on 
the  grounds  that  the  box  was  carried  on  the  night  of  the  election  16 
miles  to  the  county  seat  before  counting  the  vote;  that  two  days  were 
consimied  in  the  count,  and  that  the  tally  sheets  were  kept  by  unsworn 
outsiders.  The  law  of  Ijouisiana  in  force  at  previous  elections  had 
required  the  box  to  be  taken  to  the  county  seat  to  be  counted,  but  the 
new  law  required  the  count  to  be  made  at  the  polls,  immediately  at 
the  close  of  the  election,  in  the  presence  of  such  electors  as  chose  to 
be  present,  and  the  returns  to  be  made  within  twenty-four  hours. 
The  evidence  was  the  testimony  of  one  of  the  judges  of  election,  cor- 
roborated in  all  respects  but  one  by  each  of  the  oSier  officers  of  elec- 
tion. He  testified  that  at  the  close  of  the  polls  the  other  judges  were 
of  the  opinion  that  the  box  should  be  taken  to  the  county  seat  to  be 
counted.  He  was  of  the  contrary  opinion,  but,  having  no  book  of 
instructions,  was  governed  by  the  wishes  of  the  other  judges.  In  this 
he  was  contradicted  by  one  of  the  other  judges  andpartl}'  by  another. 
The  remainder  of  his  testimony  was  corroborated.  Tne  box  was  locked, 
he  taking  the  key  and  another  judge  the  box.  Part  of  the  way  he  rode 
in  the  buggy  with  the  judge  who  had  the  box.  He  was  a  friend  of 
contestant,  the  judge  who  had  the  box  of  contestee.  The  count  was 
partly  completed  that  night,  and  finished  during  the  next  day  and 
night.  Whenever  the  judges  separated  for  any  cause,  the  box  was 
locked,  and  the  box  and  kev  kept  hy  judges  of  opposing  parties.  The 
tally  list  was  kept  by  such  persons  as  could  be  found  at  the  court- 
house, under  the  supervision  of  the  judges.  The  witness  did  not  believe 
it  was  very  regularly  kept,  but  thought  it  was  as  correctly  kept  as  it 
could  have  been  under  tne  circumstances. 

The  committee  found  that  the  irregularities  and  violations  of  law 
were  of  an  extraordinary  nature,  and  the  testimony  somewhat  suspi- 
cious, but,  waiving  the  question  whether  the  provisions  of  the  law  in 
regard  to  the  plac*.e,  time,  and  public  manner  of  counting  the  vote, 
which  were  violated,  were  directory  or  mandatory,  the  requirement 
that  the  officers  should  make  a  correct  count  was  certainly  mandatory. 
It  was  impossible  for  the  judges  to  know  whether  the  count  was  cor- 
rect or  not  if  the  tally  sheet,  on  which  the  returns  were  based,  was 
kept  by  unsworn  outsiders.  It  was  impossible  to  believe  from  the  tes- 
timony that  the  supervision  of  the  tally  keeper  by  the  judges  was  of 
such  a  nature  that  they  could  know  whether  the  tally  was  correctly 
kept  or  not.     Unless  it  was  correctly  kept,  the  returns  were  incorrect. 

The  commissioners  disregarded  an  imperative  proviflion  of  the  law,  without  the 
ol)8ervance  of  which  there  can  be  no  safety  or  certainty  in  elections.  The  integrity 
of  the  returns  and  i\nd\r  priTna  facie  character  are  therefore  destroyed.  There  &ine 
no  proof  outside  of  the  returns  of  the  vof>e  of  this  ward  or  poll,  it  must  l>e  excluded 
from  the  count. 
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In  Carroll  Parish  it  appeared  that  the  ballots  and  other  papers 
required  to-be  deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the  county  were  not  to  be 
found  in  the  office.  A  deputy  clerk  testified  that  they  had  never  been 
filed,  but  a  judee  of  election  of  one  of  the  wards  testified  that  he  had 
filled  his,  and  others  testified  generally  that  they  had  done  their  full 
duty.  The  committee  considered  the  proof  sufficient  to  establish  the 
vote  of  the  Fourth  and  Fifth  wards,  but  rejected  that  of  the  First, 
Second,  and  Third  wards. 

In  the  Fii^st  Ward  the  proof  of  the  vote  was  one  of  the  original 
returns,  produced  by  a  witness  who  had  been  a  commissioner  of  elec- 
tion in  the  Third  Ward,  but  had  no  official  connection  with  this  ward. 
He  testified  that  it  had  oeen  given  him  by  the  county  clerk.  Its  iden- 
tity and  correctness  were  sworn  to  by  the  commissioners  whose  names 
were  signed  to  it.  The  committee  hesitated  to  receive  as  evidence  of 
the  vote  a  return  found  in  the  unexplained  possession  of  an  unauthor- 
ized outsider,  and  unaccompanied  by  its  legal  companions,  the  ballots, 
tally  sheets,  etc.,  whose  disappearance  was  unexplained.  But  there 
were  other  infirmative  considerations  which  were  conclusive  of  the 
invalidity  of  this  return.  There  was  evidence  that  the  commissioner 
who  received  the  ballots  had  changed  one  or  two  of  them  before  put- 
ting them  into  the  box,  and  he  haabeen  seen  handing  out  greenbacks 
to  voters  with  their  registration  tickets. 

In  the  Second  Ward  there  was  evidence  that  part  of  the  signatures 
to  the  return  counted  by  the  State  board  were  forged.  There  were 
no  ballots  or  tally  sheets  from  this  ward,  as  from  the  others.  The 
poll  list  was  in  evidence,  showing  713  votes  cast.  The  officers  of  elec- 
tion testified  from  memory  that  the  vote  was  48,  49,  or  50  for  Spen- 
cer, 3  or  4  blank  on  Congressman,  and  the  rest  for  Morey.  One  wit- 
ness testified  that  he  had  found  65  votes  for  Spencer  on  the  tally  sheet, 
and  he  thought  more  were  cast.  The  tally  sheet  had  been  partly  kept 
by  unsworn  bvstanders.  The  committee  found  that  the  return  was 
impeached  ana  not  evidence  of  the  vote,  and  that  the  memories  of  wit- 
nesses, no  two  of  whom  exactly  agreed,  as  to  the  vote  cast  at  an  elec- 
tion six  months  before,  could  not  furnish  evidence  certain  enough  to 
establish  the  vote,  especially  when  they  were  based  on  the  count  of  a 
tallv  sheet  partly  kept  by  unsworn  outsiders. 

From  the  Third  Ward  the  returns  and  other  papers  had  also  disap- 
peared. The  evidence  of  the  vote  was  the  testimony  of  one  witness 
that  he  thought  about  550  votes  were  cast,  Spencer  received  7,  there 
were  2  blanks  for  Congress,  and  Morey  received  the  rest;  and  evidence 
that  one  of  the  judges  of  election  had  made  affidavit  immediately  after 
the  election  that  510  votes  were  cast,  Spencer  received  7,  2  were  blank, 
and  Morey  received  the  remainder.  Most  of  the  witnesses  testified 
that  the  election  was  ouiet  and  universally  conceded  to  be  fair,  but 
one  witness  testified  to  aisturbances  between  two  factions  of  the  Repub- 
lican party,  both  of  which  supported  contestee  for  Congress.  The 
committee  held  the  evidence  to  be  insufficient  to  establish  the  vote. 

The  minority  disagreed  as  to  all  these  points.  The  action  of  the 
commissioners  of  the  Fifth  Ward  of  Concordia  Parish  in  taking  the 
box  to  the  county  seat  to  be  counted  was  due  to  a  misconception  of  the 
law,  and  every  precaution  was  taken  to  prevent  even  the  possibility  or 
suspicion  of  fraud.  The  House  had  frequently  decided  tnat  the  intro- 
duction of  unsworn  persons  to  assist  in  carrying  on  the  election  or 
making  the  returns  did  not  vitiate  the  return  m  tne  absence  of  proof 
of  fraud. 
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In  Carroll  Parish  no  proof  was  furnished  by  either  side  to  account 
for  the  mysterious  disappearance  of  the  ballots  and  tally  sheets  from 
the  clerk's  office.  But  their  disappearance  ought  not  to  deprive  con- 
testee  of  the  vote  he  actuallv  received,  if  that  vote  could  be  ascei*tained 
in  any  way.  In  the  First  Ward  the  proof  was  conclusive.  The  ori^- 
nal  return  was  produced  by  an  unauthorized  person,  but  he  testified 
that  he  had  received  it  from  the  county  clerk,  and  the  commissioners 
who  made  it  out  and  signed  it  testified  to  its  identity,  and  that  it  had 
not  been  tampered  with,  which  would  cure  any  irregularities  in  the 
manner  of  its  presentation.  In  the  Second  Ward  the  proof  of  the 
number  of  votes  cast  was  the  original  poll  list.  The  judges  of  election 
agreed  that  Spencer  had  received  48,  49,  or  50  votes,  there  were  3 
blanks,  and  Morey  had  received  the  rest.  A  partisan  of  contestant's 
testified  that  he  had  found  66  votes  for  him  on  the  tally  sheet;  it  was 
conceded  the  rest  were  for  Morey.  Contestant  certainly  could  not 
claim  more  votes  than  the  highest  number  testified  to  for  him,  or  deny 
to  contestee  the  least  number  testified  to.  The  case  of  the  Third  Ward 
was  similar.  In  all  these  wards  it  was  conceded  that  an  election  was 
held,  that  it  was  fairlv  and  regularly  held,  and  the  votes  regularly  and 
correctly  counted.  1" hat  election  ought  not  to  be  set  aside  on  account 
of  the  unexplained  disappearance  of  all  the  papers  which  should  have 
been  in  the  county  clerk's  office,  if  the  vote  cast  could  be  ascertained 
in  any  way.  The  evidence  was  such  as  to  satisfy  the  minds  of  the 
minority  as  to  the  number  of  votes  cast  for  each  candidate,  but  if  it 
were  conceded  that  it  was  too  indefinite  or  not  legally  sufficient,  the 
equities  of  the  case  forbade  the  seating  of  contestent.  Whether  the 
vote  in  these  wards  could  be  definitely  proved  or  not,  the  evidence  was 
uncontradicted  that  contestee  had  received  nearly  all  the  votes  cast  in 
them.  It  followed  that  contestant  was  the  minority  candidate,  and  if 
the  wards  in  question  must  be  thrown  out,  a  new  election  ought  to  be 
ordered  rather  than  seat  the  minority  candidate. 

The  case  was  fully  debated,  and  a  substitute  resolution  offered  by 
Mr.  McCrary,  giving  the  parties  further  time  to  prove  the  actual  vote 
in  the  first  three  wards  of  CaiToU  Parish,  was  rejected  by  a  vote  of  76 
to  101.  The  resolutions  presented  by  the  minority  were  also  rejected 
by  a  vote  of  74  to  99,  and  those  presented  by  the  majority  adopted  with- 
out division.     Mr.  Spencer  was  sworn  in  a  few  days  later. 

[Smith,  437-589.] 

(6)  Lee  vs.  Rainey. 

-Name  improperly  spelled  on  hallots,     Contestee  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Harris. 

In  the  county  of  Georgetown  669  ballots  bearing  the  name '' Jas.  H. 
Rainey"  were  cast  It  was  proved  that  they  were  printed  for  Joseph 
H.  Rainey  and  distributed  in  nis  interest;  that  the  voters  were  informed 
by  the  person  who  had  printed  the  ballots  that  they  were  for  Joseph 
H.  Rainey,  and  that  there  was  no  person  by  the  name  of  James  H. 
Rainey,  or  any  similar  name,  except  contestee,  a  candidate  for  Con- 
gress. The  committee  held  the  law  to  be  that  where  the  intention  of 
the  voter  was  clearly  shown  it  should  be  followed,  if  it  could  be  done 
without  contradicting  the  ballot.  In  this  the  intention  was  unmis- 
takable, and  the  committee  unanimously  refused  to  reject  the  ballots. 
The  resolutions  presented  confimiing  the  sitting  member  in  his  seat 
were  adopted  without  division. 

[Smith,  589-592.] 
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(7)  Fenn  v8.  Bennett. 

Returns  rejected  for  irregularities  hy  Territorial  canvassing  hoards 
counted  and  contestant  given  the  seat* 

Report  by  Mr.  House. 

Returns  had  been  rejected  by  the  Territorial  canvassing  board 
because  votes  were  returned  for  Hon,  S.  S.  Fenn;  because  the  Con- 
gressional return  was  not  made  on  a  separate  sheet,  and  )>ecause  the 
county  returns  had  been  canvassed  by  tnree  county  officers  under  an 
old  law  instead  of  by  the  county  commissioners,  as  required  by  the  law 
then  in  force,  and  for  other  irregularities.  The  committee  counted  all 
the  returns,  there  being  no  charge  that  they  did  not  correctly  repre- 
sent the  vote,  and  recommended  the  seating  of  contestant,  who  nad 
received  a  majority  of  all  the  votes.  The  resolutions  presented  were 
passed  without  debate  or  division,  and  Mr.  Fenn  was  sworn  in. 

[Smith,  591, 692.] 

(8)  Abbott  m.  Frost. 

Frauds  irregularities^  illegal  votes^  and  hrihery.  Majority  report  for 
contesta/nt,'  minority  report  f(rr  contested     Contestant  given  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Poppleton;  minority  report  bj^  Mr.  Baker. 

Contestant  charged  that  the  ballots,  check  list,  and  return  of  the 
Fourth  Ward  of  Chelsea  were  not  returned  forthwith  by  a  constable, 
but  were  returned  the  next  morning  by  a  policeman;  that  certain  votes 
cast  for  him  without  giving  his  name  in  full  had  not  been  counted  for 
him,  and  made  general  charges  of  fraud,  bribery,  and  illegal  voting. 

The  law  required  the  officers  of  election  to  count  the  votes,  and 
after  making  out  their  returns  to  seal  up  the  ballots  and  forward  them 
forthwith  by  a  constable  or  ward  officer  to  the  cit}'  clerk's  office.  The 
count  in  the  other  wards  of  Chelsea  was  completed  by  9  o'clock  in  the 
evening  and  the  election  papers  regularly  forwarded,  but  in  the  Fourth 
Ward  the  ballots  were  not  returned  until  after  1  o'clock.  The  ballots 
were  sealed  up  and  given  to  a  police  officer,  who  earned  them  to  the 
city  clerk's  office,  and  finding  it  closed,  took  them  into  the  marshal's 
office  and  left  them  with  the  captain  of  the  night  watch.  The  next 
morning  at  7  o'clock  he  received  the  envelope  from  the  night  watch- 
man, found  that  the  seals  had  not  been  tampered  with,  and  delivered 
it  to  the  city  clerk.  The  ballots  were  afterwards  recounted  by  the 
board  of  aldermen,  with  the  ballots  of  other  precincts,  and  found  to 
agree  with  the  returns  regularly  forwarded  on  the  night  of  the  elec- 
tion to  the  city  marshal's  office. 

The  committee  held  that  the  law  had  been  violated  in  not  returning 
the  ballots  forthwith  to  the  city  clerk's  office,  in  forwarding  them  by 
an  officer  not  authorized  by  law,  and  in  leaving  them  for  several  hours 
in  the  custody  of  an  unautnorized  person. 

We  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  which  have  been 
so  totally  and  unblushingly  disregarded  in  this  case,  are  not  merely  formal  and 
directory,  but  vital  and  essential,  in  order  to  render  the  election  fair  and  free  from 
fraud  or  the  suspicion  of  fraud,  for  we  hold  it  to  be  the  duty  of  election  officers  to  so 
conduct  the  election  and  everything  thereto  appertaining  as  to  as  carefully  euard 
aeainst  suspicion  of  or  opportunity  for  fraud  aa  fraud  itself.  Nothing  short  of  this 
will  satisfy  either  the  spirit  or  letter  of  a  statute  made  and  enacted  to  protect  and 
maintain  the  purity  of  elections,  as  was  the  unquestioned  purpose  of  the  law  under 
consideration. 
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The  ballots  having  been  ''out  of  the  legal  and  pi-oper  custody,  it 
miLst  be  proven  that,  while  illegally  hela,  they  were  not  tampered 
with. "  But  the  night  watchman,  in  whose  custodj'^  they  were  for  seven 
hours,  was  not  called  as  a  witness.  And  the  committee  found^'  serious 
reasons  for  suspecting  that  actual  fraud  was  committed  in  favor  of  the 
returned  member  in  tnis  ward."  A  witness  testified  that  he  had  made 
the  rounds  of  the  precincts  on  the  night  of  the  election  and  had  stopped 
at  this  precinct  after  10  o'clock.  ThW  count  appeared  to  be  completed, 
and  he  was  told  that  the  returns  had  been  sent  to  the  city  marshal's 
office.  He  was  told  the  vote,  and  going  to  the  city  marshal's  office, 
was  also  told  the  vote;  the  two  statements  agreed.  His  memory  of 
the  statements  made  him  on  the  night  of  the  election  was  that  the  vote 
was  about  400 — perhaps  more — for  Frost  and  about  150  for  Abbott. 
The  vote  as  returned,  and  as  found  by  the  board  of  aldermen  in  count- 
ing the  ballots,  was  576  to  105.  A  witness  also  testified  that  he  had 
overheard  one  McMichael,  a  partisan  of  contestee,  say  that  he  had 
given  instructions  to  have  the  returns  of  this  ward  kept  back.  This 
was  denied  by  McMichael,  but  the  committee  held  that  the  testimony, 
in  connection  with  other  testimony,  was  ''not  without  significance, 
and  taken  with  the  other  facts  and  circumstances  in  the  case,  presents 
such  evidences  of  actual  f I'aud  as  to  call  loudly  for  affirmative  evidence 
of  the  entire  absence  of  such  fi'aud."  "There  being  no  proof  aliunde 
of  the  vote  at  Ward  4,  Chelsea,  j'our  committee  is  of  opinion  that  the 
entire  vote  must  be  excluded  from  the  count." 

The  minoritv  disagreed  as  to  this  poll.  The  law  which  was  violated 
was  clearly  directory,  and  all  that  was  proved  was  that  the  ballots 
were  not  returned  as  promptly  as  they  might  have  been,  were  carried 
by  a  police  officer  instead  of  a  constaole,  and  were  left  sealed  with  a 
night  watchman  because  the  clerk's  office  was  closed.  The  fact  that 
the  seals  were  intact  showed  that  the  ballots  had  not  been  tampered 
with,  and  in  any  case  the  returns,  which  were  regular  and  not  in  any 
way  attacked,  were  proof  of  the  vote.  The  fact  that  the  ballots,  on 
being  recounted,  agreed  with  the  returns,  was  additional  proof  that 
they  had  not  been  tampered  with.  The  evidence  relied  on  to  estab- 
lish a  suspicion  of  fraud  ought  not  to  be  considered,  because  contestant 
in  his  notice  had  not  charged  fraud,  but  had  merely  asked  that  the 
vote  be  thrown  out  on  account  of  the  irregularity  m  returning  the 
ballots;  but  if  it  were  to  be  considered  it  was  utterly  insufficient. 
The  testimony  of  a  witness  as  to  the  statement  of  the  result  made  him 
on  the  night  of  the  election  was  confessedly  based  on  a  very  vague 
remembrance  and  the  rest  was  all  hearsay,  and  of  a  sort  especially 
illustmtive  of  the  danger  of  receiving  hearsay  testimonv.  Most  of  it 
was  fully  contradicted.  Mr.  Thompson,  who  agreed  to  the  conclusions 
of  the  majority  report,  agreed  with  the  minority  in  regard  to  this 
precinct. 

The  general  charges  of  fraud  and  illegal  voting  resolved  themselves 
in  the  testimony  into  charges  that  in  the  Second  and  Fifth  wards  of 
Boston  large  numbers  of  votes  were  counted  for  contestee  which  were 
not  cast,  or  were  cast  by  fraudulent  voters  or  repeaters.  The  commit- 
tee unanimously  agreed  to  deduct  185  votes  from  contestee  in  these 
two  wards,  the  majority  briefly  stating  that  the  charges  of  fraud  were 
sustained,  and  the  minority  arguing  that  there  was  no  proof  of  fraud 
and  that  the  agreement  to  deduct  these  votes  was  merelv  a  compro- 
mise made  necessary  by  the  sti-angely  incomplete  condition  of  the 
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testimony.     Two  illegal  votes  were  also  agreed  upon  in  the  town  of 
Winthrop. 

The  only  remaining  issue  was  that  of  bribery.  The  specification  in 
the  notice  of  contest  was — 

That  many  votes  were  cast  and  counted  at  said  election  for  you  in  said  Fourth 
Congressional  district  by  persons  who  were  induced  to  cast  said  votes  by  paying, 
giving,  and  bestowing  upon  such  voters  gifts  and  rewards  and  by  promising  to  pay, 
give,  and  bestow  to  and  upon  such  voters  gifts  and  rewards. 

This  charge  resolved  itself  in  the  evidence  into  the  charge  that  a 
large  increase  in  the  force  of  the  Boston  Navy- Yard  just  before  the 
election  was  for  the  purpose  of  corrupting  voters  by  giving  them 
employment  in  return  for  their  votes.  It  was  provea  that  an  effort 
had  been  made  to  increase  the  force  for  some  time  before  the  elec- 
tion, which  was  resisted  by  the  commandant  in  charge  on  the  ground 
that  his  allowance  of  money  was  not  suflBcient  to  pay  the  wages  of  an 
increased  force.  Shortly  before  the  election  he  was  instructed  by 
the  Chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Construction  to  increase  his  force,  witn 
the  assurance  that  a  sufficient  allowance  of  money  would  be  made. 
The  force  was  largely  increased,  the  appointments  being  mostly  made 
on  the  recommendations  of  various  prominent  Republicans,  including 
contestee.  One  of  the  letters  of  recommendation  mentioned  that  the 
man  would  be  used  at  the  polls.  The  person  who  made  this  recom- 
mendation testified  that  he  made  it  because  he  understood  the  appli- 
cant was  an  influential  Republican;  he  had  lost  his  position  and  would 
go  out  of  the  district  before  election  day  unless  he  could  find  work, 
^ne  of  the  men  who  had  been  discharged  after  the  election  testified 
that  the  force  was  so  large  that  there  was  not  work  for  large  numbers 
of  the  men,  and  they  spent  their  time  loafing,  playing  checkers,  hold- 
ing naeetings,  etc.  This  was  denied  by  the  officers  m  charge  of  the 
departments  where  it  was  charged.  The  commandant  of  the  yard 
testified  that  all  the  men  were  fully  employed,  but  that  he  thought  all 
the  work  necessary  to  be  done  could  nave  been- done  by  a  smaller 
force.  He  had  resisted  the  increase  on  account  of  the  shortness  of 
the  funds  allowed  him,  but  had  evidently  been  overruled  bj  those 
having  more  influence  than  himself.  He  was  of  the  impression  that 
the  only  necessity  for  the  increase  was  a  political  one.  After  the 
election,  owing  to  the  shortness  of  funds,  it  had  been  necessaiy  to 
reduce  the  force  below  the  point  of  efficiency. 

There  was  evidence  that  it  was  a  matter  of  common  report,  and  dis- 
cussed in  the  newspapers,  that  these  men  were  employed  for  political 
reasons,  and  for  the  puipose  of  inducing  them  to  vote  for  contestee. 
A  naval  officer  had  been  seen  on  election  day  with  tickets  in  his 
hands  in  a  place  where  it  was  convenient  to  distribute  them  to  the  men 
on  their  way  to  the  polls. 

From  all  the  testimony  in  this  case,  the  committee  are  forced  irresistibly  to  the 
conclusion  that  employment  was  given  to  those  men  as  part  consideration,  and  that 
they  entered  into  and  accepted  such  employment  with  the  full  understanding  that 
they  were  to  vote  for  the  contestee,  and,  by  the  application  of  the  rules  of  law  here- 
tofore laid  down,  the  votes  of  all  such  must  be  disregarded. 

The  "rules  hitherto  laid  down"  were  that  if  the  giving  of  employ- 
ment was  for  the  pui-pose  of  influencing  the  vote  of  the  elector,  and 
he  accepted  it  with  a  direct  or  indirect  understanding  to  that  effect,  he 
was  to  be  presumed  to  have  voted  in  accordance  with  the  implied 
agreement,  and  unless  the  contrary  was  shown  by  evidence  the  pre- 
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sumption  became  conclusive.  The  vote  of  an  elector  thus  bribed  was 
held  to  be  illegal. 

It  was  shown  that  there  had  been  an  increase  of  at  least  300  men  in 
the  navy-yard  before  the  election,  and  the  committee  presumed  that 
that  number  had  voted  illegally  for  contestee,  there  being  no  proof  to 
the  contrary,  and  subti'acted  300  from  his  total  vote. 

The  minority  held  that  the  general  charge  of  briberj^  was  not  spe- 
cific enough  to  i"aise  an  issue  or  justify  the  committee  m  considering 
the  testimony.  The  contestant  sought  to  have  the  votes  of  these 
alleged  bribed  electors  thrown  out  as  illegal,  and  under  the  general 
rule  (McCrary,  §  344)  in  regard  to  specincations  of  illegal  votes  he 
should  at  least  have  specified  the  number  of  votes  and  when,  where, 
and  for  whom  they  were  cast,  lie  had  not  specified  the  number  or 
place  further  than  to  charge  "many  votes,"  and  that  they  were  cast 
"in  the  said  Congressionaldistrict."  Although  the  concestee  had  not 
objected  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice,  and  hence  might  be  taken  to 
have  waived  the  point,  lie  had  no  right  to  waive  away  the  rights  of 
the  people  to  have  the  case  decided  in  a  legal  manner,  or  the  right  of 
the  committee  to  have  some  notice  of  the  issues  in  the  case  other  than 
what  they  might  infer  from  an  examination  of  the  testimony. 

But  even  if  the  evidence  were  to  be  considered,  it  was  clearly  insuf- 
ficient. The  statute  of  Massachusetts  did  not  prescribe  among  the 
penalties  for  bribery  either  that  the  voter  should  be  disfranchised  or 
the  briber  disqualified  from  holding  office.  The  minority  thought  the 
true  rule  to  be  that  where  a  voter  was  shown  to  have  been  brioed  by 
a  candidate  or  any  one  for  him,  to  have  voted,  and  to  have  voted  for 
the  candidate  by  whom  he  was  bribed,  his  vote  should  be  deducted. 
In  this  case  there  was  no  pretense  of  proof  that  the  alleged  bribed 
voters  had  voted  for  Mr.  Frost,  or  had  voted  at  all,  and  they  certainly 
could  not  be  presumed  to  have  done  so  without  proof.  Ana  there  was 
no  sufficient  proof  that  any  votere  had  been  bribed.  The  increase  in 
the  force  was  abundantly  justified  by  the  needs  of  the  public  service, 
and  the  reduction  afterwards  was  from  lack  of  money,  not  from  lack 
of  work  to  be  done.  All  the  trustworthy  testimony  was  that  the  men 
were  fully  employed,  the  little  testimony'  to  the  contrary  was  discred- 
ited. The  only  possible  indication  of  bribery  was,  then,  that  these  men 
were  recommended  for  employment  by  Republicans.  But  men  were 
employed  who  could  not  vote  as  well  as  those  who  could;  no  questions 
were  asked  and  no  conditions,  express  or  implied,  laid  down  when  the 
employment  was  given,  and  no  officer  of  the  Government  or  any  other 
person  was  shown  to  have  made  any  attempt  to  influence  the  vote  of 
any  employee.  True,  under  the  maxim  ''to  the  victors  belong  the 
spoils  "  (to  the  application  of  which  the  party  of  the  contestant  ought 
to  be  the  last  to  object),  it  was  probable  that  niiost  of  the  applicants 
were  Republicans,  and  were  recommended  and  employed  in  preference 
to  others  because  they  were  Republicans.  This  was  true  of  any  depart- 
ment of  the  Government.  But  pernicious  as  the  principle  must  be 
conceded  to  be,  it  had  certainly  never  before  been  contended  that  if  a 
man  asked  the  influence  of  a  member  or  candidate  for  Congress  of  his 
own  party  to  aid  him  in  obtaining  Government  employment  he  was 
thereby  disfranchised.  There  was  no  other  proof  than  this  that  any 
one  haJa  been  bribed,  and  no  proof  at  all  that  the  persons  in  question 
had  voted  for  Mr.  Frost,  or  had  voted  at  all. 

The  case  was  fully  debated  and  the  resolutions  presented  by  the 


i 


318  DIGEST    OF   CONTESTED   ELECTIOK   CASES. 

minority  in  favor  of  contestee  were  rejected  by  a  vote  of  79  to  103. 
The  resolutions  presented  by  the  committee  were  then  passed  without 
division  and  Mr.  Frost  was  sworn  in  a  few  days  later.  [Smith,  594r- 
649.] 

(9)  Platt  vs.  Goode. 

Returns  irregvlar  wad  ufisealed;  illegal  votes;  haUots  in  wro7ig  hoxes; 
tribery.  Majority  report  for  cordestant;  minority  report  for  contestee. 
Contestee  retaineathe  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Brown;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Blackburn. 

Contestant  had  a  majority  on  the  face  of  all  the  returns,  but  the 
State  canvassers  threw  out  the  vote  of  Prince  George  County  on  the 
ground  that  the  returns  were  not  attested  by  the  county  clerk,  and 
awarded  the  certificate  to  contestee.  Contestant  claimed  the  seat  on 
the  grounds  that  the  votes  of  this  county  should  be  counted;  that  206 
vot^  illegally  rejected  by  the  commissioners  in  Nansemond  County 
should  be  counted,  and  that  the  vote  of  York  Countv  should  be  thrown 
out  on  account  of  fraud  and  violence.  Contestee  claimed  that,  even  if 
the  return  of  Prince  George  County  could  be  accepted,  the  votes  of 
two  precincts  of  the  county  ought  to  1x5  rejected,  because  the  ballots 
and  poll  books  were  not  returned  to  the  county  clerk's  office  sealed,  as 
required  by  law;  that  certain  precincts  ought  to  be  rejected  on  account 
of  illegal  votes;  and  that  the  precincts  in  which  the  employees  of  the 
Norfolk  Navy- Yard  chiefly  voted  ought  to  be  thrown  out  for  bribery. 
A  majority,  coinposed  of  Messrs.  firown,  Baker,  Townsend,  Wells, 
Thompson,  and  House,  reported  in  favor  of  contestant;  a  minority, 
composed  of  Messrs.  BlacKburn,  De  Bolt,  Poppleton,  Bcebe,  and  Har- 
ris, reported  in  favor  of  contestee.  Messrs.  Thompson  and  House  did 
not  agi^ee  to  all  the  findings  of  the  majority  report,  and  Mr.  Harris 
reserved  the  right  to  nonconcur  in  some  details  ot  the  minority  report. 

The  principfiS  issues  on  which  the  committee  differed  were  the  charge 
of  bribery  in  the  navy-yard  vote  and  the  propriety  of  excluding  the 
votes  of  Bland  and  Rives  precincts,  in  Prince  George  County,  because 
the  returns  were  not  sealed.  On  the  latter  issue,  as  will  appear,  the 
result  of  the  case  must  turn.  Taking  up  the  other  issues  first,  the 
majority  held  that  the  rejection  of  the  return  of  Prince  George 
County  by  the  State,  canvassers  was  arbitrary  and  illegal.  The  law 
required  the  return  to  be  certified  by  the  board  of  county  commission- 
ers, attested  by  the  clerk  under  his  seal,  and  deposited  with  the  clerk. 
A  certified  copy  was  to  be  forwarded  to  the  seat  of  government.  In 
this  case  the  return  was  not  attested  by  the  clerk,  but  was  certified  by 
the  county  commissioners  and  the  copy  certified  by  the  clerk. 
The  majority  were  of  the  opinion  that  it  was  a  substantial  com- 
pliance with  the  law  if  the  clerk  certified  to  the  return  as  the  act 
of  the  board,  even  if  he  did  not  also  attach  to  it  his  formal  attestation. 
Or,  if  the  return  was  informal,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  secretary  of  the 
Commonwealth,  under  the  law,  to  send  a  special  messenger  for  a  for- 
mal return.  This  he  refused  to  do.  The  minority  were  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  return  was  properly  rejected  as  informal,  but,  the  House 
having  the  power  to  go  behind  the  returns,  the  vote  of  Bland  and 
Rives  precincts  (to  be  hereafter  discussed)  must  at  least  be  rejected, 
which  would  have  the  same  effect  on  the  result  as  the  rejection  of  the 
whole  county. 

The  committee  unanimously  agreed  to  count  the  206  votes  rejected 
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in  Nanseraond  County,  but  the  minority  held  that  they  were  properly 
rejected  by  the  State  canvassers,  and  could  only  be  counted  under  the 
broader  power  of  the  House.  The  law  of  Virginia  required  the  elec- 
tion officers  "to  open  a  poll"  to  take  the  sense  of  tne  votei*s  upon 
constitutional  amendments.  In  some  parts  of  this  county  a  separate 
box  was  not  used  and  the  ballots  rejected  were  Congressional  ballots 
having  also  printed  on  them  votes  on  the  constitutional  amendments; 
a  few  of  them  had  the  vote  on  the  amendments  on  a  separate  paper, 
folded  inside  of  the  Congressional  ballot.  In  Norfolk,  where  two 
boxes  were  used,  12  votes  against  the  amendments  were  found  in  the 
Congressional  box  and  12  votes  for  Mr.  Piatt  in  the  constitutional- 
amendment  box.  The  majority  favored  counting  these  votes;  the 
minority  approved  their  rejection. 

The  committee  were  also  unanimous  in  refusing  to  allow  contestant's 
claim  that  the  vote  of  York  County  should  be  thrown  out.  The  illegal 
votes  charged  by  contestee  were  the  votes  of  persons  registered  for  me 
first  time  on  election  day,  the  last  day  provided  by  law  for  registra- 
tion being  ten  days  earlier.  The  majority  deducted  these  votes,  to  the 
number  of  66,  from  the  candiidates  proportionally.  Contestee  claimed 
that  the  precincts  where  these  votes  were  cast  should  be  thrown  out. 
The  minority  stated  the  number  of  the  votes  as  90,  and  gave  arguments 
in  favor  of  throwing  out  the  precincts  and  of  deducting  all  me  votes 
from  Mr.  Piatt,  but  did  not  decide  between  these  courses  and  waived 
the  whole  question  in  ascertaining  the  result  of  the  case. 

Upon  the  question  of  the  Norfolk  Navy-Yard  vote,  Messi*s.  Thomp- 
son and  House  agreed  with  the  minority,  so  that  the  finding  of  the 
majority  report  on  this  point  was  approved  by  only  a  minority  of  the 
committee.  According  to  the  majority  report,  it  was  shown  that 
assessments  were  made  for  campaign  purposes  on  the  employees  of  the 
na\^-yard.  The  committee  regaroed  this  practice  as  demoralizing  and 
believed  that  it  ought  to  be  made  a  criminal  offense,  but  did  not  believe 
that  it  ought  to  aflfect  the  result  of  the  election,  unless  it  was  shown 
that  the  money  thus  I'aised  was  used  corruptly,  which  was  not  claimed 
in  this  case.  It  was  further  shown  that  a  large  number  of  men  were 
employed  in  the  navy-yard  during  the  fall  months  of  1874,  but  not 
so  large  a  number  as  during  the  preceding  year,  when  there  was  no 
election.  Some  Democrats  were  employed  and  many  voted  for  Mr. 
Goode  without  losing  their  places.  Most  of  the  men  employed  were 
Republicans,  as  was  to  be  expected.  The  committee  believed  that 
bribeiy  might  be  committed  by  the  employment  of  men  in  a  navy- 

fard,  but  the  mere  fact  of  employment  did  not  constitute  bribery, 
t  must  be  shown  that  the  emplovment  was  for  the  pui'pose  of  making 
the  men  vote  contrary  to  what  they  would  otherwise  do  and  that  they 
did  so  vote.  There  was  no  attempt  at  such  proof,  and  the  presump- 
tion was  that  the  men  employed  were  Republicans  already  and  hence 
the  employment  did  not  change  their  votes  or  the  result. 

According  to  the  minority  report  it  was  shown  that  an  increase  of 
from  900  to  1,400  w^as  made  in  the  navy -yard  force  previous  to  the 
election;  that  the  new  employees  were  generally  introduced  by  the 
executive  committee  of  the  Republican  party,  and  '^that  it  was" gen- 
erally understood  that  the}^  would  be  expected  to  vote  the  Republican 
ticket."    The  minorit}'  held  that — 

The  giving  and  the  accej)tance  of  such  employment  upon  the  terms  and  conditions 
stated  constitute  bribery  in  law.  The  onus  of  proving  that  such  persons  did  not 
carry  out,  in  good  faith,  the  agreement  mad^  rests  upon  the  contestant. 
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It  wa^  also  shown  that  assessments  were  levied  on  the  employees, 
that  tickets  for  contestant  were  ^ven  them,  and  that  they  were  closely 
watched  to  see  how  they  voted;  in  short,  that  the  Government  patron- . 
age  was  prostituted  to  secure  the  election  of  contestant.  Votes  secured 
by  such  methods  ought  not  to  be  counted;  the  record  furnished  no 
method  of  eliminating  them,  and  the  only  course  was  to  throw  out  the 
entire  vote  of  the  three  precincts  in  which  most  of  these  votes  were 
shown  to  have  been  cast. 

If  the  votes  of  Bland  and  Eives  precincts  were  to  be  counted,  but 
the  findings  of  the  minority  followed  on  all  other  points,  contestant 
would  still  have  a  majority  of  69  votes,  which  would  not  be  overcome 
by  deducting  the  illegal  votes,  even  at  the  largest  estimate  of  their 
number,  proportionally  from  the  candidates.  For  this  reason  Messrs. 
Thompson  and  House,  agreeing  with  the  majority  as  to  these  precincts, 
agreea  to  the  conclusion  of  3ie  majority  report.  The  majority  for 
Mr.  Groode  found  in  the  minority  report,  adopted  by  the  House,  was 
based  on  the  rejection  of  these  two  precincts.  The  law  required  the 
judges  to  seal  up  the  returns,  ballots,  and  one  of  the  poll  lx>oks^  and 
forward  them  by  one  of  their  number  to  the  county  clerk.  The  tes- 
timony showed  that  the  ballots  and  poll  books  of  these  two  precincts 
were  returned  unsealed.  The  majority  held  that  the  law  requiring 
them  to  be  sealed  was  directory,  and  in  the  absence  of  proof  or  sus- 
picion of  fraud  the  votes  should  not  be  rejected.  (McCrary ,  §  166, 
and  elsewhere.)  In  this  case  there  was  neither  proof  nor  suspicion  of 
fraud,  and  the  fact  that  the  elections  had  been  held  by  and  the  returns 
and  l]«,llots  been  in  the  custody  of  Democratic  officers  alone,  raised  a 
presumption  that  if  fraud  had  been  committed  it  would  not  have  been 
m  favor  of  contestant. 

The  minority  held  that  the  law  was  mandatory,  and  that  it  was  not 
necessary  that  there  should  be  positive  proof  that  the  ballots  had  been 
tamperea  with.  * 

It  is  sufficient  to  show  that  opportunity  for  such  tampering^  has  been  afforded.  The 
burden  of  proving  that  this  has  not  been  done  devolves  upon  the  party  insisting  upon 
the  count. 

Mr.  Piatt  received  a  majority  of  408  votes  in  the^e  precincts, 'and 
rejecting  them  a  majority  of  349  votes  for  Mr.  Goode  is  shown. 

The  case  was  debated  several  days,  and  the  resolutions  presented  by 
the  majority  were  rejected  by  a  vote  of  106  to  98.  The  resolutions 
presented  by  the  minority  were  then  adopted  by  a  vote  of  107  to  95, 
and  Mr.  Goode  was  accordingly  confirmea  in  his  seat. 

[Smith,  650-683.] 

(10)  BuTTz  vs.  Maokey. 

Fravd^  repeatina^  hnbery^  and  intimidation.  Committee  unani- 
mously reported  that  neither  candidate  was  elected.  Seat  declared 
vaoa/nt. 

Report  by  Mr.  Thompson. 

Contestant  had  a  majority  of  2,537  votes  in  the  district.  In  the  city 
of  Charleston,  in  which  one-third  of  the  votes  in  the  district  were 
cast,  his  majority  was  5,548.  The  only  issues  in  the  case  considered 
by  the  committee  were  the  charges  against  the  validity  of  the  election 
in  the  whole  city  of  Charleston,  on  account  of  fraud,  repeating,  brib- 
ery, and  intimidation  conunitted  by  friends  of  contestee  and  in  his 
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interest.  All  the  testimony  was  taken  by  contestant,  contestee  having 
made  no  effort  to  procure  any.  Contestee  objected  to  all  the  testimony 
taken  by  contestant  after  the  forty  days  allowed  him  by  the  law  of 
1873.  The  parties  seemed  to  have  proceeded  in  ignorance  of  this  law, 
and  the  testimony  was  taken  without  objection  as  under  the  law  for- 
merly in  force,  until  some  time  after  the  expiration  of  the  forty  days, 
when  contestee  for  the  first  time  objected.  The  committee  received 
all  the  testimony  taken  previous  to  contestee's  first  objection  and 
excluded  the  rest. 

The  testimony  showed  in  every  precinct  in  the  city  of  Charleston 
such  fraud,  repeating,  bribery,  and  intimidation  committed  by  friends 
of  contestee,  apparently  with  the  aid  and  collusion  of  the  election 
officers,  that  the  committee  unanimously  agreed  that  the  vote  of  the 
whole  city  must  be  thrown  out.  The  remainder  of  the  district  gave 
a  large  majority  for  contestant,  but  the  committee  concluded  tnat, 
having  thrown  out  the  vote  of  one-third  of  the  district,  it  was  impos- 
sible to  tell  who  really  received  the  majority  of  all  the  legal  votes  cast, 
and  that  it  would  be  more  just  to  order  a  new  election. 

Attention  was  called  to  the  looseness  of  the  South  Carolina  law, 
which  required  no  registration  and  permitted  voters  to  vote  in  any 
precinct  in  the  county.  With  a  proper  registration  and  election  law 
many  of  the  frauds  snown  in  this  case  coula  not  have  been  committed. 

Tne  resolutions  presented  were  passed  without  division,  and  the 
seat  was  accordingly  declared  vacant. 

[Smith,  683-689.] 

H.  Doc.  610 21 


y 
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POKTY-FIFTH  CONGRESS  (D.),  1877-1879. 

Corihinittee  o7i  Elections. 

Mr.  Harris,  Virginia,  Mr.  Ellis,  Louisiana, 

Springer,  Illinois,  Wait,  Connecticut, 

Candler,  Georgia,  Thornburgh,  Tennessee, 

TuRNEY,  Pennsylvania,    ^  Price,  Iowa, 

Cobb,  Alabama,  Hiscock,  New  York, 

Mr.  Williams,  Indiana. 

Cases. 

1)  Peter  D.  Wigginton  vs.  Romualdo  Pacheco,  California. 
^^  Thomas  M.  Patterson  vs.  James  B.  Belford,  Colorado. 

3)  Jesse  J.  Fin  lev  vs.  Horatio  Bisbee,  jr.,  Florida. 

4)  Joseph  H.  Acklen  vs.  Chester  B.  Darrall,  Louisiana. 

5)  Benjamin  Dean  vs.  Walbridge  A.  Field  Massachusetts. 

6)  John  S.  Richardson  vs.  Joseph  H.  Rainey,  South  Carolina. 
[7)  E.  Graham  Frost  vs.  Lyne  S.  Metcalfe,  Missouri. 

(1)  WiQGiNTON  vs.  Pacheco. 

Illegal  alteration  of  returns;  ill^al  votes.  Majority  report  fm*  con- 
testa/nt^  minority  report  for  contestee.     Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Harris;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Wait. 

Partially  dissenting  report  by  Mr.  Springer,  Mr.  Candler,  and 
Mr.  Ellis. 

According  to  the  returns  as  certified  to  the  secretary  of  state,  con- 
testee had  a  majority  of  one  vote.  Contestant  claimed  that  according 
to  the  returns  as  ascertained  by  the  county  canvassers  he  had  receivea 
a  majority  of  one  vote,  but  that  the  return  from  one  county  and  the 
records  of  the  board  of  supervisors  had  been  illegally  altered  by  the 
clerk  of  the  board  by  subtracting  two  votes  from  contestant's  vote. 

This  Question  had  been  involved  in  proceedings  between  the  parties 
before  tne  various  courts  of  California,  and  most  of  the  evidence  pre- 
sented consisted  of  transcripts  from  the  proceedings  of  these  courts. 
Part  of  it  consisted  of  ex  parte  affidavits,  and  could  not  be  consid- 
ered. But  one  of  the  affidavits,  that  of  the  clerk  who  made  the  change, 
had  been  included  by  contestee  in  a  sworn  petition  for  a  writ  of  man- 
damus on  the  secretary  of  state,  and  it  was  claimed  that  contestee  was 
thereby  bound  by  this  affidavit.  The  committee  did  not  decide  this 
question.  According  to  this  affidavit,  the  total  of  the  votes  for  con- 
testant in  this  county,  as  taken  down  by  the  clerk  of  the  board  of 
supervisors  in  his  notes  of  the  meeting  of  the  board,  was  988.  After 
the  adjournment  of  the  board  the  attention  of  the  clerk  was  called  to 
the  fact  that  according  to  the  notes  taken  by  two  of  the  members  of 
the  board,  the  vote  was  986.  A  comparison  of  the  clerk's  notes  with 
the  notes  of  these  members  showed  that  he  had  set  down  the  vote  of  one 
precinct  as  29  and  they  as  27,  An  examination  of  the  tally  sheet  and 
return  of  this  precinct  showed  that  the  true  vote  was  27,  and  the  clerk 
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accordingly  altered  his  records  so  as  to  show  a  total  vote  of  986  for 
contestant.  The  certificate  of  the  vote  was  made  out  by  the  clerk  and 
signed  by  him  and  the  president  of  the  board,  showing  the  vote  as  986, 
and  forwarded  to  the  secretary  of  state. 

The  committee  held  that  the  certificate  thus  made  out  and  signed 
by  the  president  and  clerk  of  the  board,  and  the  official  record  kept  bjr 
tne  clerk,  were  the  official  evidence  of  the  vote,  and  must  stand  until 
shown  not  to  represent  the  true  vote  cast.  The  evidence  presented  by 
contestant,  even  if  admissible,  did  not  show  this,  and  the  return  must 
therefore  stand  as  made. 

Mr.  Springer,  in  a  dissenting  report,  held  that  under  the  law  of  Cali- 
fornia the  vote  as  found  bv  the  board  must  stand  until  proved  ,to  be 
incorrect  on  a  contest.  The  affidavit  forwarded  by  the  clerk  of  the 
board  to  the  secretary  of  state  amounted  to  a  second  certificate  of  the 
vote;  it  was  legal  evidence,  on  the  principle  given  above  as  not  decided 
by  the  committee,  and,  there  being  two  certificates,  that  should  stand 
which  represented  the  vote  as  found  by  the  board. 

In  addition  to  the  above  question,  contestant  asked  that  two  polls  be 
thrown  out  for  irregularities,  and  that  certain  ballots  be  rejected  as 
marked,  and  both  parties  charged  illegal  votes. 

At  the  two  polls  complained  of  the  law  had  been  violated  by  exhibit- 
ing open  tickets  and  otherwise  doing  prohibited  acts  within  100  feet 
of  the  polls.  The  committee  held  that  while  the  violators  of  the  law 
might  be  punished,  the  poll  ought  not  to  be  rejected.  The  ballots 
asked  to  be  rejected  as  marked  were  ballots  on  which  the  lodges  had 
written  the  word  ' '  challenged  "  and  the  name  of  the  voter.  The  statute 
provided  that  ballots  having  on  the  outside  ''any  impression,  device, 
color,  or  thing"  should  be  rejected,  and  the  committee  held  that  under 
the  letter  of  tnis  statute  these  ballots  must  be  rejected.  But  the  spirit 
of  the  law  was  evidently  otherwise;  "  the  law  was  made  to  protect  the 
voter,  not  to  disfranchise  him,"  and  the  committee  counted  the  votes. 
If  the  voters  had  placed  the  marks  on  the  ballots  they  should  have  been 
rejected.  One  of  the  individual  illegal  votes  charged  by  contestee  also 
involved  the  question  of  marked  ballots.  One  of  the  voters  had  written 
his  own  name  at  the  bottom  of  the  ballot.  One  section  of  the  statute 
provided  that — 

When  a  ballot  found  in  any  ballot  box  bears  upon  it  any  impression,  device,  color, 
or  thing,  or  is  folded  in  a  manner  intended  to  designate  or  impart  knowledge  of  the 
person  who  voted  such  ballot,  it  must,  with  all  its  contents,  l^e  rejected. 

The  committee  held  that  under  this  statute  an  invalidating  mark  on 
the  face  of  the  ballot  must  be  one  intended  to  impart  knowledge  of  the 
person  who  voted  the  ballot,  and  that  the  voter  s  name  at  the  bottom 
of  the  ballot  was  not  such  a  mark.  The  minority  held  that  any  mark 
was  included  in  the  tenns  of  the  statutes,  and  also  that  the  voter's 
name  in  his  own  handwriting  was  calculated  to  impart  knowledge  of  his 
identity. 

The  committee  found  that  12  votes  were  illegally  ca^t  for  contestee  by 
nonresidents  or  unnaturalized  or  unregistered  persons.  The  minority 
found  the  proof  sufficient  as  to  only  8  of  these.  The  committee  also 
found  6  votes  illegally  cast  for  contestant  by  similarly  disqualified 
persons.  The  minority  found  11.  Some  of  the  legal  questions  involved 
m  these  votes  are  referred  to  elsewhere,  but  they  need  not  be  outlined 
here.  According  to  the  findings  of  the  majority,  contestant  had  a 
majority  of  4  votes;  according  to  those  of  the  minority,  contestee  had 


324  DIGEST    OF    CONTESTED    ELECTION    CASES. 

a  majority  of  6.  Mr.  Springer,  Mr.  Candler,  and  Mr.  Ellis  concurred 
in  the  result  of  the  majority  report,  but  differed  as  to  some  details. 

After  some  debate  the  House  adopted  the  resolutions  presented  by 
the  majority  by  a  vote  of  136  to  125,  and  Mr.  Wigginton  was  sworn  in. 

[1  Ells.,  5-51.] 

(2)  Patterson  ^s,  Belford. 

Legal  tline  of  electimi.  Majority  report  for  contestant ,'  inimrrity 
report  for  Gontestee ;  report  hy  Mr,  Vox  for  a  new  election.  Contestant 
seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Harris;  minority  repoit  by  Mr.  Wait;  fur- 
ther dissenting  report  by  Mr.  Cox. 

At  the  time  of  the  admission  of  Colorado  into  the  Union  it  was 
entitled  to  representation  for  the  unexpii-ed  term  of  the  Forty-fourth 
Congress.  At  the  general  election  held  October  3,  1870,  Mr.  Belford 
was  elected  to  this  unexpired  term.  At  the  same  election  votes  were 
cast  for  Representative  in  the  Forty -fifth  Congress,  and  Mr.  Belford 
received  a  majority  of  the  votes  and  was  given  a  certificate  of  election. 
Another  election  was  held  for  Representative  in  Congress  on  Novem- 
ber 7,  1876,  at  which  Mr.  Patterson  received  nearly  all  the  votes  cast. 
A  very  full  vote  was  cast  at  the  October  election  and  a  very  light  one 
in  November.  The  parties  claiming  the  seat  under  different  elections, 
neither  party  was  sworn  in,  and  the  matter  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Elections  for  determination.  Most  of  the  facts  in  the  case 
were  conceded.  A  proclamation  was  issued  from  the  oflBce  of  the  sec- 
retary of  state  on  August  31,  giving  notice  of  a  general  election  on 
October  3,  including  an  election  for  Representative  for  the  unexpired 
term  of  the  Forty-fourth  Congress;  On  September  14  another  proc- 
lamation was  made  giving  notice  of  an  election  on  November  7  for 
Representative  in  the  Fortj^-fif  th  Congress.  On  October  3  the  general 
election  was  held.  On  October  16  the  secretary  of  state  withdrew  his 
notice  of  the  November  election.  The  November  election  was  held, 
but  the  friends  of  Mr.  Belford  did  not  take  part  in  it,  and  only  3,580 
votes  were  cast.  The  majority  of  the  committee  held  that  the  election 
in  November  was  the  legal  election.  The  law  of  the  United  States  pro- 
vided (Revised  Statutes,  sec.  25^  that  all  elections  for  Representatives 
in  Congress  should  be  held  on  tnat  day,  and  this  law  must  appl v  to  the 
present  case  unless  it  could  be  shown  to  be  excepted  by  some  other  pro- 
vision of  the  law.  The  act  of  March  3,  1875,  excepting  those  States 
whose  constitutions  would  have  to  be  amended  to  enable  them  to  com- 
ply with  the  law  was  conceded  not  to  apply  to  Colorado;  but  it  was 
claimed  that  the  enabling  act  under  which  Colorado  became  a  State  did 
except  it.     The  sixth  section  of  the  enabling  act  was  as  follows: 

That  until  the  next  general  census  said  State  shall  be  entitled  to  one  Representa- 
tive in  the  House  of  fepresentatives  of  the  United  States,  which  Representative, 
together  with  the  governor  and  State  and  other  oflScers  provided -for  in  said  constitu- 
tion, shall  be  elected  on  a  day  subsequent  to  the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  and  to 
be  fixed  by  said  constitutional  convention;  and  until  such  State  officers  are  elected 
and  qualined  under  the  provisions  of  the  constitution  the  Territorial  officers  shall 
continue  to  discharge  the  duties  of  their  respective  offices. 

The  committee  held  that  the  election  thus  provided  to  be  fixed  by  the 
constitutional  convention  was  the  first  election  to  be  held,  and  not  all 
elections  "prioT  to  the  next  general  census."  The  provision  that  the 
Territorial  officers  should  hold  until  *'such  State  officers  are  elected" 
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showed  that  the  State  oflBcers  referred  to  were  the  ones  first  elected; 
and  the  "  one  Representative"  referred  to  could  not  constitutionally  be 
a  Representative  who  should  continue  until  the  next  census.  Hence  the 
constitutional  convention  had  power  to  provide  for  but  one  election. 
It  had  only  attempted  to  do  this.     The  provision  was: 

One  Representative  in  the  (ingress  of  the  United  States  shall  be  elected  from  the 
State  at  laree  at  the  first  election  under  the  constitution,  and  thereafter  at  such 
times  and  places  and  in  such  manner  as  may  be  prescribed  by  law. 

The  legislature  had  not  "prescribed  by  law"  any  time  for  holding 
subsequent  elections,  but  the  Territorial  election  laws  were  continued 
in  operation  by  the  constitution.  These  laws  provided  the  places, 
manner,  and  machinery  of  elections,  which  could  be  and  were  used  at 
the  November  election,  and  the  Federal  statutes,  applying  to  Colorado 
as  to  other  States,  provided  the  time.  Mr.  Patterson  being  elected  at 
the  election  held  at  the  legal  time  was  entitled  to  the  seat. 

The  committee  held  that  the  time  of  election  was  the  only  question 
involved  in  the  case.  The  laws  fixing  the  time  of  elections  were  man- 
datory, and  could  not  be  abrogated  even  by  the  consent  of  all  the  voters. 
But  the  fact  that  the  October  election  was  without  notice,  and  that  the 
notice  of  the  November  election  was  withdrawn,  would  not  vitiate 
either  election.  Neither  would  the  election  in  November  be  vitiated 
by  the  fact  that  the  votes  were  not  canvassed  by  the  State  officers,  nor 
by  the  fact  that  a  light  vote  was  cast.  The  supporters  of  Mr.  Belford 
voluntarily  remained  away  from  the  November  election  and  must 
abide  by  tne  result. 

The  minority  held  that  Congress  in  the  enabling  act  had  excepted 
Colorado  from  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  statute  fixing  the  time  of 
elections,  and  had  empowered  the  constitutional  convention  to  fix  the 
time,  and  that  this  power  had  been  exercised  by  the  convention. 
The  enabling  act,  in  referring  to  State  oflScers  and  Representatives  in 
Congress,  clearly  referred  to  all  who  should  be  elected  prior  to  the 
next  census.  The  election  for  Representative  was  required  to  be  on 
the  same  day  as  that  for  State  offacers,  and  hence  if  it  could  not  be 
legally  held  in  October  it  could  not  be  held  at  all.  The  election  for 
the  unexpired  term  of  the  Forty-fourth  Congress  was  to  fill  a  vacancy, 
and  under  the  constitution  should  have  been  held  on  a  writ  from  the 
executive.  The  first  regular  election  for  Congress  was  that  for  the 
Forty -fifth  Congress,  ana  that  must  have  been  the  one  provided  for 
by  the  convention.  The  validity  of  the  October  election  was  further 
sustained  by  the  fact  that  the  people,  by  casting  a  full  vote  at  it,  had 
construed  it  to  be  the  legal  one. 

Mr.  Cox  filed  a  report  contending  that  no  valid  election  had  been  held. 
He  held  that  the  enabling  act  had  excepted  Colorado  from  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal  law;  that  the  convention  had  legally  fixed  October  3  as 
the  date  for  holding  an  election  to  fill  the  unexpired  term  of  the  Forty- 
fourth  Congress,  and  had  legally  provided  that  subsequent  elections 
should  be  held  at  the  times  fixed  by  law.  The  legislature  had  fixed  no 
time,  and  hence  there  was  no  legal  time  at  which  an  election  for  the 
Forty -fifth  Congress  could  be  held. 

Neither  could  it  be  claimed  that  either  of  the  elections  was  really  an 
election  defdcto,  A  full  vote  had  been  cast  at  the  October  election, 
but  it  was  without  notice,  and  neither  party  regarded  it  at  the  time  as 
legal,  but  rather  as  a  test  of  strength.  The  vote  at  the  November 
election  was  too  small  to  make  it  an  expression  of  the  popular  will. 
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After  considerable  debate  the  House  adopted  the  resolutions  pre- 
sented by  the  majority  by  a  vote  of  116  to  110,  and  Mr.  Patterson  was 
sworn  in. 

[1  Ells.,  62-73.] 

(3)   FrNLET  V8.  BiSBEE. 

Frauds  illegal  votes^  and  irregxtlavitieH,  Majority  report  for  con- 
testa/nt;  minority  report  foi^  contentee.     Contestant  Heated, 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Cobb;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Price. 

According  to  the  aggregate  of  all  the  precinct  returns  contestant 
had  a  majority  of  5  votes;  but  the  State  canvassers  twice  canvassed 
the  vote,  the  second  time  under  mandate  of  the  supreme  court,  and 
each  time  excluded  certain  returns  and  gave  the  majority  to  contestee, 
who  received  the  certificate  and  held  the  seat.  In  the  issues  ioined  in 
the  contest,  precincts  and  votes  were  attacked  in  nearly  all  of  the 
17  counties  oi  the  district,  but  the  result  of  the  case  turned  on  a  single 
precinct  and  on  two  classes  of  votes  in  other  precincts. 

Both  parties  charged  that  the  count  or  return  of  the  vote  of  Archer 
precinct  No.  2,  Alachua  County,  was  false  and  fraudulent,  each  alleg- 
ing that  the  fraud  was  committed  against  himself.  Contestant  charged 
that  the  fraud  consisted  in  forging  false  returns  and  in  adding  alx^ut 
219  votes  to  contestee's  vote;  contestee  charged  that  it  consisted  in 
stuffing  the  ballot  box  with  tickets  for  contestant.  Fraud  oi  some 
sort  being  conceded,  it  was  agreed  that  the  return  should  be  rejected, 
and  the  oiflference  between  the  parties,  and  between  the  majoritv  ana 
minority  of  the  committee,  was  in  regard  to  what  votes,  if  any,  should 
be  counted  upon  evidence  outside  the  return.  A  large  amount  of  tes- 
timony of  a  very  conflicting  character  was  taken  in  regard  to  this 
return.  The  election  itself  appears  to  have  been  regularly  and  quietly 
conducted.  In  the  evening  the  votes  were  counted  and  a  large  dis- 
crepancy was  found  between  the  number  of  ballots  in  the  box  and  of 
names  on  the  poll  list.  Most  of  the  witnesses  testified  that  at  the  close 
of  thejpoUs  one  of  the  judges  announced  the  vote  for  governor.  Sev- 
eral witnesses  testified  that  the  vote  thus  announced  was  136  for  the 
Democratic  and  180  for  the  Republican  candidate,  and  that  the  vote 
for  other  officers  varied  but  slightly.  The  only  testimony  on  this 
basis  in  regard  to  the  Congressional  vote  showed  141  for  contestant 
and  180  for  contestee,  and  contestant  claimed  that  if  any  votes  at  all 
were  to  be  counted  they  should  be  counted  as  shown  by  this  testimony. 
But  the  testimony  of  part  of  the  officers  of  election  was  to  the  effect 
that  the  vote  was:  Bisbee,  398;  Finley,  137,  and  that  it  was  thus 
announced.  Most  of  the  witnesses  testifying  to  this  were  impeached. 
The  box  was  left  over  night,  imperfectly  sealed,  in  the  custody  of  a 
Republican  judge,  whose  character  was  assailed.  He  refused  to  allow 
it  to  be  more  safely  sealed  or  to  allow  precautions  to  be  taken  to  guard 
it.  At  noon  it  had  been  in  the  custody  of  one  Democratic  and  one 
Republican  outsider.  The  custodian  of  the  box  and  a  friend  took  an 
extra  train  to  the  county  seat  at  3  o'clock  in  the  morning,  but  did  not 
deliver  the  box  and  returns  until  noon.  The  returns  had  been  signed 
in  blank  on  the  evening  of  the  election,  and  it  did  not  satisfactorily 
appear  when  or  by  whom  they  were  fillea  out.  They  showed  for  con- 
testee, 399;  for  contestant,  141.  Contestant  claimed  that  this  was  a 
much  larger  vote  than  was  actually  cast.    It  was  larger  than  the  num- 
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ber  of  ballots  in  the  box.     The  poll  list  had  been  kept,  with  other 

S apex's,  in  an  iron  safe  in  the  county  clerk's  office,  but  had  in  someway 
isappeared.  There  was  testimony  that  it  had  contained  only  318 
names.  A  witness  who  had  stood  at  the  polls  all  day  and  claimed  to 
have  taken  down  the  name  of  every  voter  presented  a  copy  of  his  list, 
showing  305  persons  voted.  But  there  was  evidence  showing,  that  a 
number  of  persons  voted  who  were  not  on  the  list,  thus  showing  its 
incompleteness.  Contestee  called  308  witnesses  who  swore  they  voted 
the  Republican  ticket,  on  which  his  name  was  proved  to  have  been 
printed. 

On  this  state  of  the  evidence  the  committee  found  that  it  was  impos- 
sible to  ascertain  the  true  number  of  votes  cast  or  to  count  any  votes 
for  either  candidate.  Except  the  testimony  of  the  individual  voters 
the  testimony  was  too  connicting  for  certainty,  and  much  of  it  was 
impeached.  Most  of  the  individual  voters  called  could  not  read  and 
might  easily  have  been  deceived  in  regard  to  the  ticket  they  voted. 
Such  ignoi*ant  persons  might  also  have  been  easily  induced  to  testify 
falsely.  Moreover,  the  other  testimony,  if  not  sufficient  to  show  the 
number  of  votes,  did  show  that  a  considerable  number  of  voti3s  was 
received  by  contestant,  and  it  would  be  very  unfair  to  count  the  votes 
received  by  one  candidate  when  there  was  no  way  to  count  those 
received  by  the  other.  This  was  especially  true  in  this  case,  as  the 
election  and  returns  had  been  in  the  control  of  partisans  of  contestee, 
and  whatever  fraud  had  been  committed  was  presumably  in  his  interest. 
But  to  count  the  vote  for  him,  according  to  the  testimony  of  the  indi- 
vidual voters,  and  count  no  vote  for  contestant  would  give  to  contestee, 
already  the  beneficiary  of  the  fraud,  a  majority  even  larger  than  that 
given  him  by  the  fraudulent  returns. 

The  minority  agreed  that  the  returns  should  be  rejected,  and  that 
the  general  testimony  in  regard  to  the  vote  was  too  conflicting  to  be 
trustworthy,  but  held  that  the  votes  proved  by  the  testimony  of  the 
individual  voters  to  have  been  cast  for  contestee  should  be  counted 
for  him.  Only  54  of  these  witnesses  could  read,  but  all  testified 
that  they  got  their  tickets  from  well-known  Republicans  and  voted 
them  unchanged.  The  persons  from  whom  they  got  their  tickets  were 
called,  and  all  testified  that  they  gave  out  none  but  straight  Republican 
tickets  containing  the  name  of  contestee.  It  was  shown  that  there  were 
organized  Republican  clubs  with  a  membership  more  than  large  enough 
to  account  for  the  vote  thus  shown  for  contestee.  That  the  fraud  had 
been  committed  in  the  interest  of  contestant  was  indicated  bv  the  fact 
that  at  previous  elections  the  Democratic  vote  had  been  very  small, 
while  at  this  election  there  were  141  Democratic  ballots  found  in  the 
box,  though  very  few  Democrats  were  known  to  have  voted.  The 
increase  in  the  Republican  vote  was  about  50  per  cent  over  that  of  two 
years  before,  and  was  accounted  for  by  the  opening  up  of  new  lands 
and  new  avenues  of  employment  for  laboring  people.  The  increase  in 
the  Democratic  vote  was  about  900  j)er  cent,  and  was  not  explained. 
If  contestant  had  desired  to  have  his  vote  counted,  he  should  have 

E roved  it  in  the  same  manner  as  contestee.     But  no  hardship  was  done 
im  by  not  counting  the  votes  not  proved,  as  contestee  had  proved  as 
cast  for  himself  nearly  the  whole  number  of  votes  claimed  by  con- 
testant to  have  been  cast  for  both  candidates,  and  the  few  remaining 
votes  could  -not  affect  the  result. 
Large  numbers  of  illegal  votes  were  charged  by  contestee,  most  of 
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which  were  included  in  two  classes — nonregistered  and  foreign-born 
voters.  Under  the  constitution  and  laws  of  Florida  foreign-born  pei- 
gons  might  vote  under  the  same  conditions  as  native  citizens  on  pre- 
senting to  the  election  officers  certified  copies  of  their  naturalization 
Sapers  or  declarations  of  intention.  The  election  officers  were  f  orbid- 
en  to  receive  their  votes  without  such  presentation.  A  large  number 
of  votes  of  foreign-born  persons  had  been  received  without  the  presen- 
tation of  the  requisite  certificates,  and  contestee  asked  that  wiey  be 
excluded.  The  evidence  showed  that  all  but  7  of  them  were  duly  nat- 
uralized and  could  have  produced  the  required  certificates  if  they  had 
been  asked  for.  The  committee  held  that  the  qualification  required 
by  the  constitution  was  the  fact  of  naturalization,  and  that  the  presen- 
tation of  certificates  was  merely  a  directoiy  requirement  as  to  mode  of 
proof.  The  votes  having  been  received  were  presumed  to  be  legal, 
and  the  failure  to  furnish  the  required  proof  could  at  most  only  shift 
the  burden  on  the  party  claiming  their  votes  to  show  that  they  were 
in  fact  qualified.  This  had  been  done  as  to  all  but  7,  and  with  these 
exceptions  the  votes  were  counted. 

Under  the  constitution  no  person  could  vote  who  had  not  been  regis- 
tered, but  if  a  voter  had  been  registered  and  his  name  had  been  struck 
from  the  registry  he  could  vote  on  taking  the  oath  required  of  chal- 
lenged voters,  and  also  an  oath  that  his  name  had  been  wrongfuUv 
struck  from  the  list.  Contestee  presented  certified  copies  of  the  poll 
lists  and  registry  lists,  showing  a  large  number  of  votei's  marked  on 
the  poll  lists  as  voting  who  were  not  on  the  registry  lists.  But  the 
committee  held  that  the  votes  having  been  received  the  presumption 
was  that  the  voters  had  been  struck  from  the  list  and  had  taken  the 
required  oaths.  The  certified  copies  of  the  registry  lists  were  accom- 
panied with  certified  lists  of  the  names  that  had  been  struck  off.  and 
the  names  of  many  of  the  voters  attacked  were  also  not  on  these  lists; 
but  the  committee  held  that  the  county  clerks  could  only  certify  to  the 
official  list,  which  was  a  matter  of  record,  and  not  to  the  names  struck 
off.  This  should  have  been  proved  by  testimony  and  not  by  certificate. 
Certain  testimony  based  on  comparisons  of  lists  made  by  witnesses  was 
open  to  the  same  objection.  It  not  being  shown  by  competent  testimony 
tnat  these  voters  were  not  qualified,  their  votes  must  stand. 

The  minority  held  that  both  these  classes  of  votes  should  be  rejected. 
The  constitution  was  mandatory  in  its  terms,  and  prohibited  the  recep- 
tion of  the  votes  of  foreign-born  persons  except  under  certain  condi- 
tions. Many  cases  were  cited  to  show  that,  these  conditions  not  having 
been  complied  with  at  the  time,  it  was  not  sufficient  to  show  that  they 
could  have  been  complied  with.  The  constitution  was  also  mandatory 
in  prohibiting  the  reception  of  the  votes  of  nonregistered  persons. 
The  manner  in  which  the  lists  were  kept  made  the  names  struck  off, 
and  the  fact  of  their  being  struck  off,  as  much  a  part  of  the  record  as 
the  names  retained,  and  the  clerks'  certificates  were  evidence  of  both. 
By  this  evidence  the  voters  were  shown  not  to  have  been  registered, 
and  their  votes  should  be  rejected.  If  these  two  classes  of  votes  were 
rejected  contestee  would  be  elected,  regardless  of  the  decision  in  regard 
to  Archer  precinct  No.  2.  Most  of  the  foreign-born  voters  attacked 
were  shown  by  their  own  testimony  to  have  voted  for  cx)ntestant. 
There  was  no  evidence  showing  which  candidate  had  received  the  votes 
of  most  of  the  unregistered  voters,  and  the  minority  deducted  them 
from  the  candidates  ^v  rata.     The  majority  did  not  aeduct  them,  but 
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stated  that  if  they  had  been  shown  to  be  illegal  it  would  be  a  fair 
course  for  a  legislative  body,  having  power  to  order  a  new  election^  to 
do  so,  rather  than  to  adopt  the  rule  followed  b}'^  the  courts  of  deducting 
themjpr(?  rata  from  the  candidates. 

According  to  the  findings  of  the  majority  contestant  was  elected  by 
a  majoritj^  of  262;  according  to  those  of  the  minority  contestee  was 
elected  by  a  majority  of  354. 

After  considerable  debate  the  House  adopted  the  resolutions  pre- 
sented by  the  majority,  by  a  vote  of  131  to  122,  and  Mr,  Finley  was 
sworn  in. 

[1.  Ells.,  74-124.] 

(4)  AcKLEN  m.  Darrall. 

Unauth4)7*i2ed  removal  of  poll.  Recount  ofhaUots.  Majority  report 
for  contestant;  minority  reports  f 07'  contestee.      Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Harris;  minority  reports  by  Mr.  Price  and 
Mr.  Thoniburg. 

The  returns  of  this  district  were  twice  canvassed  by  different  return- 
ing boards.  The  first  canvass,  made  under  the ' '  Kellogg  government,'' 
gave  contestee  a  majority  of  2,093;  the  second,  under  the  *'Nicholls 
government,"  gave  him  a  majority  of  1,094  votes.  He  held  certificates 
of  election  from  both  governors.  Contestant  charged  that  the  first 
canvass,  made  by  the  "Wells- Anderson"  returning  board,  was  illegal 
and  fraudulent,  and  that  the  canvass  made  by  the  second  board  should 
be  corrected  by  excluding  the  returns  of  one  precinct  in  La  Fourche 
Parish  on  account  of  fraud,  by  throwing  out  the  entire  returns  of  St. 
Martin's  Parish  as  forged,  and  by  counting  the  vote  of  Iberia  Parish 
as  shown  by  a  recount.  He  presented  a  certificate  signed  by  the  lieu- 
tenant-governor of  the  State,  certifying  to  his  election  if  the  entire 
returns  of  St.  Martin's  and  Iberia  parishes  were  excluded.  Both  the 
majority  and  minority  of  the  committee  disregarded  the  canvass  made 
by  the  *' Wells-Anderson  board;"  the  majority  on  account  of  "its 
notoriously  fraudulent  chai-acter,"  and  the  minority  because  its  can- 
vass did  not,  as  the  other  canvass  did,  include  all  the  precinct  returns. 
The  charge  that  the  returns  of  St.  Martin's  Parish  were  forged  was 
not  estabnshed  by  evidence,  and  in  addition,  there  was  an  agreement 
between  the  parties  as  to  the  vote  of  the  parish.  The  issues  were 
accordingly  narrowed  to  the  question  of  the  fraudulent  removal  of  the 
voting  place  of  poll  17,  La  Fourche  Parish,  and  the  recount  in  Iberia 
Parish.  It  was  shown  that  the  voting  place  in  poll  17  had  been  con- 
veniently located  on  the  public  road,  but  that  the  day  before  the 
election,  without  general  notice,  it  had  been  removed  to  the  *' negro 
quarters,"  for  the  puipose,  as  was  alleged,  of  depriving  contestant  of 
votes.  Eighty-six  votes,  all  for  contestee,  were  cast.  The  maiority, 
and  those  signing  the  second  minority  report,  rejected  the  poll.  In 
the  firat  minority  report  it  was  counted  according  to  some  finding  of 
the  Louisiana  couiis,  not  very  clearly  stated. 

The  decisive  issue  in  the  case  was  the  recount  in  Iberia  Parish. 
There  were  eleven  polls  in  this  parish,  all  of  which  were  recounted. 
In  six  of  them  a  change  of  only  7  votes  was  made  by  the  recount;  in 
the  other  five  there  was  a  change  of  over  1,000  votes  in  favor  of  con- 
testant, sufficient  to  give  him  a  majority  in  the  district.  The  majority 
sustained  the  validity  of  this  i*ecount;  the  minority  denied  it.    The 


330  DIGEST   OP   CONTESTED    ELECTION    CASES. 

majority  held  that  the  law  always  looks  with  suspicion  on  recounts, 
and  that  they  can  not  be  receivea  to  change  the  results  of  an  election 
unless  it  "be  shown  absolutely  that  the  ballot  boxes  had  been  safely 
kept;  that  the  ballots  were  undoubtedly  the  identical  ballots  cast  at 
the  election;  and  when  these  facts  are  established  beyond  all  reasona- 
ble doubt,  then  full  force  and  eflFect  are  given  to  the  developments  of 
the  recount."  Such  facts  were  established  in  this  case  with  the  possi- 
ble exception  of  two  boxes.  The  boxes  had  all  been  sealed  up  by  the 
election  officers  and  deposited  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  court. 
The  clerk  testified  that  they  had  not  been  and  could  not  have  been 
tampered  with,  and  in  eveiy  case  but  two  the  seals  were  intact  and 
identified  by  the  precinct  election  officers.  One  seal  was  broken,  but 
the  clerk  testified  that  it  had  probably  been  broken  by  his  careless- 
ness in  moving  the  boxes.  Another  box  had  been  sealed  only  with 
paper  and  mucilage,  without  the  signatures  of  the  election  officers, 
and  hence  could  not  be  identified.  The  committee  out  of  abundant 
caution  allowed  the  original  count  of  these  two  boxes  to  stand. 

It  was  objected  by  contestee  that  this  recount  took  place  in  March, 
four  months  after  the  election  and  two  months  later  than  the  ballots 
were  required  by  the  law  to  be  preserved.  The  law  required  them  to 
be  kept  until  after  the  next  tenn  of  court,  and  the  clerk  of  the  court 
certified  that  court  had  been  held  in  Januarv.  But  at  that  time  the 
government  of  the  State  was  still  unsettled.  There  were  two  claim- 
ants for  the  office  of  judge.  The  one  who  was  alleged  to  have  held 
court  was  afterwards  adjudged  to  be  not  elected,  and  the  court  was  at 
most  merely  formal,  no  business  being  tmnsacted.  Considering  the 
unsettled  condition  of  the  State  government  during  most  of  the  time 
and  the  date  on  which  contestee's  answer  was  served  the  recount 
could  not  have  been  held  much  earlier. 

The  very  large  change  made  by  the  recount  was  accounted  for  by 
the  fact  that  contestant's  name  was  printed  on  a  large  number  of  the 
Republican  tickets,  and  the  officers  of  election,  not  being  aware  of  this 
fact,  did  not  scrutinize  the  ballots  carefully,  and  in- most  cases  counted 
for  contestee  all  ballots  appearing  te  be  straight  Republican  tickets. 
The  Republican  tickets  were  printed  on  paper  with  a  heavily  glazed 
and  nearly  black  back,  so  as  to  be  easily  distinguishable.  The  chair- 
man of  the  Republican  committee  in  this  parish  was  hostile  te  the  elec- 
tion of  contestee,  and  had  large  numbers  of  tickets  printed  identical 
with  the  regular  Republican  tickets,  except  that  on  some  of  them  the 
name  of  contestant  was  printed  instead  of  that  of  contestee,  and  on 
others  there  was  no  name  for  Congress.  In  sending  out  tickets  to  the 
various  polls  he  mixed  these  three  sorts,  and  the  committee  found  that 
according  to  the  evidence  many  of  the  two  sorts  not  containing  the 
name  of  contestee  must  have  been  voted.  The  judges  of  election  in  a 
number  of  precincts  testified  that  they  counted  for  contestee  all  ballots 
which  were  apparently  sti-aight  Republican  tickets.  In  one  precinct 
the  count  had  been  completed  within  one  hour,  which  would  have  been 
impossible  if  all  the  names  on  the  tickets  had  been  scrutinized.  Con- 
testee was  counted  as  receiving  substantially  his  full  party  strength  in 
most  of  the  precincts,  though  it  was  impossible  for  him  to  have  received 
it  with  such  tickets  in  circulation.  The  recount  showed  in  the  five 
boxes  where  the  change  was  made  large  numbers  of  such  ballots,  and 
the  change  consisted  in  counting  them  for  contestant  or  blank  for  Con- 
gress when  they  were  so  printed. 
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Aoceptin^  the  recount  in  all  but  two  of  the  precincts  (where,  as 
above  stated,  the  seals  were  imperfect)  and  rejecting  the  86  votes  cast 
for  contestee  in  poll  17,  La  Fourche  Parish,  contesto.nt  was  shown  to 
have  a  majority  of  108  votes,  and  the  committee  accordingly  recom- 
mended resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

There  were  two  minority  reports,  both  in  favor  of  contestee.  The 
first,  presented  by  Mr.  Price,  aenied  the  validity  of  the  recount  in  the 
six  precincts  where  the  chief  change  was  made,  and  counted  the  votes 
according  to  the  original  count  in  the  five  uncontested  polls,  and  the 
two  polls  conceded  by  the  majority  of  the  committee.     This  would 

five  contestee  a  majority  of  165  in  the  uncontested  part  of  the  district, 
f  the  other  four  polls  were  counted  according  to  th^  original  count 
this  majority  would  be  increased.  They  ought  either  to  be  so  counted 
or  not  to  be  counted  at  all. 

The  second  minority  report,  presented  by  Mr.  Thomburgh,  and  sij^ned 
also  by  Mr.  Wait  and  Mr.  Hiscock,  also  denied  the  validity  of  the 
recount,  but  held  that  doubt  was  cast  upon  the  original  count  in  the 
six  polls  where  the  "bogus"  Republican  tickets  were  sent.  Reject- 
ing these  six  polls  contestee  would  be  elected  by  184  majority.  Even 
if  the  evidence  were  taken  as  sufficient  to  show  that  the  recount  repre- 
sented the  votes  actually  cast,  it  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  give  the 
seat  to  contestee,  as  the  additional  votes  received  by  him  were  the 
result  of  a  fraud  upon  the  voters,  to  which  the  House  ought  not  to 
give  effect.  But  the  evidence  of  the  identity  of  the  ballots  recounted 
was  not  sufficient. 

In  the  six  precincts  where  a  change  of  only  7  votes  was  made  on  the 
recount  it  was  conclusively  shown  that  the  seals  on  the  boxes  had  not 
been  tampered  with,  but  it  was  not  conclusively  shown  as  to  any  of 
the  five  precincts  where  the  change  of  over  1,000  votes  was  made.  In 
one  the  seal  had  been  broken,  and  in  another  it  could  not  be  identified. 
The  majority  conceded  that  these  two  boxes  might  have  been  tam- 
pered with,  and  counted  them  according  to  the  original  count.  If 
this  concession  was  made  as  to  these  boxes  it  must  also  be  made  as  to 
the  others.  The  seals  over  the  ballot  holes  in  the  others  were  intact 
and  identified,  but  there  was  no  seal  over  the  keyholes.  The  keys 
were  in  the  possession  of  the  clerk,  the  boxes  were  exposed  in  a  public 

?art  of  the  office,  and  might  have  been  tampered  with  at  any  time. 
'hB  officers  of  election  in  some  of  the  precincts  testified  to  extreme 
care  in  counting  the  ballots,  and  in  one  precinct,  at  least,  returned 
contestee  much  less  than  his  party  vote,  thus  showing  that  they  must 
have  discovered  the  Republican  tickets  on  which  his  name  did  not 
appear.  The  election  boards  were  composed  of  members  of  both  par- 
ties, and  it  was  inconceivable  that  they  could  have  overlooked  mistakes 
amounting,  in  some  cases,  to  more  than  half  the  votes.  Pai*t  of  the 
boxes  had  not  been  returned  promptly  to  the  clerk's  office,  which  ones 
it  did  not  appear.  One  of  the  experts  who  conducted  the  recount 
testified  that  in  at  least  one  of  the  boxes  the  Republican  tickets  on 
which  contestee's  name  did  not  appear  did  not  have  the  appearance  of 
having  been  handled  and  folded  by  the  voter,  and  that  the  difference 
was  so  noticeable  that  he  could  tell  by  the  back  of  the  ticket,  before 
they  were  examined,  whether  contestee's  name  would  be  found  on 
them  or  not.  The  recount  had  been  had  four  months  after  the  elec- 
tion and  two  months  after  the  ballots  were  required  to  be  preserved. 
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Such  a  recount  had  never  been  received  to  change  the  7e«ilt  of  an 
election,  and  ought  not  to  be  received  in  this  ca»se. 

After  some  aebate  the  House  rejected  the  resolution  presented 
by  the  minority  by  a  vote  of  115  to  139.  The  resolutions  presented  by 
t6e  majority  were  then  adopted  without  division,  and  Mr.  Acklen  was 
sworn  m. 

[1  Ells.,  124-189.] 

(5)  Dean  vs.  Field. 

HecouTvt  hy  hoard  of  alderirten.  Majority  report  for  contestant; 
minority  report  for  contestee.     Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Springer;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Candler. 

According  to  the  aggregate  of  the  returns  made  by  the  precinct  offi- 
cers of  election,  and  by  the  United  States  supervisors,  contestant  had 
a  majority  of  either  5  or  30  votes,  according  as  25  votes  cast  for  con- 
testee  "for  Congress,  Fourth  district,"  were  or  were  not  counted  for  him. 
According  to  a  recount  made  by  a  committee  of  the  board  of  aldermen 
of  Boston  contestee  had  a  majority  of  5  votes,  and  this  latter  count 
being  the  one  certified  to  the  governor,  contestee  had  the  ceiliticate  of 
election. 

The  parties  were  both  candidates  for  Congress  in  the  Third  district 
of  Massachusetts,  which  was  wholly  comprised  w^ithin  the  city  of  Bos- 
ton. In  the  Eighteenth  Ward  of  Boston,  one  of  the  waras  in  the 
Third  district,  25  ballots  were  cast  bearing  the  words: 

For  Bepresentative  to  Congress,  Fourth  district,  Walbridge  A.  Field,  of  Boston. 

These  votes  were  sepamtely  returned  by  the  precinct  officers  and 
United  States  supervisors  of  the  Eighteenth  Ward.  The  committee 
of  the  board  of  aldermen  which  made  the  recount  submitted  the  ques- 
tion in  regard  to  them  to  the  full  board,  which  decided  that  they  should 
be  counted  for  contestee.  If  they  were  not  counted  for  contestee  it 
would  be  decisive  of  the  case  in  favor  of  contestant.  The  committee 
unanimously  held  that  the  words  "Fourth  district"  were  not  a  part  of 
the  legal  designation  of  the  office,  and  that  as  the  intention  of  the 
voters  was  plain,  and  they  would  have  had  no  right  to  vote  for  Mr. 
Field  or  any  one  else  for  Representative  from  any  other  than  the 
Third  district,  the  votes  should  be  counted  for  contestee. 

The  majority  of  the  committee  held  that  the  original  count  made  by 
the  precinct  officers  and  verified  by  the  count  made  by  the  United 
States  supervisors  should  stand  in  preference  to  the  recount.  The 
statute  of  Massachusetts  provided  that — 

If  within  three  days  next  following  the  day  of  any  election  ten  or  more  qualified 
voters  of  any  ward  shall  file  with  the  city  clerk  a  statement  in  writing  that  they  have 
reasons  to  believe  that  the  returns  of  the  ward  officers  are  erroneous,  specifying 
wherein  they  deem  them  in  error  said  city  clerk  shall  forthwith  transmit  such  state- 
ment to  the  board  of  aldermen  or  to  the  committee  thereof  appointeil  to  examine 
the  returns  of  said  election.  The  l)oard  of  aldermen,  or  their  committee,  shall  there- 
upon, and  within  five  days,  Sunday  excepted,  next  following  the  day  of  election, 
open  the  envelope  and  examine  the  ballots  thrown  in  said  ward,  and  detennine  the 
questions  raised;  they  shall  then  again  seal  the  envelope,  either  with  the  seal  of  ttie 
city  or  a  seal  provided  for  the  purpose,  and  shall  endorse  upon  said  envelojye  a  certifi- 
cate that  the  same  has  been  opened  and  aeain  sealed  l)y  tnem  in  conformity  to  law; 
and  the  envelope,  sealed  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  returned  to  the  city  clerk.  Said  city 
clerk,  upon  the  certificate  of  the  board  of  aldermen  or  their  committee,  shall  alter 
and  amend  such  ward  returns  as  have  been  proved  to  be  erroneous  and  such  amended 
letoms  shall  stand  as  the  true  returns  of  the  ward. 
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The  committee  held  that  this  law  could  not  have  been  intended  to 
apply  to  the  elections  of  Representatives  in  Congress.  It  could  apply 
to  no  other  district  than  this  one,  as  this  was  the  only  one  entirely 
included  within  a  city.  And  to  apply  to  any  district  it  must  come  in 
conflict  with  the  Federal  statute  providing  United  States  supervisors. 
These  supervisors  were  required  to  be  present  wherever  the  votes 
were  counted,  until  such  count  was  wholly  completed  and  all  returns 
made,  and  to  personally  scrutinize  the  ballots  and  count.  It  would 
not  be  "competent  for  any  State  to  provide  another  board  of  canvas- 
sers who  may  take  possession  of  the  oallot  boxes,  exclude  the  Fedei'al 
officers,  and  secretly  count  the  votes  and  declare  a  diflFerent  result." 
This  recount  was  privately  conducted  by  three  aldermen,  and  was  not, 
and  would  not  have  been  pennitted  to  be  scrutinized  by  the  United 
States  supervisor's. 

But  even  if  the  law  were  held  to  be  valid  its  provisions  were  not 
carried  out.  The  statute  in  question  conferred  u^n  the  board  of 
aldermen  a  special  jurisdiction,  and  unless  its  provisions  were  strictly 
carried  out  tne  proceedings  were  void.  The  law  did  not  contemplate 
a  general  policy  of  substituting  ah  aldermanic  count  for  the  ward 
count,  or  tnat  recounts  should  be  granted  merely  on  account  of  the 
closeness  of  the  vote.  The  petitions  must  "specify  wherein  they 
deem  them  in  error,"  and  unless  the  petitions  did  so  specify  no  juris- 
diction was  conferred.  The  petitions  in  this  case  merely  specifiea  that 
the  returns  were  in  error  in  counting  more  votes  for  contestant  and 
less  for  contestee  than  were  cast.  There  was  no  suspicion  of  fi*aud, 
and  the  pei'sons  signing  the  petitions  had  no  reason  to  believe  that 
error  had  been  committed,  but  only  a  general  hope  that  a  recount 
might  prove  beneficial  to  their  candidate.  The  aldermen  were  empow- 
ered to  "determine  the  questions  raised,"  by  an  inspection  of  the 
ballots,  and  were  given  no  general  power  to  make  a  recount.  In  this 
case  there  were  no  "questions  raised."  Further,  the  jurisdiction  was 
conferred  on  the  board  of  aldermen  <??•  a  committee  of  three.  The 
committee  having  taken  jurisdiction,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  board 
abated.  But  the  certificate  sent  to  the  governor  was  based  on  a  deci- 
sion of  the  board  and  not  of  the  committee. 

The  ward  count  was  made  in  public  by  eight  State  officei's  and  two 
supei*visors  in  each  ward.  The  aldermanic  count  was  made  in  private 
by  three  aldennen  for  the  whole  district.  Moreover  the  law  had  not 
been  complied  with  by  the  city  clerk;  he  had  not  entered  the  original 
count,  and  amended  it  on  certificate  of  the  committee,  but  had  in  the 
first  instance  entered  the  aldermanic  count,  as  found  by  a  vote  of  the 
board.  For  all  these  reasons  the  committee  held  that  the  law  had  not 
been  complied  with. 

But  as  to  two  wards,  there  was  evidence  outside  the  various  counts 
showing  the  correctness  of  the  first  count.  The  count  made  by  the 
precinct  officers  might  be  balanced  against  that  made  bv  the  commit- 
tee of  aldermen,  and  the  testimonj'^  of  each  sustaining  the  correctness 
of  their  own  counts  might  not  disturb  the  balance,  but  the  testimony 
of  the  United  States  supei'visors,  who,  whether  they  were  anything 
more  or  not,  were  at  least  official  witnesses  of  the  count,  made  the  pre- 
ponderance of  testimony  in  favor  of  the  first  count.  They,  as  well  as 
the  election  officers,  testified  to  precautions  taken  in  the  count  of  these 
two  wards  which  made  the  probability  of  error  much  less  than  in  the 
count  made  by  the  aldermen.  If  the  original  count  was  followed  in 
these  wards  contestant  would  l^e  elected. 
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In  one  ward  there  was  evidence  that  some  of  the  ballots  were  left  in 
an  open  box  during  the  day,  after  having  been  taken  out  and  counted, 
and  that  outsiders  were  in  the  room.  These  ballots  may  have  been 
tampered  with.  It  was  also  shown  that  '^  stickers  "  were  used  by  both 
canoidates,  and  that  some  of  those  used  by  candidates  for  other 
offices  had  fallen  from  the  tickets.  This  might  also  have  happened  in 
the  case  of  votes  for  Congress,  and  in  that  case  the  original  count  and 
the  recount  might  both  have  been  correct,  but  the  original  count  would 
have  represented  the  votes  as  cast  bj  the  voters. 

The  minority  held  that  the  Federal  statute  providing  for  United 
States  supervisors  was  not  enacted  by  Congress  pursuant  to  its  power 
to  ^^make  or  alter"  regulations  as  to  the  manner  of  holding  Congres- 
sional elections.  The  supervisors  were  no  part  of  the  machinery  of 
the  election  J  but  merely  witnesses  appointea  by  the  courts  to  watch 
the  proceedings  of  an  election  conducted  by  State  officers.  They  were 
only  required  to  attend  on  the  day  and  at  the  place  of  election,  and 
hence  a  provision  for  a  subsequent  recount  was  not  an  interference 
with  the  performance  of  their  duties.  Moreover,  there  was  no  evi- 
dence that  they  could  not  have  attended  the  recount  had  they  desired. 

The  returns  of  the  supervisors  did  not  show,  except  in  one  ward, 
that  they  themselves  counted  the  votes.  Therefore  their  returns  gave 
no  additional  weight  to  the  ward  counts.  To  say. that  the  ward  count 
was  balanced  against  the  count  of  the  aldeimen,  and  that  either  might 
be  shown  to  be  correct  by  a  slight  preponderance  of  outside  evidence, 
was  like  saying  that  the  Secision  or  a  higher  court  reversing  the  deci- 
sion of  a  lower  court  was  merely  balanced  against  the  latter  decision. 

The  recount  was  made  under  a  valid  statute  of  the  State,  and  the 
statute  was  strictly  followed.  The  specification  in  the  petitions  that 
the  ward  counts  were  erroneous  in  that  more  votes  were  counted  for 
one  and  less  for  another  candidate  than  wei'e  cast  were  as  specific  as 
was  possible.  No  evidence  having  been  introduced  by  either  party 
going  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  or  behind  the  returns,  the  case  turned 
on  the  validity  of  the  two  counts,  and  the  statute  of  Massachusetts 
requiring  that  the  recount  should  prevail,  it  should  be  permitted  to  do 
so  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  other  than  the  original  count  to 
impeach  it. 

After  considerable  debate  the  resolutions  presented  by  the  minority 
were  rejected  by  a  tie  vote  of  120  to  120  (the  Speaker  voting  to  make 
the  vote  a  tie).  The  resolutions  of  the  majority  were  then  adopted  by 
a  vote  of  124  to  123  (the  Speaker  giving  the  casting  vote  in  the  affirma- 
tive), and  Mr.  Dean  was  sworn  in. 

[1  EUs.,  190-223.] 

(6)  Richardson  m,  Rainey. 

Intimidation  and  inUitary  interference.  Majority  report  to  void  th^ 
election;  minority  report  for  contestee.  Ilotise  refttsed  to  consider;  no 
farther  action. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Ellis;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Hiscock. 

According  to  the  returns,  contestee  received  a  majority  of  1,528  votes, 
and  so  far  as  appeared  or  was  alleged,  these  returns  correctly  repre- 
sented  the  votes  cast  in  the  district.  But  contestant  claimed  to  have 
been  deprived  of  a  large  number  of  votes  by  intimidation,  and  also 


FORTY-FIFTH   CONGRESS.  335 

that  a  number  of  polls  should  be  thrown  out  for  irregularities.  The 
committee  ref usea  to  throw  out  any  polls  or  votes  for  the  irregularities 
charged,  but  found  that  there  was  such  intimidation  practiced  through- 
out the  district  as  to  prevent  a  free  and  fair  election,  and  that  on  fliis 
account  the  seat  should  be  declared  vacant. 

The  intimidation  consisted  in  (1)  the  presence  of  Federal  troops  at 
the  polls,  sent  there  by  the  Government,  "without  cause  other  than 
to  influence  the  result  of  the  election  in  the  interest  of  contestee  and 
the  Republican  party;"  (2)  the  presence  at  the  polls  and  at  public 
meetings  of  armed  colored  militia,  and  threats  maae  by  them;  and  (3) 
threats  of  social  and  religious  ostracism  made  by  colored  bodies  against 
colored  men  who  should  vote  for  contestant. 

In  discussing  the  question  of  military  interference  the  committee 
discussed  at  some  length  the  recent  history  of  the  State  of  South  Caro- 
lina, and  the  events  which  preceded  the  election.  The  government  of 
the  State,  according  to  the  committee,  had  become  so  corrupt  in  the 
hands  of  the  unscrupulous  white  leaders  of  the  colored  voters  that  the 
decent  people  of  all  classes  had  come  to  recognize  the  absolute  neces- 
sity of  reform  of  some  sort.  The  Democratic  party  had  nominated  its 
Eurest  man  for  governor,  and  the  canvass  made  under  his  leadership 
ad  been  conciliatory  throughout.  As  a  result  many  thousands  of 
colored  votei-s  who  had  heretofore  voted  the  Republican  ticket  had 
begun  to  ally  themselves  with  the  other  party,  and  the  movement  was 
increasing  in  strength.  In  this  situation  the  leaders  of  the  Republican 
party  resorted  to  a  policy  of  intimidation,  to  compel  the  colored  voters 
to  vote  their  ticket.  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  commander  of  the 
Federal  troops  in  the  State  had  announced  that  there  was  no  disorder 
or  resistance  to  authority,  and  no  need  of  additional  troops,  and  that 
the  judges  of  the  various  districts  had  announced  that  tnere  was  no 
state  of  violence  or  threatened  intimidations  in  their  districts,  the  gov- 
ernor had  issued  a  proclamation  commanding  certain  imaginary  ''rifle 
clubs"  and  other  disorderly  bodies  to  disband,  and  calling  out  all  the 
militia  of  the  State  to  preserve  the  peace.  And  the  President  of  the 
United  States  had  issued  a  proclamation  reciting  a  state  of  insuiTection 
and  resistance  to  authority,  and,  through  the  Secretary  of  War,  had 
sent  to  the  State  all  the  available  Federal  troops.  These  troops  had 
been  scattered  through  the  State  in  »mall  bodies,  and  been  stationed 
at  or  near  the  various  polling  places.  To  be  sure  they  committed  no 
overt  acts,  and  made  no  threats  or  attempts  at  coercion,  but  the  effect 
was  lust  the  same,  for  the  negroes  were  told  that  they  were  there  to 
watcn  over  them  and  see  to  it  that  they  voted  the  Republican  ticket; 
and  in  their  ignorance  they  believed  it,  and  many  of  them  who  doubt- 
less would  otnerwise  have  voted  the  Democratic  ticket  were  thus  in- 
duced to  vote  the  Republican  ticket. 

The  committee  quoted  from  a  large  number  of  English  authorities, 
and  suggested  that  the  rule  there  laid  down  was  the  correct  one;  that 
the  presence  of  troops  at  or  near  the  polls  of  itself  vitiated  an  election, 
regardless  of  whether  any  active  intimidation  was  resorted  to  by  them 
or  not.  On  the  question  of  social  and  religious  ostracism,  and  intimi- 
dation by  the  colored  militia,  the  committee  said: 

The  record  in  this  case  discloses  a  condition  of  moral,  social,  and  religious  intoler- 
ance and  intimidation  exercised  by  the  adherents  and  political  friends  of  the  slttine 
member  in  the  First  Congressional  district  of  South  Carolina  that  renders  the  idea  ol 
freedom  of  thought  and  opinion,  the  idea  of  free  political  action,  on  the  part  of  the 
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colored  race,  an  utter  mockery  and  deluqion.  Preachers  preached  against  the  Demo- 
cratic party.  Threats  of  *  turning  out  of  the  church  *  those  who  acted  and  voted  with 
that  party,  threats  of  divorce  from  wife  and  separation  from  children,  threats  of  social 
ostracism,  were  indulged  throughout  the  entire  district.  Colored  women  assaulted 
and  heaped  epithets  upon  those  men  of  their  own  race  who  dared  to  act  with  the 
Democratic  party.  Ck)lored  men  were  told  that  there  was  for  them  no  social,  moral, 
or  religious  existence  or  affiliation  with  their  own  race  if  thev  acted  or  voted  other- 
wise than  in  obedience  to  the  behests  of  the  Republican  leaders.  It  is  even  shown 
in  the  record  that  the  sitting  member  declared  tnat  all  colored  men  who  acted  with 
the  Democratic  party  'should  be  treated  as  enemies.'  And  this  feeling  and  those 
appeals  were  not  confined  to  any  particular  or  isolated  community  or  portion  of  the 
district,  but  existed  and  were  exercised  throughout  the  entire  district.  Your  com- 
mittee feel  constrained  to  declare  that  undue,  illegal,  and  improper  influences  were 
brought  to  bear  upon  the  vast  mass  of  colored  voters  throughout  the  First  CJongres- 
sional  district  of  South  Carolina,  and  while  the  proof  of  the  extent  of  the  influence 
and  of  its  control  can  not  be  arrived  at  with  anv  a^ree  of  accuracy  from  the  evidence, 
yet  sufficient  is  shown  to  leave  no  doubt  but  that  tnese  undue  influences  were  widely 
felt,  and  prevented,  in  the  district  in  contest,  a  free,  fair,  and  full  election. 

But  if  any  doubt  were  left  in  the  minds  of  your  committee  of  the  perfect  propriety 
of  declaring  the  election  in  the  First  South  Carolina  district  null  and  void  for  the 
grounds  heretofore  examined,  the  doubt  is  solved  because  of  the  wholesale  intimida- 
tion practiced  by  armed  colored  clubs  and  oi^nizations  during  the  campaign  and  at 
the  polls  on  election  day.  The  evidence  is  clear  that  throughout  the  district,  and  in 
nearly  every  precinct  of  the  district,  these  organizations  existed.  They  were  armed 
with  the  State  arms  for  the  most  part,  but  many  had  private  arms.  They  went  to 
their  political  meetings  with  arms  in  their  hands,  and  at  many  of  the  polling  places 
they  appeared  on  election  day  in  organized  force.  So  intolerant  were  they  against 
individuals  of  their  own  race  who  differed  with  them  politically  that  they  uttered 
against  them  the  most  terrible  threats,  and  in  some  cases  resorted  to  actual  violence. 
They  denied  the  right  of  free  speech;  they  tore  tickets  from  the  hands  of  voters  and 
substituted  others;  they  interfered  with  the  domestic  peace  of  colored  Democrats  by 
persuading  their  wives  to  leave  them,  and  left  no  device  that  could  intimidate  unem- 
ployed to  coerce  men  of  their  own  color  into  voting  the  Republican  ticket. 

The  answer  that  the  other  side  resorted  to  similar  tactics  was  not 
sufficient,  for  it  was  not  sustained  by  the  evidence,  and  if  it  were  it 
would  only  constitute  an  additional  reason  for  declaring  the  election  void. 

The  minority  considered  the  discussion  of  the  recent  histoiy  of 
South  Carolina  found  in  the  committee  report  out  of  place. 

The  record  submitted  in  this  case  fails  to  furnish  the  facts  allied,  and,  in  our 
judgment,  the  wailings  over  the  real  or  fancied  past  wrongs  of  the  State  are  as  much 
out  of  place  in  the  report  as  a  discussion  of  the  causes  of  the  war  or  any  of  its  results 
would  De. 

Upon  the  subject  of  social  ostracism,  the  minority  called  attention 
to  the  fact  that  there  was  no  law  of  this  or  any  other  countiy  **  mak- 
ing it  a  crime  for  those  of  adverse  views  to  refuse  to  associate 
together."  Camf)aigns  in  this  country  are  productive  of  great  excite- 
ment. Angry  discussions  between  members  of  the  same  church  or 
order,  or  even  of  the^ame  family,  are  not  uncommon.  Such  things 
take  place  everywhere,  and  the  minority  thought  that  nothing  more 
was  proved  in  regard  to  the  district  in  contest. 

'*Kifle  clubs"  and  ''saber  clubs"  had  been  extensively  organized  by 
the  Democrats  preparatory  to  this  campaign  and  attended  the  meet- 
ings of  both  parties,  often  seeking  to  break  up  Republican  meetings. 
Pledges  were  signed  not  to  hire  or  patronize  colored  men  who  would 
not  vote  the  Democratic  ticket.  If  there  was  quiet  in  the  State,  it  was 
the  quiet  of  subjection.  On  the  other  hand,  the  evidence  showed  that 
"  twenty  colored  men  had  personal  altercations  and  were  threatened 
with  social  ostmcism  if  they  voted  the  Democratic  ticket;  neverthe- 
less, thev  were  not  intimidated  thereby.  One  cow  pen  was  burned;  one 
man  had  a  quarrel  with  his  wife,  struck  her,  ana  was  abandoned  by 
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her;  she  had  left  him  twice  before;  and  one  man  was  struck  in  the  face 
by  a  woman  armed  with  an  umbrella."  There  was  nothing  in  the 
record  to  show  that  the  colored  voters  were  beinff  prevented  by  social 
osti-acism  or  fear  from  voting  the  Democratic  ticket.  Comparing  the 
vote  with  the  census,  it  was  evident  that  contestant  must  have  received 
at  least  one-fifth  of  the  colored  vote,  which  would  have  been  impossi- 
ble if  the  charges  of  intimidation  were  true. 

The  sending  of  troops  to  the  State  was  a  legitimate  police  measure. 
If  there  was  intimidation  by  the  Republicans,  as  cnarged  by  the 
majority,  or  by  the  Democrats,  as  charged  by  the  minority,  in  either 
case  the  governor  was  authorized  in  issuing  his  proclamation  and  in 
calling  on  the  President  for  troops,  and  the  President  was  justified  in 
sending  them  to  preserve  the  peace.  It  was  not  alleged  that  they  had 
been  used  in  any  other  way.  The  proposition  of  the  majority  was 
that  '^a  police  force,  detailed  by  the  Federal  authorities,  that  simply 
enables  the  citizen  to  enjoy  his  rights,  is  illegal,  and  renders  tnat 
enjoyment  illegal  and  void.''  The  English  principle  has  no  applica- 
tion to  the  conditions  of  a  free  country,  and  is  not  the  law  here. 

In  the  jud^ent  oi  the  undersigned,  the  action  of  the  Federal  Government  was 
justified,  and  incumbent  upon  it,  in  stationing  the  troops  as  it  did  in  South  Carolina; 
that  nothing  in  the  conduct  of  the  troope,  neither  did  tne  fact  of  their  being  stationed 
there,  influence  the  electors  to  vote  otherwise  than  as  their  judgments  and  consciences 
dictated;  but,  to  the  contrary,  the  action  of  the  Federal  Government  and  the  presence 
of  the  troops  enabled  the  freedmen  to  participate  in  the  election  and  vote  for  the 
candidates  they  preferred. 

The  minority  report  was  only  signed  by  Mr.  Hiscock. 

The  reports^  were  made  to  the  House  on  May  18,  1878,  and,  in 
accordance  with  the  usual  order,  were  ordered  printed  and  recom- 
mitted to  the  Committee  on  Elections.  On  June  17  the  case  was  called 
up,  but  the  House,  by  a  vote  of  103  to  126,  refused  to  consider  it,  and 
it  was  not  afterwards  called  up.  This  left  contestee  in  his  seat,  and  to 
that  extent  the  views  of  the  minority  were  sustained. 

[1  Ells.,  224-288.] 

(7)  Frost  vs,  Metcalfe. 

UUgal  votes ^  {irregularities^  andhrihery.  Report  for  sittvrvg  viemher. 
No  final  action  hy  tite  House. 

Report  by  Mr.  Harris. 

Contesjxie  had  only  received  a  majority  of  19  votes  on  the  face  of 
the  returns,  and  contestant  sought  to  overcome  this  majority  by 
charges  of  illegal  votes,  bribery,  and  irregularities.  Six  of  the  illegal 
voters  were  boat  workmen  who  claimed  a  residence  where  they  voted. 
The  committee  held  that  the  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  overcome 
the  presumption  of  legality  arising  from  the  reception  of  their  votes. 
Twelve  votes  had  been  rejected  by  the  election  officers  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  not  registered.  Two  of  them  were  shown  to  have 
been  on  the  original  list,  but  not  on  the  list  in  the  hands  of  the  judges, 
and  the  committee  counted  their  votes.  The  evidence  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  the  judges  acted  wrongly  in  rejecting  the  other 
10.  It  was  shown  that  the  registry  list,  as  printed  and  sent  to  the 
election  officers,  was  very  imperfect,  many  names  having  been  omitted 
through  the  carelessness  of  tne  printer.  Contestant  claimed  that  this 
had  lost  him  more  votes  than  contestee;  but  as,  except  in  the  case  of 

H.  Doc.  510 22 
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these  12,  there  was  no  attempt  to  prove  that  the  voters  had  even 
oflFered  to  vote,  the  committee  certainly  could  not  consider  the  ques- 
tion of  counting  any  additional  votes. 

Contestant  claimed  an  error  of  9  votes  against  him  in  footing  up 
the  returns  of  a  precinct.  The  only  evidence  was  the  memorandum 
paper,  in  which  a  figure  1  was  found  in  the  second  column  from  the 
right  with  no  0  in  the  first  column.  It  had  been  added  in  as  10,  but 
there  was  nothing  in  the  comparison  of  the  total  votes  for  Congressman 
and  for  other  officers  to  indicate  that  the  number  was  not  properly  10, 
and  no  oral  testimony  was  introduced.  The  committee  hela  that  if 
the  error  was  committed  it  ought  to  have  been  shown  by  better  evi- 
dence. A  similar  ruling  was  made  as  to  an  entry  of  25  for  contestee 
alleged  to  have  been  made  twice  and  included  in  the  sum. 

United  States  marshals  to  the  number  of  728  were  appointed  in  the 
district.  It  was  alleged  that  these  appointments  were  given  as  bribes 
for  votes  for  contestee.  The  committee  ""  deprecated  the  appointment 
of  United  States  marshals  under  any  pretext,^'  but  recognized  that  the 
law  permitted  it.  In  this  case  the  only  attempt  to  prove  that  the 
appomtments  were  in  the  nature  of  bribery  was  the  testimony  of  8 
or  the  appointees  to  the  eflFect  that  they  received  their  appointments 
under  an  understanding  that  they  would  vote  for  contestee.  But  5 
of  them  did  vote  for  contestant;  two  voted  for  contestee,  but  would 
have  done  so  in  any  case,  and  the  other  did  not  vote  at  all. 

The  report  when  made  was  ordered  to  be  '*  passed  over  for  the 
present,"  and  was  not  afterwards  called  up.  Contestee  was  thus  left 
m  his  seat,  as  recommended  by  the  committee. 

[1  Ells.,  289-293.] 
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FORTY-SIXTH  GOHORESS,  1879-1881. 

Mr.  Springer,  Illinois,  Mr.  Keifer,  Ohio, 

Manning,  Mississippi,  Camp,  New  York, 

Speer,  Georgia,  Calkins,  Indiana, 

CoLERiCK,  Indiana,  Field,  Massachusetts, 

Armfield,  North  Carolina,  Overton,  Jr.,  Pennsylvania, 

Beltzhoover,  Pennsylvania,  Weaver,  Iowa, 

Sawyer,  Missouri,  Clark,  New  Jersey, 

Mr.  Phister,  Kentucky. 


% 


Canes, 

I)  John  M.  Bradley  va,  William  F.  Slemons,  ArhiJisoH, 
^2)  Horatio  Bisbee  m.  Noble  A.  Hull,  FU)rtda, 

(3)  James  McCabe  vh,  Godlove  S.  Orth,  Indiana. 

(4)  J.  C.  Holmes  and  John  L.  Wilson,  I<noa. 

(5)  W.  B.  Merchant  and  Robert  O.  Herbert  w.  Joseph  H.  Acklen, 
Liniisiana, 

(6)  E.  Moody  JBoynton  vs.  George  B.  Loring,  MassachnssetU. 
h\  Sebastian  Duffy  vs.  Joseph  Mason,  N(fio  York. 
(8)  James  E.  O'Hara  vs.  William  H.  Kitchin,  Nm^th  Carolina. 
'9)  Jesse  J.  Yeates  vs.  Joseph  J.  Martin,  North  CaroUnu. 
10)  Andrew  G.  Curtin  vs.  Seth  H.  Yocum,  Pennsylvania. 

II)  Ignatius  Donelly  vs.  William  D.  Washburn,  Minnesota. 

(1)  Bradley  vs.  Slemons. 

Consj>iracy.,  fraud.^  deception.^  irregularities.  Rep(rrt  of  committee 
for  cfmtestee.  Report  of  Mr.  Weave?*  to  declare  seat  vacant.  CatUestee 
retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Sawyer;  dissenting  report  by  Mr.  Weaver. 

Contestant  took  testimony  in  only  three  of  the  twenty  counties  of 
the  district,  and  in  two  of  these  the  testimony  was  taken  more  than 
forty  days  after  the  service  of  the  answer  to  the  notice  of  contest. 
Contestant  claimed  that  the  forty  daj^s  allowed  by  law  commenced  to 
run  from  the  first  Axiy  on  which  he  took  testimony,  but  the  committee 
held  that  the  ac^t  of  Congress  approved  March  2,  1875,  conclusively 
showed  that  section  107  of  the  Revised  Statutes  must  be  so  construed 
as  to  require  the  time  to  run  from  the  day  of  the  service  of  the  answer 
of  contestee.  In  this  case  no  reason  was  shown  why  the  forty  days 
would  not  be  suflScient;  indeed,  only  eighteen  days  were  actually  occu- 
pied by  contestant  in  taking  testimony.  The  testimony  taken  after 
the  time  was  all  cross-examined  by  contestee,  and  the  objection  only 
entered  after  all  the  testimony  was  taken,  and  contestee  in  his  oral 
argument  before  the  committee  had  expressed  entire  willingness  to 
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have  the  testhnony  considered.  But  the  committee  held  that ''the 
people  of  the  district  have  interests  and  rights  which  can  not  be  thus 
taken  from  them,"  and  excluded  all  the  testimony  except  that  taken 
in  Jefferson  County,  which  was  taken  within  the  time. 

Contestant  alleged  that  a  fraudulent  conspiracy  had  been  entered 
into  to  carry  the  election  of  Jefferson  County  by  illegal  methods.  The 
testimony  showed  that  conferences  were  held  between  leaders  of  the 
different  parties  for  the  purpose  of  selecting  a  "compromise  ticket" 
for  county  offices.  Such  a  ticket  was  nominated  containing  candidates 
from  different  parties  for  the  different  offices  and'  was  elected  at  the 
State  and  county  election  held  in  October.  These  conferences  had 
nothing  to  do  with  the  Congressional  election  in  November,  and  there 
was  no  proof  that  it  had  been  in  any  way  affected  by  them. 

Contestant  also  charged  that  the  ballot  boxes  in  Pine  Bluff  and  other 
precincts  had  been  stuffed  in  the  interest  of  contestee.  The  principal 
testimony  relied  on  only  showed  that  Democratic  tickets  were  benig 
printed  on  election  day.  The  part  of  the  testimony  tending  to  show 
that  they  were  printed  after  the  close  of  the  polls  was  contradicted, 
and  the  fact  that  they  were  printed  on  election  day  wa,s  satisfactorily 
explained  by  the  witnesses. 

Complaint  was  made  that  no  votes  were  counted  from  two  townships. 
In  one  of  these  the  judges  of  election  were  threatened  with  arrest  by 
a  United  States  marshal  if  they  did  not  close  the  polls  before  sunset. 
When  the  polls  were  closed,  they  were  surrounded  by  an  aimed  body 
of  negroes.  The  judges  were  frightened  and  left  the  box  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  negroes.  It  was  carried  to  the  county  clerk's  office, 
securely  locked,  and  was  still  there  in  the  same  condition  when  the 
testimony  was  taken.  If  contestant  had  desired  to  have  the  votes 
counted,  he  should  have  put  the  ballots  in  evidence.  In  another  pre- 
cinct the  box  had  been  stolen  by  an  armed  body  of  men.  It  did  not 
appear  to  which  party  these  men  belonged,  and  as  the  strength  of  the 
two  parties  in  the  precinct  was  about  equal,  it  could  not  be  inferred 
whicn  party  was  injured.  In  some  other  precincts  no  election  was 
held,  the  judges  of  election  not  being  present,  and  the  voters,  probably 
through  ignorance,  neglecting  to  take  advantage  of  the  provision  of 
the  law  allowing  them  to  organize  and  hold  the  election.  No  reason 
was  given  for  not  holding  the  election,  and  the  committee  refused  to 
count  any  votes. 

In  Chic/Ot  County,  a  few  days  before  the  election,  f i-audulent  posters 
were  circulated  announcing  the  candidacy  of  a  well-known  Republican. 
These  posters  were  delivered  to  a  political  friend  of  contestee  at  the 
same  hotel  where  contestee  was  stopping,  and  contestee  was  seen  in 
conversation  with  the  person  who  aistributed  these  circulars  a  few 
moments  before  the  latter  took  the  ti'ain  with  them  for  Chicot  County 
The  committee  strongly  condemned  the  trick,  and  held  that  if  the 
evidence  had  been  sufficient  to  show  the  connection  of  contestee  with 
it,  and  that  it  had  had  an  effect  on  the  voters  sufficient  to  change  the 
result  of  the  election,  the  election  ought  to  be  held  void  and  a  new  one 
ordered.  But  the  testimony  was  not  sufficient  to  show  the  connection 
of  contestee;  the  candidate  fraudulently  announced  only  received  90 
votes.  It  was  impossible  to  tell  how  many  voters  were  confused  and 
prevented  from  voting,  but  the  number  was  probably  much  less  than 
the  majority  retumedT  Moreover,  most  of  the  testimony  in  regard 
to  this  county  was  among  that  taken  out  of  time. 
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If,  however,  all  the  claims  of  contestant  were  allowed,  and  he  were 
given  the  largest  possible  number  of  additional  votes  that  could  be 
inferred  in  any  view  of  the  law  and  evidence,  the  number  would  still 
be  more  than  850  short  of  overcoming  the  returned  majority  of  2,827. 
'  Mr.  Weaver  filed  a  brief  dissenting  report,  submitting  to  the  House 
the  question  whether  contestee  had  not  waived  his  objections  to  the 
testimony  taken  out  of  time;  and,  also,  whether  the  frauds  shown  in 
the  testimon}'  were  not  sufficient  to  render  uncertain  the  result  of  the 
election  and  to  call  for  a  new  one.  All  the  other  members  of  the  com- 
mittee agreed  to  both  the  conclusions  of  law  and  the  result  of  the 
committee  report. 

The  report  of  the  committee  was  adopted  without  division,  and  con- 
testee retained  the  seat. 

[1  Ells.,  296-314.] 

(2)  BiSBEE  v^,  Hull. 

Returns  not  eanvassed.     Report  for  contestant.     Contestant  seated-. 

Report  by  Mr.  Keifer. 

There  were  17  counties  in  the  district.  The  State  canvassing  board 
canvassed  the  returns  from  15  cx>unties,  and  contestee  having  a  majority 
of  12  votes  in  these  counties,  a  certificiite  of  election  was  issued  to  him. 
One  of  the  counties  omitted  by  the  State  canvassing  board  had  been 
omitted  on  the  ground  that  no  return  for  one  precinct  had  been 
included  b}'  the  county  canvassers.  After  the  issue  of  the  certificate 
to  contestee,  the  State  canvassing  board,  under  mandate  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  State,  reconvened  and  canvassed  the  vote  of  this  count}^ 
and  certified  it  to  the  governor.  On  the  vote  of  the  16  counties  now 
canvassed  contestant  had  a  majority  of  201.  The  vote  of  the  remaining 
county  would  not  change  the  result.  Contestant  applied  to  the  gov- 
ernor for  a  certificate  of  election,  and  his  application  was  referred  to 
the  attorney -genei^al,  who  strongly  favored  granting  it,  but  the  appli- 
cation was  refused  by  the  governor. 

Contestee  chiimed  that  the  State  supreme  court  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  issue  a  mandamus  on  the  State  canvassers,  and  that  the  canvass  of 
Madison  County  was  hence  without  authority  of  law.  The  committee 
did  not  consider  this  question,  but  held  that  whatever  might  be  the  case 
of  the  State  officers  the  duty  of  the  committee  was  to  count  all  the 
returns  unless  it  was  shown  that  they  did  not  correctly  represent  the 
vote.  This  was  not  charged  in  this  case,  and  the  committee  counted 
the  returns  from  the  two  omitted  counties,  including  the  omitted  pre- 
cinct. It  was  admitted  also  that  one  ballot  box  had  been  stuffed,  mak- 
ing a  change  of  186  v^otes  against  contestant.  This  showed  a  majority 
of  350  votes  for  contestant. 

Contestee  claimed  that  18  votes  should  be  deducted  from  contestant 
as  cast  by  nonresident  or  unregistered  persons.  The  committee  found 
the  charges  sustained  in  11  cases,  and  deducted  the  votes,  leaving  the 
majoritv  of  contestant  339.  Contestee  also  asked  that  three  precincts  be 
rejected  because  they  had  not  been  canvassed  by  the  county  canvassing 
board  at  its  first  count,  and  because  the  supreme  court,  under  whose 
mandate  they  were  subsequently  c-anvassed,  had  no  authority  to  issue 
su(^h  mandamus.  But  copies  of  the  original  precinct  returns  were  put 
in  evidence  by  contestee;  there  was  no  pretense  that  they  did  not  cor- 
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rectly  represent  the  vote  cast,  and  the  committee  refused  to  reject  the 
returns.     The  committee  were  unanimous  in  their  decision. 

The  House  agreed  without  division  to  the  resolutions  presented,  and 
Mr.  Bisbee  was  sworn  in. 

[1  Ells.,  315-319.] 

(3)  McCabe  w.  Orth. 

No  testiinon.y  taken.      Content  dismissed. 

Report  by  Mr.  Calkins. 

Contestant  served  notice  of  contest  within  the  legal  time,  to  which 
answer  was  duly  served  by  contestee.  No  testimony  was  taken  by 
contestant,  partly  on  account  of  illness  in  his  family,  and  jwirtly  because 
another  contest  between  candidates  for  a  county  office  was  expected 
to  develop,  and  it  was  alleged  did  develop,  the  evidence  relied  on  to 
sustain  contestant's  claim.  Contestant  presented  a  memorial  to  the 
conmiittee  reciting  these  facts  and  also  alleging  the  discovery  of  new 
evidence  tending  to  show  bribery  committed  m  behalf  of  contestee. 
Contestee  presented  counter  affidavits.  The  (committee  decided  to 
recommend  a  resolution  to  the  House  permitting  the  service  of  a  new 
notice  and  answer  and  the  taking  of  new  testimony,  but  from  some 
inadvertence  the  resolution  was  never  reported.  Near  the  close  of 
second  session  the  committee,  in  view  of  the  shortness  of  the  time 
remaining,  rescinded  its  former  action  and  recommended  that  the  con- 
test be  dismissed.  The  report  of  the  committee  was  unanimous  and 
the  resolutions  presented  were  adopted  without  division. 

[1  Ells.,  320-321.] 

(4)  Holmes  and  Wilson. 

Legal  time  of  ehrtio^i  In  Imoa.  Report  against  petitixnyers  adoj)ted 
by  the  Ilause. 

Report  by  Mr.  Field;  dissenting  report  by  Mr.  Colerick. 

Elections  for  Representatives  in  Congress  were  held  in  Iowa  in 
October,  1878,  on  the  same  day  as  the  State  election,  and  in  the  Eighth 
and  Ninth  districts  Messrs.  Lapp  and  Carpenter  received  majorities  of 
the  votes,  the  total  vote  in  each  case  amounting  to  over  30,000  votes, 
and  were  given  certificates  of  election.  The  election  for  Representa- 
tives in  Congress  was  held  on  this  day  under  proclamation  issued  by 
the  governor,  after  consultation  with  the  attorney -general  and  eminent 
legal  counsel. 

On  November  5,  1878,  elections  were  held  in  a  few  precincts  in  the 
Eighth  and  Ninth  districts,  and  in  the  Eighth  district  171  votes  were 
cast,  nearly  all  for  Mr.  Holmes,  and  in  the  Ninth  district  357  votes, 
nearly  all  for  Mr.  Wilson.  No  proclamation  was  issued  for  this  elec- 
tion, it  did  not  appear  that  it  was  held  by  the  legally  appointed  officei's, 
nor  that  the  voters  had  general  notice  of  it,  and  the  returns  from  the 
precincts  where  elections  were  held  were  not  canvassed  by  any  State 
or  county  officers. 

Holmes  and  Wilson  presented  petitions  setting  up  that  they  had 
been  elected  at  elections  held  on  tne  day  fixed  by  the  statutes  of  the 
United  States,  and  praying  to  be  admitted  as  members.  The  petitions 
did  not  state  that  any  other  persons  had  been  elected  at  any  other 
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election,  nor  ask  that  the  election  of  any  other  persons  be  inquired 
into.  The  petitions,  with  the  accompanying  papers,  were  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Elections.  The  accompanying  papers  consisted 
chiefly  of  ex  parte  aflidavits,  showing  the  facts  substantially  as  above 
statea. 

The  committee  held  that  the  power  of  the  House  to  inquire  into  the 
election  of  any  of  its  members  did  not  apply  to  the  committee,  but  that 
its  jurisdiction  was  limited  by  the  terms  of  the  reference.  The  papers 
referred  did  not  raise  any  question  of  the  election  of  the  Iowa  aelega- 
tion,  and  the  reference  of  them  did  not  confer  on  the  committee  any 
jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the  legality  of  that  election. 

The  petitioners  in  this  case  not  being  contestants  in  the  ordinary 
sense,  the  terms  of  the  statute  for  taking  testimony  in  contested  elec- 
tion cases  did  not  apply,  and  the  fact  that  the  papei^s  presented  were 
not  put  in  evidence  under  the  provisions  of  this  statute  was  no  reason 
for  dismissing  the  case.  They  were,  however,  merely  ex  parte  affida- 
vits and  could  at  most  be  taken  as  an  offer  of  proof.  If  the  facts 
alleged  in  them,  taken  as  true,  would  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the  right 
of  petitioners,  some  method  of  obtaining  evidence  ought  to  be  adopted; 
but  if  the  facts  alleged  were  not  sufficient,  if  proved,  to  sustain  the 
claim  of  petitioners  it  would  be  needless  to  attempt  to  procure  evidence 
of  their  tinith  or  falsity. 

On  the  facts  presented  the  committee  found  that  neither  Holmes 
nor  Wilson  would  be  entitled  to  a  seat,  whether  the  5th  of  November 
was  the  legal  day  for  holding  the  election  or  not.  For,  if  that  was 
the  legal  day,  no  election  was  then  held  under  the  authority  and 
machinery  of  election  provided  by  the  State,  and  the  few  votes  cast  at 
the  alleged  election  could  not  constitute  an  expression  of  the  will  of 
the  people. 

The  validity  of  the  October  election  was  not  in  issue  before  the  com- 
mittee, but,  as  a  minority  of  the  committee  proposed  to  discuss  the 
question,  the  majority  gave  their  opinion.  The  whole  question  was 
whether  the  State  of  Iowa  was  included  within  the  exception  mentioned 
in  section  6,  chapter  130,  of  the  acts  of  the  United  States  of  1875, 
excepting  from  the  operations  of  section  25  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
those  States  whose  constitutions  "must  be  amended  in  order  to  effect 
a  change  in  the  day  of  election  of  State  officers  in  said  State." 

It  devolved  upon  the  governor  of  Iowa  to  determine  whether  the 
State  came  within  this  exception,  and  he  having  determined  that  it 
did,  the  committee,  while  not  recognizing  his  decision  as  binding  upon 
the  House,  were  not  disposed  to  depart  from  the  general  rule  that  the 
construction  of  a  State  statute  or  constitution  by  the  proper  State 
authorities  would  be  followed  by  the  Federal  authorities. 

A  detailed  analysis  of  the  provisions  of  the  Iowa  constitution  was 
given.  Under  it  annual  elections  were  to  be  held,  those  in  the  Presi- 
dential yeai^s  being  held  on  the  same  day  as  the  Presidential  election 
in  November.  Part  of  the  State  officers  were  elected  every  year,  and 
the  governor  and  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  were  elected 
in  the  odd-numbered  years  for  terms  of  two  years  were  required  by 
the  constitution  to  be  elected  in  October.  The  attorney-geneml  was 
to  be  elected  at  such  time  as  the  legislature  should  fix.  The  time  for 
the  election  of  other  officers  was  either  not  mentioned,  or  they  were 
required  to  be  elected  at  the  "genei-al  election."  The  committee  (in 
an  argument  too  elaborate  to  be  outlined  here)  held  that  the  pui*pose  of 
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the  constitution  of  1857,  the  construction  placed  on  similar  provisions 
in  the  earlier  constitution,  contemporary  interpretation,  and  a  detailed 
examination  of  the  constitution  itself,  all  showed  that  the  election  for 
State  officers  in  the  even-numbered  year,  not  a  Presidential  year,  was 
required  by  the  constitution  to  be  held  in  October.  The  provision  of 
the  constitution  expressly  requiring  the  election  for  Representatives 
in  Congress  to  be  held  in  that  month  was  not  considered  by  the  com- 
mittee, as  the  time  of  holding  this  election  was  held  to  be  in  the  entire 
control  of  the  legislature,  subject  to  the  laws  of  Congress  but  not  to 
the  constitution  of  the  State. 

Five  members  of  the  committee  agreed  to  this  report.  Five  others 
agreed  in  the  conclusion,  but  not  in  all  the  reasoning.  Mr.  Colerick 
filed  a  minority  report  reaching  a  different  conclusion.  There  is  noth- 
ing to  show  the  opinion  of  the  other  four  members  of  the  committee 
(Messrs.  Springer,  Speer,  Phister,  and  Clark). 

The  minority  report  of  Mr.  Colerick  argued  that  the  election  of 
October  8  was  not  held  on  the  legal  day  and  was  hence  void.  The 
election  held  on  November  5  was  held  on  the  legal  day,  but  being  held 
in  only  a  few  precincts,  without  proclamation  or  general  notice,  did 
not  constitute  such  an  election  as  to  entitle  anyone  to  a  seat  under  it. 
He  accordingly  recommended  that  the  seats  of  the  Representatives 
from  the  Eighth  and  Ninth  districts  of  Iowa  be  declared  vacant. 

He  held  that  the  rule  that  State  constructions  of  State  laws  would 
be  followed  by  Federal  authorities  only  applied  to  judicial  intei*preta- 
tions  by  the  highest  courts  of  a  State  and  not  to  constructions  by  the 
governor  and  attorney-general. 

Under  the  constitution  of  Iowa  the  date  of  the  State  elections  in 
three  j'^ears  of  each  period  of  four  years  was  fixed.  In  the  years  of 
the  Presidential  election  it  was  in  I^vember.  In  the  odd-numbered 
years  it  was  in  October.  But  in  the  even-numbered  years,  not  Presi- 
dential, there  was  no  provision  in  the  constitution,  and  the  date  of  the 
"general  election"  in  that  year  was  thus  left  within  the  control  of  the 
legislature.  The  State  of  Iowa  was  therefore  not  one  of  the  excepted 
States. 

The  resolutions  presented  by  the  majority  were  adopted  without 
division. 

[1  Ells.,  322-344.] 

(5)  Merchant  and  Herbert  vj^.   Acklen. 

l^nilure  to  file  lyrf^fn.      Cane  divnissed. 

Report  by  Mr.  Springer. 

The  testimony  in  this  case  was  printed  January  15,  1880,  and  sent 
to  the  parties  with  notice  to  file  briefs  within  twenty  days  from  Janu- 
ary 25,  1880.  No  briefs  were  filed,  and  on  May  21  and  December  22, 
1880,  the  contestants  were  again  notified  to  file  briefs.  No  reply  was 
made  to  these  notices,  and  on  March  1,  1881,  the  committee  reported 
these  facts  with  a  resolution  declaring  contestee  elected,  and  giving 
contestants  leave  to  withdraw  their  papers.  The  resolutions  were  passed 
by  the  House  without  division. 

[1  Ells.,  345.] 
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(6)   BOYNTON  V8.  LORING. 

TUegal  votes;  imperfect  haUots;  iTimifficiency  of  notice  of  cmitest. 
Repoi^t  of  committee  fm'  coiitestee;  dissenting  rcpoi^t  hy  Mr.  Weaver  for 
contestant.     No  fiiuU  acti<m  hyt  the  House. 

Report  by  Mr.  Calkins;  dissenting  report  by  Mr.  Weaver. 

The  notice  of  contest  in  this  case  was  extremely  vague  and  general, 
and  consisted  chiefly  of  statements  of  illegal  practices  "said  to  have 
been"  practiced  at  the  election.  The  committee  held  that  ''had  the 
exceptions  alleged  against  the  notice  of  contest  for  insufliciency  been 
pressed  before  the  committee  the  exceptions  no  doubt  would  have  been 
sustained."  The  opinion  of  the  committee  on  the  same  question  in 
Duflfy  vs.  Mason  was  quoted.  But  in  order  to  be  certain  that  no  injus- 
tice was  done  the  committee  examined  into  the  merits  of  the  case  as 
disclosed  by  the  evidence.  Certain  questions  involving  the  construc- 
tion of  the  registration  law  of  Massachusetts  and  the  law  in  regard  to 
challenged  voters  were  not  decided,  as  not  being  necessary  to  the 
determmation  of  the  case.  One  vote  cast  for  the  contestee  bv  a  man 
who  would  have  voted  for  contestant  but  hoped  to  gain  immunity  from 
prosecution  by  voting  for  contestee  was  deducted  from  contestee  but 
not  added  to  contestant. 

Under  the  constitution  of  Massachusetts  persons  unable  to  I'ead  and 
write  the  English  language  were  not  permitted  to  vote.  In  the  town 
of  Amesbury  the  registering  oflScers  had  required  persons  who  had 
been  previously  registered  to  read  and  write  in  their  presence,  as  well  as 
persons  applying  for  registration  for  the  first  time,  and  refused  reregis- 
tration  to  those  whose  disqualification  was  shown  by  this  test.  It  was 
claimed  that  the  registering  oflicers  did  not  have  the  power  under  the 
law  thus  to  refuse  registration,  but  the  committee,  without  passing  u{K)n 
this  question,  held  that  it  being  conceded  that  the  persons  in  question 
were  not  in  fact  qualified  voters  their  votes  could  not  be  counted 
whether  the  registering  oflicers  had  been  technically  negligent  or  not. 

In  the  town  of  Haverhill  42  printed  ballots  with  the  name  of  con- 
testee ei'ased  were  found  on  a  recount,  but  the  committee  did  not 
consider  the  evidence  suflicient  to  show  that  they  were  originally  so 
cast.  Certain  defective  votes  were  deducted  from  each  party,  but  no 
account  of  the  evidence  on  which  they  were  deducted  was  given. 

In  one  town  there  were  138  ballots  counted  for  contastee  having 

Erinted  on  them  "For  Representative,  Sixth  district,  George  B. 
toring,  of  Salem."  It  was  claimed  that  these  ballots  did  not  "clearly 
indicate  in  writing"  or  printing,  as  required  }»y  the  laws  of  Massachu- 
setts, the  oflice  voted  for.  But  there  was  no  other  "Sixth  district" 
in  which  the  voters  of  this  town  had  the  right  to  vote  except  the  Sixth 
Congressional  district,  nor  was  there  any  Representative  office  to  be 
tilled  for  any  Sixth  district  in  which  the  town  was  situated  except  the 
office  of  Representative  in  Congress,  and  the  committee  therefore  held 
that  the  office  was  clearly  indicated. 

The  deductions  required  by  the  evidence  not  being  sufficient  to  over- 
come the  majority  of  contestee,  the  committee  reported  resolutions 
declaring  him  elected.  The  result  was  concurred  m  by  all  the  mem- 
bers of  tne  committee  except  Mr.  Weaver. 

Mr.  Weaver  held  that  tne  votes  of  the  voters  who  were  refused 
reregistration  in  the  town  of  Amesbury,  on  the  ground  that  they  could 
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not  read  and  write,  should  be  counted  for  contestant,  and  also  the  42 
votes  in  Haverhill  found  erased  on  a  recount  should  be  counted  as 
then  found.  He  also  held  that  the  138  ballots  with  the  words  "  For" 
Representative,  Sixth  district,"  were  required  by  the  laws  of  Massa- 
chusetts to  be  rejected,  but  he  did  not  make  any  account  of  them  in 
reaching  the  result. 

He  also  argued  quite  elaborateh-  that  the  educational  qualification 
law  of  Massachusetts,  disfranchising  over  100,000  citizens,  should, 
under  the  fourteenth  amendment,  reduce  the  representation  of  the 
State.  If  it  had  not  been  for  the  disfranchisement  affected  by  this 
law  contestant  would  certainly  have  been  elected,  and  the  House  ought 
to  apply  the  most  available  remedy  by  seating  him. 

The  House,  by^  a  vote  of  136  to  93,  decided  to  consider  the  case,  but 
after  voting  on  many  motions  to  adjourn,  etc.,  finally  proceeded  to 
other  business  without  acting  on  this  case.  This  left  contestee  in  the 
seat,  as  recommended  hv  the  committee. 

[1  Ells.,  346-360.] 

(7)  Duffy  vh.  Mason. 

Insufficiency  of  notice,'  hriheryf  illegal  votoH,  Report  f<rr  cmitestee^ 
who  retained  the  fieat. 

Reported  by  Mr.  Colerick. 

The  notice  of  contest  in  this  case  contained  five  specifications.  The 
first,  fourth,  and  fifth  merely  alleged  in  general  terms  that  contestant 
was  elected  and^that  contestee  was  not.  The  second  and  third  were 
as  follows: 

Second.  That  your  election  was  effected  and  procured  by  force,  fraud,  intimida- 
tion, promises  of  favor,  corruption,  the  buying  of  votes  and  voters,  and  other  corrupt 
and  illegal  means  used  by  you  and  in  your  l)ehalf ;  and  that  your  certificate  of  elec- 
tion as  such  Member  of  Congress  was  and  is  based  ui)on  and  the  result  of  such  force, 
fraud,  intimidation,  promises  of  favor,  the  buying  of  votes,  and  other  corrupt  and 
illegal  means  used  by  you  and  in  your  l)ehalf. 

Third.  That  your  election  was  procured  by  illegal  votes  and  ille^gal  voting  in  your 
behalf,  and  by  your  procurement  or  the  proc^urement  of  those  interested  in  your 
election. 

The  committee  held  that  this  notice  of  contest  was  clearly  insufiicient, 
and  that  if  the  objections  made  to  it  by  contestee  in  his  answer  had 
not  been  afterwards  waived,  the  committee  would  have  been  justified 
"  in  dismissing  this  case  or  excluding  the  evidence  offered  in  support 
of  the  alleged  grounds  of  contest."  But  the  parties  having  entered 
into  an  agreement  to  admit  all  of  the  testimony  taken  by  contestant  as 
part  of  the  case,  in  considei'ation  of  an  extension  of  the  time  for  taking 
testimony  by  contestee,  the  objection  was  held  to  be  waived,  and  the 
committee  were  ''compelled  to  examine  the  evidence  and  determine 
the  merits  of  this  contest." 

The  grounds  of  contest,  as  stated  in  the  brief  of  contestant,  were 
five:  (1)  A  system  of  bribery  practiced  by  Thompson  Kingsford  and  the 
Oswego  starch  factory  in  compelling  their  employees,  by  fear  of  dis- 
charge, to  vote  the  Republican  ticket;  (2)  the  expenditure  of  money 
by  contestee  and  the  committees  of  his  party  to  procure  the  attendance 
of  voters  at  the  polls,  and  for  other  purposes  not  permitted  by  the 
statute  of  New  York;  (3)  the  employment  of  day -laborers  about  the 
time  of  the  election  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  their  votes;  (4)  direct 
buying  of  votes,  and  (6)  illegal  voting. 
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It  was  shown  that  rumors  had  been  prevalent  in  the  city  of  Oswego 
for  many  years  that  the  managers  of  the  Oswego  starch  factory  improp- 
erly influenced  their  employees  to  vote  the  Republican  ticket.  But 
the  committee  held  that  it  was  necessary  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  these 
rumors,  and  not  their  mere  existence.  Most  of  the  evidence  of  con- 
testant merely  went  to  establish  the  existence  of  the  rumors.  Three 
pei-sonswere  found  who  had  been  discharged,  during  a  period  of  eight- 
een years,  and  who  believed  that  their  discharge  was  due  to  political 
reasons.  None  of  these  had  been  discharged  within  two  years  of  the 
election  in  contest,  and  there  was  evidence  to  show  that  each  of  them 
had  been  discharged  for  drunkenness.  A  large  number  of  employees 
of  the  factoiT  testified  that  no  such  system  of  mtimidation  oi  influence 
existed,  and  that  they  had  always  voted  freely  for  either  party. 

Under  the  statute  of  New  York  any  candidate  or  other  person  was 
forbidden  to  furnish  or  pay  for  any  ^'entertainment  for  any  meeting 
of  electors,"  with  the  intent  of  influencing  the  election;  to  furnish 
money  for  the  purpose  of  '^  procuring  the  attendance  of  voters;"  or — 

To  contribute  money  for  any  other  purpose  intended  to  promote  an  election  of 
any  particular  person  or  ticket,  except  for  defraying  the  expenses  of  printing  and 
the  circulation  of  votes,  handbills,  and  other  papers  previous  to  any  such  election, 
or  for  conveying  sick,  poor,  or  infirm  electors  to  the  polls. 

It  was  shown  by  the  evidence  that  contestee  paid  to  the  various 
county  committees  assessments  amounting  to  $400,  and  contestant  sim- 
ilarly paid  $375.  Part  of  the  $400  contributed  by  contestee  was  shown 
to  have  been  expended  in  ways  which  contestant  claimed  were  pro- 
hibited by  the  statute,  namely,  "  in  procuring  the  attendance  of  voters 
at  the  polls"  who  were  neither  "  siclc,  poor,  or  infirm,"  and  in  paying 
the  expenses  of  public  meetings  and  speakers.  The  committee  held 
that  even  if  such  expenses  were  prohioited  by  the  statute  there  was 
nothing  to  show  that  contestee  had  authorized  such  an  expenditure  of 
the  money  contributed  by  him,  and  he  could  not  be  held  responsible 
for  the  illegal  acts  of  his  agents.  Besides,  even  if  such  expenses  were 
illegal,  a  legal  voter  who  attended  a  meeting  in  a  hall  paid  for  by  a 
party  committee,  or  who  rode  to  the  polls  in  a  carriage  provided  by  a 
party  committee,  though  he  was  able  to  walk  or  pay  for  his  own  ride, 
cei*tainlv  ought  not  to  be  deprived  of  his  vote.  And  there  was  noth- 
ing to  show  how  many  such  voters  there  were. 

The  third  charge  was  based  on  the  fact  of  the  erection  of  a  large 
building  by  Thompson  Kingsford  during  the  months  preceding  the 
election.  Large  numbers  of  laborers  were  employed  on  this  building 
for  some  months  previous  to  the  election  and  for  a  month  or  more 
afterwards,  until  work  was  stopped  on  account  of  cold  weather.  A 
number  of  witnesses  testified  that  they  believed  or  had  heard  that 
these  men  were  employed  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  them  to  vote 
the  Republican  ticKet.  All  the  testimony  was  hearsay,  and  did  not 
even  as  nearsay  attempt  to  show  specific  acts  of  influence  exercised  upon 
particular  voters.  On  the  other  nand,  the  testimony  showed  that  the 
building  was  erected  because  of  urgent  necessity  and  not  for  political 
reasons,  and  many  employees  who  voted  for  cmitestant  testined  that 
no  influences  were  brought  to  bear  to  aflfect  their  votes. 

The  charge  of  direct  bribery  was  confined  to  two  votes  and  to 
rumors  of  the  expenditure  of  $1,500  by  contestee.  So  far  as  the 
rumoi'S  were  specific  they  were  directly  denied  by  the  only  person/i 
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who  could  have  knowledge  of  their  truth  or  falsity.  One  witness  tes- 
tified that  he  had  been  paid  50  cents  for  his  vote  by  a  student  in  the 
law  office  of  contestee.  He  was  intoxicated  while  testifying,  was 
impeached,  and  contradicted  on  material  points  by  other  witnesses. 
Another  peraon  was  said  to  have  stated  since  the  election  that  he  had 
been  paid  $1  for  his  vote  by  this  same  student.  This,  even  if  tine, 
would  not  aflfect  the  result,  as  there  was  nothing  to  connect  contestee 
with  the  transaction. 

The  charges  of  illegal  votes  were  confined  to  14  students  of  Madison 
University.  There  was  no  evidence  of  the  ille^lity  of  their  votes 
except  the  fact  that  they  were  students  in  the  university.  The  num- 
ber of  students  voting  was  much  less  than  in  fonner  years,  and  it  was 
shown  that  legal  advice  was  taken  by  the  students  and  great  pains 
taken  that  no  one  should  vote  who  was  not  legally  entitled  to  vote. 
Six  of  these  students  were  affirmatively  shown  to  be  married  men  and 
old  residents  of  the  town  of  Hamilton,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that 
the  others  were  not  legal  residents.  They  had  all  been  ac(]^uitted  by 
a  United  States  commissioner  of  the  charge  of  illegal  voting.  The 
committee  refused  to  reject  their  votes. 

The  coii\mittee  were  unanimous  in  their  decision,  and  the  House 
agreed  without  division. 

ri  Ells.  361-377.] 

(8)  O'Hara  vs.  Kitchin. 

Hejection  of  precinct  retui^na  hy  county  canvass  i7ig  bfHtrd,  Testim/my 
not  taken  In  time.  Report  of  committee  far  conte^stee.  No  act! mi  by  tJie 
Hoiose. 

Report  by  Mr.  Field. 

Th^date  on  which  the  notice  of  contest  in  this  case  was  served,  or 
whether  it  was  served  at  all,  was  in  dispute.  Contestee  in  his  answer 
objected  that  he  ought  not  to  be  called  upon  to  answer  the  notice, 
because  '"no  lawful  or  sufficient  notice  of  said  contest  has  been  served 
upon  him  *  *  *  within  the  time  prescribed  by  law."  The  answer 
of  contestee  was  served  April  29,  1879.  As  the  canvass  of  the  votes 
in  part  of  this  distinct  had  been  involved  in  complicated  legal  proceed- 
ings, it  was  impossible  to  determine  with  certaint}^  when  the  result  of 
the  election  was  determined,  and,  hence,  when  the  thirty  days  for  serv- 
ing notice  of  contest  expired.  The  first  testimony  taken  by  contestant 
was  one  hundred  and  ninety-four  days  after  the  service  of  the  answer 
of  contestee.  Contestant  alleged  an  oral  agreement  for  the  extension 
of  time,  but  this  agreement  was  denied  by  contestee,  who  supported 
his  denial  by  a  number  of  affidavits.  The  committee  condemned  the 
practice  of  extending  time  by  agreement,  and  held  that  in  an}"^  case 
the  agreement  must  be  in  writing.  There  being  no  written  agreement 
in  this  case,  the  committee  declined  to  determine  from  the  affidavits 
whether  or  not  there  was  an  oral  agreement,  and  excluded  all  the  testi- 
mony as  inadmissible. 

But  if  the  testimony  w^ere  admitted  it  would  not  establish  contest 
ant's  case.  Part  of  it  was  open  to  the  additional  objection  of  being 
taken  without  notice.  There  was  only  one  witness  from  whose  testi- 
mony any  definite  conclusions  affecting  the  election  might  be  drawn, 
and  the  most  that  could  be  inferred  from  his  testimony  was  that  in  the 
county  of  Edgecombe  precinct  returns  giving  an  aggregate  majority 
for  contestant  of  925  votes  were  rejected  by  the  county  canvassers, 
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chiefly  on  the  ground  that  the  judges  of  election  were  not  regularly 
sworn.  The  committee  did  not  agree  as  to  whether  such  votes  should 
be  counted  or  not  (see  case  of  Yeates  vs.  Martin),  but  as  in  this  case 
the  number  of  votes  affected  was  less  than  the  majority  returned  for 
the  sitting  member,  the  committee  unanimously  agreed  in  reporting 
resolutions  declaring  contestee  entitled  to  his  seat.  There  was  no 
action  bv  the  House  on  this  csae. 
[1  Ells.,  378-383.] 

(9)  Yeates  ^/?.  Martin. 

Reject imi  of  veturnK,  Polla  not  opened  m  tlnu\  Election  officers  not 
qiuilified,  naUotH  with  dieting uin/mi^f  mark.  Majority  report  for 
amtestavt;  minority  report  for  contestee.      Co7iteJ<ta7it  seuted. 

Majority  report  b}'  Mr.  Speer;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Field. 

According  to  the  returns  as  canvassed  by  the  cx^untv  and  State  boards 
of  canvassers,  contestee  had  a  plurality  of  51  votes.  Each  party  alleged 
that  this  canvass  did  not  include  all  the  votes  that  should  have  been 
counted  for  himself,  and  did  include  votes  which  should  not  have  been 
counted  for  his  opponent. 

The  vote  of  Providence  Township,  which  gave  a  majority  of  39  votes 
for  contestant,  had  been  rejected  by  the  county  canvassers  on  the 
ground  that  the  returns  had  been  delivered  bv  the  registrar  instead  of 
by  one  of  the  judges.  The  committee  unannnously  counted  the  vote 
of  this  precinct.  Contestant  insisted  that  if  the  vote  of  this  precinct 
was  counted,  the  vote  of  Salem  Township,  where  he  received  a  majority 
of  135  votes,  and  which  he  alleged  had  been  rejected  for  the  same  reason, 
should  be  counted.  The  testimony  merely  showed  that  the  return  had 
been  rejected  ''on  account  of  informality."  The  committee  held  that 
the  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  show  that  the  retui*n  was  not  properly 
rejected.  The  poll  was  not  opened  until  12  o'clock,  the  registrar  was 
not  regularly  appointed,  the  officers  of  election  were  not  sworn,  and 
only  about  half  of  the  vote  of  the  precinct  was  polled. 

The  vote  of  South  Mills  precinct,  where  contestee  had  64  majority, 
was  excluded  by  the  committee  on  the  ground  that  the  polls  were  not 
opened  until  three  hours  after  the  legal  time,  only  a  part  of  the  officers 
of  election  officiated,  and  these  were  not  sworn,  and  only  about  one-half 
of  the  registered  vote  was  polled.  The  vote  of  Hamilton  precinct, 
where  contestee  also  receivea  a  majority  of  64  votes,  was  also  rejected 
on  the  ground  that  contestee  had  for  a  time  acted  as  registrar,  contrary 
to  the  imperative  provisions  of  the  statute.  The  vote  of  Vandemere 
precinct  was  rejected  for  reasons  similar  to  those  of  South  Mills. 

In  Merry  Hill  precinct  108  votes  for  contestee  were  rejected  by  the 
election  officers  on  the  ground  that  the  words  '^ Republican  ticket"  at 
the  head  constituted  a  "' device."  The  statute  of  North  Carolina  pro- 
vided that — 

The  ballots  shall  be  on  white  paper,  and  may  be  printed  or  written,  or  partly  written 
and  partly  printed,  and  shall  be  tdthout  device. 

The  committee  held  that  these  votes  must  be  rejected,  but  said  that 
they  had  '^come  to  this  conclusion  with  much  reluctance." 

The  precincts  of  Goose  Nest  and  Hamilton  had  been  consolidated 
several  years  before,  and  all  the  names  of  the  voters  on  the  Goose  Nest 
registry  list  ti^ansf erred  to  the  Hamilton  list.  Just  before  this  election 
the  precincts  had  been  again  separated.    The  judges  of  election  at  Goose 
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Nast  refused  to  receive  the  votes  of  any  voters  who  did  not  present  a 
ceilificate  that  their  names  had  been  erased  from  the  Hamilton  list 
These  certitieates  had  been  given  to  a  number  of  voters  the  evening 
before  election,  but  were  refused  on  the  day  of  election.  Contestee 
claimed  that  all  the  votes  tendered  and  refused  should  be  counted  for 
him,  but  the  committee  held  that  they  could  not  be  counted,  and  that 
if  thev  could,  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  show  their  number. 

Making  the  deductions  and  additions  above  indicated  would  give 
contestant  a  majority  of  156  votes,  and  the  committee  accordingly 
reported  resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

The  minority  disagreed  as  to  most  of  the  findings.  Under  the  law 
of  North  Carolina,  ii  any  of  the  judges  of  election  were  not  present  at 
the  opening  of  the  polls,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  registrar  to  appoint 
othei-s  of  the  same  party.  This  law  necessarily  implied  delay  if  suit- 
able persons  could  not  immediately  be  found,  and  the  dela}'^  in  opening 
the  polls  in  eac^h  of  the  precincts  in  issue  was  in  fact  due  to  this  cause. 
In  no  case  was  the  effort  to  hold  an  election  given  up,  or  the  impres- 
sion created  that  there  would  be  no  election.  It  was  the  duty  of  the 
voters  to  wait  until  the  polls  could  be  opened  and  if  there  then  re- 
mained time  enough  for  all  the  votes  to  be  cast,  the  freedom  of  the 
election  was  not  interfered  with.  The  case  of  polls  closed  before  the 
legal  time  was  not  analogous.  If  the  votes  of  all  the  voters  who  were 
shown  by  definite  proof  to  have  left  under  the  impression  that  there 
would  be  no  election  were  counted  the  result  would  not  be  affected. 
The  fact  that  some  of  the  officers  of  election  were  not  sworn  or  other- 
wise not  qualified  would  not  vitiate  the  election.  They  were  officers 
defacto^  whose  acts  affecting  the  public  were  valid.  There  was  no 
alle^tion  of  fraud  or  injury  resulting  from  their  action.  Many  of 
the  irregularities  for  which  it  was  sought  to  rejec^t  polls  were  not  men- 
tioned in  the  notice  of  contest  and  ought  not  to  be  considered.  None 
of  these  irregularities  were  sufficient  to  vitiate  the  election,  and  the 
returns  should  be  counted,  including  that  of  Salem  precinct  rejected 
by  the  county  canvassers. 

The  names  of  the  voters  in  Groose  Neck  precinct  should  have  been 
transferred  from  the  Hamilton  registry  books  without  individual  appli- 
cation, and  there  should  be  counted  for  contestee  the  least  number 
shown  by  the  proof  to  have  tendered  their  votes  for  him.  The  minor- 
ity left  to  the  House  the  question  whether  the  108  ballots  with  the 
words  *'  Republican  ticket"  were  properly  rejected.  If  they  were  not 
included,  the  majority  of  contestee,  under  the  findings  of  the  minority, 
would  be  26T.     If  they  were  included,  it  would  be  375. 

The  resolutions  presented  by  the  majority  were  adopted  by  a  vote 
of  115  to  103,  and  Mr.  Yeates  was  sworn  in. 

[1  Ells.,  884-415.] 

(10)  CURTIN  m,  YocuM. 

Unregistei^ed.  votes.  Majority  report  to  diiclare  seat  vdcant;  frst 
minority  report  for  contestee^'  secorm  iiiliu/inty  report  doitbtfid,  Coii- 
clmlwis  of  first  mlm/rlty  report  adopted  by  the  House,,  and  contestee 
retalTied  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Springer;  first  minority  report  by  Mr. 
Calkins;  second  minority  report  by  Mr.  Field. 

There  were  three  reports  in  this  case:  A  majority  report,  by  Mr. 
Springer,  signed  by  Messrs.  Springer,  Manning,  Clark,  Speer,  Cole- 
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rick,  Armfield,  Beltzhoover,  and  Sawyer,  holding  that  the  result  of 
the  election  was  doubtful  under  the  evidence,  and  that  the  seat  should 
be  declared  vacant;  a  minority  report  by  Mr.  Calkins,  signed  by 
Messrs.  Calkins,  Keifer,  and  Weaver,  holding  that  contestee  was 
entitled  to  retain  the  seat,  and  a  second  minority  report,  signed  by 
Messrs.  Field,  Overton,  and  Camp,  differing  from  the  other  reports 
in  some  conclusions  and  expressing  doubt  as  to  others,  but  coming  to 
the  conclusion  that  if  the  case  was  to  be  decided  on  the  testimony  pre- 
sented, the  result  reached  by  the  minoritv  had  more  in  its  favor  tnan 
that  reached  by  the  majority.  The  conclusions  of  the  first  minority 
report  were  adopted  bv  the  House,  and  contestee  retained  his  seat. 

The  testimony  in  this  case  covered  over  4,000  pages  (being  the 
largest  amount  of  testimony  ever  taken  in  a  contested-election  case  in 
the  House  of  Representatives,  unless  it  be  the  case  of  Greevy  vs. 
Scull  in  the  Fifty-second  Congress,  which  covered  3,000  pages  of  much 
finer  type)  and  involved  a  large  number  of  issues,  but  me  issue  on 
which  the  case  turned,  and  the  only  one  discussed  in  the  reports,  was 
the  effect  on  the  election  of  the  votes  of  a  large  number  of  unregis- 
tered voters  which  were  alleged  to  have  been  received  by  the  juoges 
of  election  without  the  presentation  of  the  affidavits  and  vouchers 
required  by  the  Pennsylvania  statute  to  be  presented  by  unregistered 
voters.  There  were  some  disputed  questions  of  fact  in  regard  to 
whether  it  was  sufficiently  shown  that  these  affidavits  were  not  in  fact 
presented  by  these  unregistered  voters,  and  also  in  regard  to  the 
number  of  such  unregistered  voters.  The  disputed  questions  of  law 
were  as  to  whether  the  statute  in  question  was  mandatory  and  the 
votes  illegal,  and  also  as  to  the  effect  they  should  have  on  the  election 
if  they  were  illegal. 

The  qualifications  of  voters,  as  prescribed  by  the  new  constitution 
of  Pennsylvania,  were  all  personal  qualifications,  namely:  Age,  United 
States  citizenship.  State  residence,  election  district  or  precinct  resi- 
dence, and  payment  of  taxes;  the  reauired  qualifications  in  each  of 
these  respects  being  specifically  defined  in  the  constitution.  The  only 
provision  in  regard  to  registration  was: 

All  laws  regulating  the  holding  of  elections  by  the  citizens,  or  for  the  registration 
of  electors,  shall  be  uniform  throughout  the  State;  but  no  elector  shall  be  deprived 
of  the  privilege  of  voting  by  reason  of  his  name  not  being  registered. 

Acting  under  this  constitution  the  legislature  had  enacted  a  regis- 
tration law,  providing  for  a  registration  of  the  qualified  voters  to  be 
made  out  by  the  assessors  from  the  assessment  lists,  and  corrected  by 
the  same  officers  sixty  days  before  the  election.  This  list  was  to  be 
furnished  to  the  election  officers,  "and  no  man  shall  be  permitted  to 
vote  at  the  election  on  that  day  whose  name  is  not  on  said  list,  unless 
he  shall  make  proof  of  his  right  to  vote  as  hereinafter  required."  The 
proof  required  was  an  affidavit  by  the  claimant  setting  forth  the  pos- 
session of  all  the  qualifications  required  by  the  constitution,  ana  an 
affidavit  by  another  qualified  elector  of  the  precinct  showing  that  the 
claimant  has  been  for  two  months  a  resident  of  the  precinct.  The 
contents  of  these  affidavits  were  specifically  and  minutely  prescribed 
by  the  statute.     It  was  further  provided  that — 

If  any  election  officer  shall  refuse  or  n^lect  to  require  such  proof  of  the  right  of 
suffrage  as  is  prescribed  by  this  law  *  *  *  from  any  person  offering  to  vote, 
whose  name  is  not  on  the  list  of  assessed  voters, 

or  who  might  be  challenged,  he  should  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor 
and  liable  to  a  fine  and  imprisonment. 
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The  election  officers  were  required  by  one  of  their  number  to  return 
all  the  affidavits  of  voters,  with  the  poll  list,  tally  sheet,  and  other 

Eapers,  to  the  office  of  the  prothonotary.     The  ballots  in  the  ballot 
oxes  were  to  be  deposited  with  the  nearest  justice  of  the  peace,  or 
other  custodian  appointed  by  the  court. 

The  evidence  of  lack  of  registration  in  this  case  consisted  of  copies 
of  the  registry  lists,  poll  liste,  and  affidavits  of  voters  on  file  in  the 
offices  of  the  protonotaries.  Contestant  insisted  that  whenever  the 
name  of  any  person  was  found  on  the  list  of  persons  voting,  but  was 
not  found  on  the  registry  list  or  among  the  affidavits  on  file,  such  per- 
son was  proved  to  have  voted  without  registration  and  illegally.  The 
parties  dilBFered  as  to  how  many  such  names  there  were,  but  the  com- 
mittee found  that  after  eliminating  all  names  shown  to  have  been 
probably  registered  under  a  similar  name,  all  in  regard  to  which  the 
possession  of  the  constitutional  qualifications  was  affirmativelv  shown, 
and  all  which  were  shown  to  have  voted  for  one  party  or  the  other, 
there  still  remained  some  900  votes  of  persons  not  registered  and  not 
shown  to  be  qualified,  and  in  regard  to  which  there  was  no  proof  for 
which  party  they  voted.  This  number  was  more  than  ten  times  as 
great  as  the  certified  majority  of  the  sitting  member,  and  three  times 
as  great  as  the  majority  claimed  by  him  after  the  elimination  of  such 
illegal  voters  under  the  evidence. 

Tne  majority  of  the  committee  held  that  the  statute  requiring  an 
unregistered  voter  to  prove  his  qualification  by  a  specified  affidavit 
was  mandatory,  and  that  the  votes  cast  without  the  presentation  of 
such  affidavits  were  illegal. 

The  evident  object  of  the  law-making  power  of  Pennsylvania  in  the  passage  of  the 
foregoing  statute  was  this:  Such  had  been  the  looseness  theretofore  in  receiving 
part)!  evidence  as  to  the  right  of  persons  to  vote  on  the  day  of  election  and  such  was 
the  difficulty  of  indicting  persons  for  j)erjury  on  such  parol  evidence  that  it  was 
deemed  necessary  to  provide  hy  law  that  the  proof  of  an  elector's  right  to  vote  should 
no  lonj^r  rest  on  parol  evidence,  but  that  the  voter,  in  order  to  establish  by  compe- 
tent evidence  his  right  to  vote,  should  file  a  written  or  printed  afiida^dt  of  himself  as 
to  his  qualifications,  and  also  the  written  or  printed  affidavit  of  another  qualified 
voter  of  the  same  ele(;tion  district  as  to  his  residence  in  the  precinct  for  two  months 
immediately  preceding  the  election. 

The  authorities  are  uniform  to  the  effect  that  all  statutes  are  mandatory  which 
can  not  be  disregarded  without  ignoring  the  lej^islative  intent.  The  will  of  the  1^^- 
lature  can  not  be  carried  out  unless  this  provision  of  the  statute  is  complied  with, 
and  to  disregard  it  is  to  disregard  one  of  the  safeguards  which  the  law-mating  power 
of  Pennsylvania  deemed  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  ballot. 

According  to  the  distinction  between  mandatory  and  directory  stat- 
utes, as  laia  down  in  all  the  authorities,  this  statute  could  not  be 
regarded  as  directory.  The  question  had  not  been  directly  passed  on 
by  the  Pennsylvania  courts  since  the  adoption  of  the  new  constitution, 
but  the  former  decisions  of  the  courts,  so  far  as  applicable,  sustainea 
the  decision  of  the  committee.  The  only  apparent  exception  was  in  a 
case  where  the  voters  had  not  neglected  to  register  or  furnish  the 
necessary  evidence  of  qualification,  but  where  the  officers  of  the  law 
had  neglected  to  furnish  the  election  officers  with  a  certified  copy  of 
the  registry  list. 

The  result  of  all  the  authorities  is  that  all  constitutional  provisions  in  [and]  statr 
utes  definine  what  the  voter  himself  must  do,  both  as  to  qualifying  himself  as  an 
elector  and  furnishing  the  quality  and  quantity  of  evidence  thereof  which  the  law 
demands,  is  mandatory,  jurisdictional,  and  in  the  nature  of  conditions  precedent, 
while  those  which  merely  relate  to  the  conduct  of  the  election  officers  may  or  may  not 
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be  directory  according  as  they  may  or  not  appear  to  affert  reaiilt««,  and  according  a^ 
they  may  or  may  not  seem  to  have  been  regarded  by  the  lawmaking  pcjwer  as  essen- 
tialand  necessary  safeguanls  against  the  mischief  the  statute  was  intended  to  prevent. 

Independent  of  this  question  of  unregistered  voters  an  attempt  had 
been  made  b^r  each  party  to  show  illegal  votes  cast  for  the  other,  and 
contestant  clahued  tnat  an  elimination  of  these  v-otes  would  elect  him 
by  99  majority.  Contestee  claimed  that  this  elimination  would  elect 
him  by  379  majoritj'.  But  in  view  of  the  900  unregistered  votes  the 
committee  held  that  neither  of  these  claims  could  be  sustained.  There 
was  no  way  of  eliminating  these  unregistered  votes,  and  their  number 
was  so  large  that  the  result  of  the  election  could  not  be  ascertained 
without  eliminating  them.  It  would  be  unjust  to  deduct  them  all  from 
either  candidate,  or  from  the  candidates  pro  rata^  and  if  only  those 
precincts  in  which  they  were  cast  were  tnrown  out  there  could  be 
no  certainty  that  the  result  thus  shown  was  the  true  result  of  the 
election.  The  only  just  course  was  to  remit  the  matter  to  the  people 
by  a  new  election.  The  objections  that  the  contestant,  by  not  produc- 
ing the  ballots  of  the  voters  and  by  resisting  contestee's  effort  to  have 
them  preserved  so  that  he  might  produce  them,  had  himself  prevented 
it  from  being  shown  for  whom  the  illegal  voters  voted  were  not  well 
taken,  for  it  appeared  that  contestant  had  throughout  shown  an 
extraordinarj'  degree  of  diligence  in  showing  for  whom  illegal  votes 
were  cast.  The  number  of  votes  in  question  was  so  large  that  it  was 
impossible  for  either  party,  in  the  time  for  taking  testimony,  to  show 
for  whom  all  the  illegal  votes  were  cast. 

The  result  being  thus  left  in  uncertainty,  the  majority  of  the  com- 
mittee recommended  resolutions  declaring  the  election  void  and  the 
seat  vacant  until  filled  by  a  new  election. 

The  minority  of  the  committee  held  that  the  registration  law,  in  so 
far  as  it  affected  the  right  of  a  nonregistered  voter  to  vote,  if  he  was 
otherwise  qualified,  was  not  mandatorv.  The  words  of  the  constitu- 
tion, '^but  no  elector  shall  be  deprived  of  the  privilege  of  voting  by 
reason  of  his  name  not  being  registered,"  forbade  such  a  construction. 

We  regard  section  10  of  the  election  law  of  Pennsylvania,  supra,  so  far  as  it  recjuires 
a  (inalitied  elector  to  pro(iiice  hia  own  affidavit  and  that  of  a  voter  of  his  election  dis- 
trict to  Ins  (jualifioitionH,  directory  merely,  and  in  the  nature  of  a  law  to  authorize 
the  board  of  election  on  the  day  of  election,  while  it  is  being  held,  to  correct  the 
registry  lists,  theretofore  furnished  them  by  the  county  commissioners,  by  adding 
the  names  of  qualified  voters- thereto  who  may  have  l)een  unintentionally  omitted. 
The  registry  lists  and  poll  lists  will  then  aj?ree.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  election  officers 
to  comply  with  this  law.  It  is  imperativ^e  on  them,  and  if  they  fail  they  subject 
themselves  to  the  penalties  provided  m  section  12  of  the  registry  law,  but  to  allow 
a  nonrt^stered  voter  to  vote  without  requiring  him  to  comply  with  the  law,  if  he  is 
otherwise  qualified,  is  quite  a  different  .question.  If  he  refuses  to  comply  on  being 
requested,  then  it  is  clearly  the  duty  of  the  officers  t^)  refuse  his  vote  l^ecause  he 
refuses  to  obey  a  reasonable  regulation  pi-escribed  by  the  legislature,  and  he  hurts 
no  one  but  himself;  but  if  he  is  allowed  to  vote  without  l)eing  required  to  file  the 
affidavits,  and  is  otherwise  quaUfie<l,  his  vote  is  not  an  illegal  one.  The  officers  of 
election  have  simply  faile<i  to  take  and  preserve  the  evidence  which  the  law  recjuires 
of  them,  but  the  failure  on  their  part  to  take  and  preserve  this  evidence  does  not 
reach  the  qualification  of  the  voter.  Nor  do  we  believe  the  courts  will  hold  any  such 
doctrine,  for  it  wH)uld  }>e  equivalent  to  holding  the  evidence  of  a  fact  superior  to  the 
fact  itself. 

The  neglect  in  this  case  was  not,  as  claimed  by  the  majority,  on  the 
part  of  the  voters,  but  on  the  part  of  the  (dection  officers  in  neglecting 
to  require  the  affidavits  of  the  voters. 

H.  Doc.  510 28 
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Moreover,  the  evidence  was  far  from  establishing  that  the  voters  in 

Question  did  not  in  fact  present  the  proper  affidavits.  The  only  evi- 
ence  was  the  fact  that  tne  affidavits  were  not  on  file  in  the  prothono- 
tary's  office.  But  the  filing  of  the  affidavits  by  the  return  judges  was 
only  the  last  of  a  series  of  acts  required  to  be  performed  bv  the  elec- 
tion officers,  and  the  fact  that  it  had  not  been  perforaied  rnised  no 
presumption  that  the  preceding  acts  had  not  been  performed. 

And  m  fact  it  was  snown  in  re^rd  to  a  large  number  of  precincts 
that  the  affidavits  had  been  required  of  the  votei*s,  but  had,  under  a 
mistaken  view  of  the  law,  been  sealed  up  in  the  ballot  boxes  instead  of 
being  filed  in  the  officQ  of  the  prothonotar3\  Under  the  law  of  Penn- 
sylvania the  ballots  were  to  be  preserved  in  the  ballot  boxes  intact 
until  the  next  election,  when  they,  with  all  other  papers  in  the  ballot 
boxes,  were  to  be  publicly  destroyed  by  the  custodians,  unless  re- 
quired to  bo  kept  by  an  order  of  the  court.  The  *'  spring  election  " 
in  this  year  came  on  February  18,  1879.  This  happened  also  to  be  the 
last  day  for  taking  testimony  by  contestant.  It  bemg  discovered  that 
the  affidavits  in  many  precmcts  were  in  the  ballot  boxes,  contestee 
applied  to  the  proper  courts  for  orders  restraining  the  custodians  from 
destroying  the  contents  of  the  boxes.  The  contestant  resisted  this 
petition,  and  in  accordance  with  his  contention  the  courts  denied  the 
prayer  and  the  contents  of  the  boxes  were  destroyed.  Contestant  had 
thus  by  his  own  act  destroyed  the  testimony  by  which  it  would  be  pos- 
sible to  prove  whether  the  voters  in  question  had  complied  with  the 
law  or  not,  and  also  to  show  for  whom  they  had  voted,  so  that  if  they 
were  held  to  have  voted  illegally  they  might  be  deducted.  He  thus 
stood  "in  the  position  of  the  spoliator  of  documentary  evidence  asking 
to  take  advantoge  of  his  own  wrong." 

Conceding,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  that  the  votes  were  illegal, 
the  minority  held  the  true  rule  to  be  that  if  it  could  be  shown  by  the 
use  of  due  diligence  for  whom  the  votes  were  cast  they  should  be 
deducted  from  the  parties  respectively;  if  it  could  not  be  shown,  and 
the  number  of  votes  was  small,  the}^  should  be  disregarded;  if  it  was 
large,  the  whole  poll  where  they  were  cast  should  be  thrown  out.  In 
this  case  it  coula  have  been  shown,  and  that  it  was  not  shown  was 
due  to  the  action  of  contestant.  If  the  polls  where  the  votes  were 
cast  were  thrown  out  it  would  increase  the  majority  of  contestee;  also 
if  the  unregistered  votes  were  deducted  pro  rata.  Contestee  could 
not  be  deprived  of  his  seat  by  the  application  of  any  rule  except  that 
of  giving  to  contestant  the  advantage  of  an  uncertainty  produced  by 
his  own  acts.  The  minority  accordingly  recommendea  resolutions 
declaring  contestee  entitled  to  retain  his  seat. 

Messrs.  Field,  Overton,  and  Canip  presented  a  second  minority 
report,  disagreeing  with  the  minority  in  their  construction  of  the 
registration  law,  but  agreeing  in  the  conclusion  that  contestee  ought 
to  retain  the  seat.  They  held  that  the  provision  of  the  registration 
law  for  requiring  affidavits  of  unregistered  voters  was  mandatory,  but 
that  the  requirement  that  these  affidavits  should  be  filed  in  the  office 
of  the  prothonotary  was  directory.  There  was  no  proof  that  the 
voters  in  question  had  voted  illegally  except  a  remote  inference  from 
the  fact  that  no  affidavits  were  on  tile  in  the  office  of  the  prothonotary. 
This  certain]}'  could  not  be  inferred  without  evidence,  and  what  evi- 
dence there  was  bearing  on  the  subject  tended  to  show  that  the  affi- 
davits were  required  ot  the  voters,  but  were  sealed  up  in  the  ballot 
boxes. 
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The  contestant  could  easily  have  proved  not  only  what  votes  were 
illegal,  but  for  whom  they  were  cast,  but  he  had  not  only  not  done 
this,  but  had  resisted  the  efforts  of  contestee  to  preserve  the  evidence. 

The  burden  of  proof,  even  if  the  doctrine  of  declaring  an  uncertain  election  void 
be  adopted,  is,  we  think,  as  stated  by  the  minority,  on  the  contestant  to  show  that 
more  illegal  votes  than  the  returned  majority  of  the  sitting?  member  were  cast,  and 
either  that  they  were  cast  for  the  sitting  member  or  that  it  is  impossible  to  ascertain 
for  whom  they  were  cast,  and  that  this  impossibility  is  an  actual  impossibility  arising 
from  the  circumstances  of  the  erase,  and  wnich  could  not  have  been  remedied  by  the 
use  of  due  diligence,  and  not  an  impossibility  arising  wholly  from  the  absence  of 
evidence  that  could  have  been  taken.  The  party  having  the  burden  can  not  by  his 
own  n^lect  create  the  impossibility. 

On  the  facts  as  stated  in  the  reports  the  election  ought  not  to  be 
declared  void;  no  one  contended  that  the  contestant  ought  to  be  seated, 
and  so  if  the  House  was  to  take  final  action  on  the  reports  as  made, 
the  resolutions  presented  by  the  minority  should  be  adopted. 

The  House,  by  a  vote  of  113  to  75,  adopted  the  resolutions  presented 
bv  the  minority^  and  c  )ntestee  retained  his  sei.t. 
"^[1  Ells.,  416--4:38.] 

(11)  DONELLY  V8,  WaSHBURN. 

BrthcT'ij;  numbered  hiillots;  unorganized  amntieH;  hiformalifi.i^, 
MajftriPy  repcyrt  f(rr  contestant;  minority  reports  fo7'  conteMee,  No 
auction  hy  tlie  House. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Manning;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Keifer. 

The  report  m  this  case  headed  '^majority  report"  is  only  signed  by 
five  memoers — Messrs.  Manning,  Sawyer,  Armfield,  Beltzhoover,  and 
Colerick.  The  ''minority  report"  is  also  signed  by  five -members — 
Messrs.  Keifer,  Overton,  Calkins,  Camp,  and  Field.  There  is  no 
report  signed  by  the  other  five  members — Messrs.  Springer,  Speer, 
Phister,  Weaver,  and  Clark — but  it  would  appear  from  statements  in 
the  reports  that  part  at  least  of  them  favored  unseating  Washburn 
on  the  ground  of  bribery,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  tne  majority 
report,  but  opposed  the  seating  of  Donnelly  on  the  ground  that  he 
dia  not  receive  a  majority  of  the  votes. 

According  to  the  returns,  the  majority  of  contestee  was  3,013. 
Contestant  claimed  that  part  of  this  majority  was  due  to  bribery,  and 
that  some  of  the  })ribery  having  been  traced  to  the  sitting  member 
or  his  agents,  he  should  be  unseated.  He  also  asked  that  the  votes  of 
certain  precincts  and  counties  be  thrown  out,  and  that  he  be  given  the 
seat  by  virtue  of  the  majority  received  by  him  in  the  remainder  of 
the  district. 

Besides  the  cases  of  bribery  in  bulk,  it  was  claimed  that  twenty -two 
individual  cases  of  bribery  were  proved,  and  that  attempted  bril)ery 
was  shown  in  thirteen  other  cases,  but  the  paiiiies  either  refused  the 
bribe  or  voted  for  contestant  in  spite  of  it.  Three  of  these  cases  were 
alleged  to  be  tmceable  to  the  oflice  of  contestee,  and  presumably  to 
have  been  committed  by  him  or  with  his  knowledge  and  approval. 
One  of  these  cases  was  that  of  a  man  who  wrote  to  contestee  asking 
J50  for  his  seiTices  and  support.  The  letter  was  not  answered  by 
contestee,  but  was  foi^wardea  by  some  one  else  to  a  resident  of  the 
same  town  with  the  applicant.  This  person  received  $50  from  the 
Republican  committee,  but  gave  none  of  it  to  the  writer  of  the  letter, 
as  he  did  not  trust  him. 
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In.aaother  case  one  Shagren  wjis  urged  by  a  fviond  of  the  sitting 
member  to  go  to  his  office  and  see  his  business  manager,  who  would 
convince  him  that  he  ought  to  vote  for  Washburn.  He  did  go,  hut 
was  2iot  convinced.  Some  time  hiter,  being  out  of  work,  he  was  urged 
to  go  to  Washburn's  office  and  he  would  be  given  a  job.  He  went 
and  met  Major  Hale,  a  friend  of  Washburn,  who  offered  him  $2  per 
day  until  election  to  canvass  and  work  for  contestee.  Major  Hale 
went  into  the  back  office,  and  after  a  convervsation  with  the  brother 
of  contestee  returned  and  paid  Shagren  $5.  Shagren  accepted  the  $5, 
but  did  not  canvass  for  contestee  nor  receive  the  money  he  was  to  be 
paid  for  doing  so.     He  worked  and  voted  for  contestant. 

The  third  case  was  of  a  man  who  had  concluded  not  to  take  any 
active  part  in  the  election  because  he  had  been  promised  money  at 
previous  elections  which  he  had  not  received.  He  had  been  a  Demo- 
cmt,  but  was  favorable  to  the  election  of  Mr.  Wjishl)urn.  He  was 
urged  to  see  the  secretary  of  the  Itepublican  committee  and  attempted 
to  do  so.  ])ut  could  not  find  him.  He  was  afterwards  informea  by 
some  one  that  Mr.  Washburn  would  like  to  see  him  in  his  office. 
He  went  to  the  office,  but  did  not  find  Mr.  Washburn  there.  The 
secretary  of  the  Republican  committee  was  there  and  agreed  to  pay 
him  for  his  time  and  expenses  if  he  would  go  out  and  electioneer  for 
contestee.  The  next  day,  in  the  post-office,  he  was  given  J^^O  and 
told  to  hire  a  team  and  go  to  work.  Soon  afterwards  he  went  again 
to  the  office  of  the  sitting  member  and  asked  for  more  money.  The  / 
secretary  of  the  committee,  after  going  into  the  next  room  and  talk- 
ing to  t&e  sitting  member,  came  back  and  handed  him  $20. 

A  fourth  instance  of  bribery,  involving  al)out  90  votes,  was  also 
said  to  have  been  traced  to  Mr.  Washburn.  The  voters  w^ere  wood 
choppers,  working  in  Kittson  County,  chopping  wood  by  the  cord. 
They  were  allowed  to  go  to  the  nearest  polling  place  and  vote,  and 
were  paid  by  the  contractors  in  w  hose  employ  they  were  a  sum  equal 
to  the  amount  they  would  probably  have  earned  in  the  time  lost. 
This  sum,  amounting  to  $160  or  $170,  was  repaid  to  the  contractors 
by  the  paymaster  of  a  railroad  of  which  contestee  was  the  president. 
It  was  paid  by  the  individual  check  of  the  paymaster  and  not  out  of 
the  funds  of  the  company. 

These  four  cases  of  bribery  being  brought  directly  home  to  con- 
testee, were  enough  to  convict  him  of  bribery  in  any  court.  He  had 
not  introduced  any  testimony  to  rebut  the  testimon}'  against  him,  and 
must  thus  be  helcl  to  have  admitted  his  guilt.  There  were  eighteen 
other  individual  instances  of  bribery  and  thirteen  of  attempted  brib- 
ery, similar  to  these  cases  except  tliat  there  was  nothing  to  show  the 
direct  personal  connection  of  contestee  with  them.  There  were  also 
two  other  precincts  where  collective  bribery  was  shown.  In  the  three 
precincts,  including  the  one  alread}'  noticed,  161  votes  were  cast  by 
railroad  workmen,  |)resumably  not  permanent  residents  of  the  pre- 
cincts where  they  voted.  The  precincts  w\'re  in  an  unsettled  country, 
where  there  were  scarcely  any  houvses,  and  the  railroad  employees  lived 
in  box  cars.  The  voting  places  were  box  cars  or  railroad  stations. 
The  men  were  all  paid  for  the  time  they  were  absent  from  work,  and 
would  not  have  voted  if  they  had  not  been  paid.  Including  all  these 
men,  and  the  individual  voters  bribed  or  attempted  to  be  t)ribed,  a 
total  of-  804  l)rit)ed  voters  wus  shown.  The  true  number  nmst  have 
been  larger,   because  several  persons  were  show'n  to  have  bribed  a 
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lar^jfc  number  of  votors  and  this  304  only  includod  a  few  bribed  by  efK*h 
of  tliese  persons. 

The  majority  of  the  committee  held  that— 

It  is  a  clearly  establisbtHl  principle  of  law,  lK)th  in  England  and  the  Unite<i  States, 
that  bril)ery  cominitte<l  by  tne  sitting  menibt^r,  or  "bv  any  agent  of  the  sitting  mem- 
ber, with  or  without  tlie  knowledge  or  direction  of  his  j)rincipal,  renders  the  elec- 
tion void." 

But  the  committee  did  not  rest  the  case  on  this  principle,  but  held 
that  the  evidence  showed  that  contestant  had  received  a  majority  of 
the  legal  votes.  They  reached  this  result  by  deducting  the  22  briljed 
votes  and  by  throwing  out  7  precincts  of  Minneapolis  and  the  whole 
"county  of  Polk  and  Kittson'"  and  Isanti  Coimty.  Throwing  out 
these  counties  and  precincts,  and  counting  the  counties  of  Stearns, 
Morrison,  and  Douglas,  not  counted  by  the  State  canvassers,  would 
elect  contestant  by  a  majority  of  230  votes. 

The  counties  of  Stearris,  Morrison,  and  Douglas  had  not  l>een 
counted  by  the  State  canvassers  on  the  ground  that  these  counties  had 
never  been  officiall}^  recognized  by  the  legislature  as  organized.  These 
counties  gave  the  sitting  member  a  majority  of  50S  votes.  The  com- 
mittee held  that  thc}^  were  not  legally  organized,  but  as  there  was  no 
charge  of  fraud  or  illegal  voting,  they  recognized  them  as  de  facto 
organized,  and  counted  the  votes. 

As  each  of  the  other  three  issues — the  rejection  of  the  seven  pre- 
cincts of  Minneapolis,  of  Isanti  Countv,  and  of  the  '"  counties  of  Polk 
and  Kittson  "—involved  more  votes  tlian  the  majority  found  by  the 
committee  for  contestant,  any  one  of  them  mav  be  considered  a  deci- 
sive issue,  and  it  will  be  necessarv  to  examine  ttem  fuUv. 

Seven  precincts  in  Minneapolis  were  rejected  by  the  committee  on 
the  ground  that  the  ballots  were  numbered  by  the  election  officers,  as 
a  part  of  a  system  of  intimidation  practiced  by  contestee.  The  con- 
stitution of  Minnesota  provided  that  "all  elections  shall  be  by  ballot." 

At  the  session  of  the  legislature  previous  to  this  election  the  legisla- 
ture had  passed  a  law  providing  that  in  all  cities  containing  over  12,000 
inhabitants  the  ballots  should  be  numbered  by  the  election  officers  to 
correspond  with  the  names  on  the  poll  list.  The  district  court  of 
Kamse}^  County,  previous  to  the  election,  had  decided  that  this  law 
was  unconstitutional,  on  the  ground  that  an  election  "bj'  ballot" 
implied  a  secret  ballot,  and  that  an  election  by  numbered  ballots  was 
not  an  election  ' '  ])y  ballot. "  This  decision  was  affirmed  ])y  the  supreme 
court  of  the  State  nuhsequ^nt  to  the  election.  A  short  time  before  the 
election  the  officers  of  election  of  the  various  precincts  of  Minneapolis 
and  St.  Paul,  the  only  cities  affected  by  the  law,  held  a  meeting,  and 
after  taking  legal  advice,  concluded  not  to  number  the  ballots.  The 
morning  of  the  election,  before  the  polls  were  opened,  the  officers  in 
these  seven  precincts  reconsidered  their  determination,  and  agreed  to 
number  the  ballots.     The  committee  held  that — 

If  the  numbering  of  the  ballot.s  had  been  the  result  of  an  innocent  mistake  on  the 
part  of  the  iudg(\s  of  these  seven  precinctn  *  *  *  ^ye  should  not  be  in  favor  of 
casting  out  the  Votes  of  these  precincts  simply  for  tlie  reai?on  that  the  ballots  had 
been  numbered. 

But  the  testimony  showed  that  the  numbering  of  the  ballots  was 
regarded  by  the  workingmen,  who  were  largely  suppoiters  of  contest- 
ant, as  a  means  by  which  their  employers  could  intimidate  them;  that 
there  wa.s  a  widespread  conspiracy  on  the  part  of  employers  to  intimi- 
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date  their  employees;  that  "  a  cloud  of  bribery  surrounds  the  vote  of 
the  whole  cit},"  and  that  the  officers  of  election  in  these  precincts,  all 
of  whom  were  partisans  of  contestee,  had  decided  at  the  last  moment, 
knowing  these  facts,  and  against  their  former  agreement  and  the  opin- 
ions of  their  legal  advisers,  to  number  the  Imllots.  The  testimony 
showed  that  one  man  had  refused  to  vote  if  his  ballot  was  numberea, 
and  another  had  stayed  away  from  the  polls  for  this  reason,  and  the 
decrease  in  the  Democratic  vote  compared  with  the  previous  election, 
without  any  corresponding  increase  in  the  Republican  vote,  showed 
that  many  others  had  been  deterred  from  voting,  and  that  contestant 
was  injured  thereby.  Under  all  these  circumstances  the  votes  cast  at 
these  precincts  must  be  rejected. 
The  vote  of  Isanti  County  was  rejected  by  the  committee  on  the 

! ground  that  the  county  canvassing  board  was  illegall}^  organized.  The 
aw  required  the  board  to  be  composed  of  the  county  auditor  and  two 
justices  of  the  peace.  The  return  of  Isanti  County  was  signed  by  the 
auditor,  one  justice  of  the  peace,  and  the  probate  judge.  The  com- 
mittee held  that  the  probate  judge  could  not  be  construed  to  be  a 
de  facto  officer,  because  he  was  not  acting  by  color  of  title  as  justice  of 
the  peace,  but  as  probate  judge.  The  law  of  Minnesota,  to  be  sure, 
provided  that  where  powers  were  given  to  three  or  more  officers  they 
might  be  exercised  by  a  majority,  and  under  this  provision,  if  the 
canvassing  board  had  been  legally  organized,  the  auditor  and  one  jus- 
tice might  have  acted.  But  in  this  case  the  board  was  never  legally 
organized,  and  hence  could  have  neither  majority  nor  minority,  if 
this  objection  were  purely  technical,  the  committee  might  hesitate  to 
reject  the  return.  6ut  contestant  in  his  notice  of  contest  had  charged 
that  the  votes  in  this  county  "were  not  cast  or  counted  for  you,  or 
returned  or  canvassed  as  provided  by  law."  The  bona  fides  of  the  cast- 
ing of  the  vote,  and  the  count  of  the  precinct  officers,  being  thus  put 
in  issue  by  the  pleadings,  the  burden  was  on  contestee,  by  introducing 
the  ballots  in  evidence,  to  show  the  true  vote.  There  being  no  evi- 
dence of  the  vote  except  the  returns,  the  vote  of  the  county  must  be 
rejected. 

There  was  in  the  record  a  certificate  of  the  vote  in  the  "county  of 
Polk  and  Kittson,"  giving  the  vote  by  precincts.  Two  of  these  pre- 
cincts were  marked  "Kittson  County,"  and  there  was  testimony  that 
a  third  was  also  in  Kittson  County.  There  was  no  "county  of  Polk 
and  Kittson  "  in  the  State  of  Minnesota,  but  sepai'ate  counties.  Kittson 
County  was  unorganized,  and  not*  attached  to  Polk  County  for  any 
purpose.  The  election  in  the  two  precincts  of  Kittson  Count}'^  was 
illegal  because  there  were  no  legall}^  established  precincts,  and  because 
the  votes  were  cast  by  nonresidents,  who  were  bribed.  In  two  of  the 
precincts  of  Polk  County  more  votes  were  cast  than  there  were  le^l 
voters  in  the  precincts.  There  was  no  evidence  to  show  in  which 
county  the  other  precincts  were.  The  proper  course  for  contestee 
would  have  been  to  show  by  competent  evidence  which  precincts  were 
in  Polk  County,  and  then  by  introducing  the  ballots  in  evidence  prove 
the  votes  cast  in  them.  This  not  having  been  done,  and  the  "fraudu- 
lent vote  of  Kittson  County  having  been  inextricably  mixed  into 
whatever  legal  votes  were  cast  in  Polk  County,"  the  whole  vote  of 
both  counties  must  be  rejected. 

Rejecting  these  counties  and  precincts,  contestant  had  a  majority'  of 
280  votes  in  the  remainder  of  the  district,  and  the  committee  recom- 
mended resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 
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The  minority  of  the  committee  disagreed  to  all  the  propositions  of 
the  majority  report  except  as  to  counting  the  votes  ot  the  unorgan- 
ized counties,  not  countea  by  the^State  canvassers. 

The  notice  of  contest  served  by  contestant  consisted  of  nine  para- 
graphs, stating  only  in  general  terms  his  grounds  of  contest.  Most 
of  the  issues  considered  by  the  committee  were  not  specified  in  the 
notice  at  all.  The  testimony,  especially  that  by  which  it  was  sought 
to  prove  bribery,  was  almost  entirely  hearsay  of  the  most  untnist- 
worthy  character. 

As  to  the  charge  of  bribery,  the  minority  found  that  there  was — 

evidence  tending  to  show  that  in  this  district  the  friends  of  the  contestant  and 
contestee  both  used  money  to  poll  the  district,  and  to  provide  means  for  setting  to 
the  polls  voters  who  .were  remote  from  the  polling  places,  and  who  were  often  with- 
out conveyances  of  their  own  in  which  to  travel  to  the  polls  on  election  day.  Money 
was  undoubtedly  spent  to  pay  canvassers  before  the  election,  and  in  some  instances 
men  were  employed  at  the  polls  to  hold  tickets  for  the  respective  parties.  The  dis- 
trict is  a  very  lai^  one  in  pointy  of  population  and  in  extent  of  territory,  and  in 
consequence  of  this  greater  enort  was  required  to  get  out  the  full  vote.  Some  money 
was  also  expended  to  pay  speakers  to  ^o  over  the  district.  The  committee  is  not 
prepared  to  say  that  such  use  of  money  is  entirely  illegitimate.  It  is  very  common, 
if  not  universal,  in  all  contested  elections  throughout  the  United  States,  for  candi- 
dates and  their  friends  to  use  such  means  to  secure  votes. 

But  there  was  no  evidence  sufficient  to  show  bribery,  and  especially 
to  show  that  it  was  committed  by  contestee.  The  four  cases  said  to 
have  been  traced  directly  to  contestee  were  not  made  out.  The  first 
case  was  that  of  a  man  who  wrote  to  contestee  asking  for  $50,  not  for 
his  vote,  but  for  his  services  as  a  canvasser.  Contestee  did  not  answer 
the  letter;  he  did  not  receive  the  $50,  and  did  not  work  for  contestee. 
As  he  had  made  a  similar  proposition  to  contestant,  and  did  work  for 
him,  he  may  have  received  money  from  contestant. 

The  second  case,  that  of  Shagren,  was  no  stronger.  Shagren  was 
impeached  by  three  witnesses.  Taking  his  testimony  as  true,  it  only 
showed  that  a  friend  of  contestee,  in  his  office,  but  not  in  his  presence, 

Promised  Shagren  $2  a  day  for  his  services  as  canvasser,  and  paid  $5 
own,  possibly  from  money  given  by  the  brother  of  contestee. 
Shagren  did  not  work  or  vote  for  contestee,  and  received  no  more 
money.  The  third  case  was  that  of  a  man  who  was  paid  $50  for  his 
time  and  expenses  of  himself  and  team  in  canvassing  for  contestee. 
The  statement  of  the  majority  report  that  part  of  this  money  was  paid 
in  the  presence  of  contestee  was  not  borne  out  by  the  evidence,  and  if 
it  were,  the  payment  was  not  for  the  man's  vote,  and  did  not  constitute 
bribery.  The  case  of  the  90  woodchoppers  was  not  bribery,  nor  was 
it  tmced  to  contestee.  The  woodchoppers  were  paid  by  their  employer 
the  wages  they  would  have  earned  if  they  had  not  gone  to  vote.  The^^ 
were  told  to  vote  as  they  pleased,  and  no  questions  were  asked  as  to 
how  they  would  vote.  The  money  was  repaid  to  the  employers  by  the 
paymaster  of  a  railroad  of  which  contestee  was  president,  but  it  was 
not  paid  out  of  the  funds  of  the  road.  Quite  possibly  it  was  paid  out 
of  the  campaign  fund  of  the  party.  This  custom  of  paying  laboring 
men  for  the  time  lost  while  going  to  the  polls  the  committee  did  not 
approve,  but  it  was  very  common  in  all  the  States,  and  certainly  was 
not  bribery. 

The  minority  discussed  in  detail  all  the  other  cases  of  briber}^ 
charged,  but  found  that  the  evidence  relied  on  in  most  of  the  cases 
was  entirely  hearsay.  There  was  no  i)retense  that  the  connection  of 
contestee  with  any  pf  them  was  shown.     The  most  that  was  shown  in 
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any  cases  was  that  men  had  been  paid  b}^  party  committees  to  canvass, 
drive  teams,  and  hold  tickets  at  the  polls,  for  the  whole  party  ticket; 
some  of  them  were  working  in  the  especial  interest  of  candidates  for 
local  offices. 

The  minoritv  held  that  even  if  briberv  were  proved  it  would  not  be 
cause  for  vacating  the  seat  unless  it  affected  the  result,  which  was  not 
claimed  in  this  case.  The  English  rule  arose  under  the  statute  law  of 
England  declaring  a  person  guilty  of  bribery  inellgihle  to  office  under 
the  election  at  which  the  onense  was  committed.  Such  was  not  the 
common  law,  and  there  was  no  such  statute  in  this  country.  If,  for 
bribery  or  any  other  cause,  a  member  was  unworthy  to  sit  in  the  House 
he  should  be  expelled  by  a  two-thirds  vote;  but  such  questions  did  not 
involve  the  "election,  qualifiaitions,  and  returns"  of  membei*s,  and 
were  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on  Elections. 

Upon  the  question  of  numbered  ballots,  the  committee  held  that  the 
statute  for  numbering  them  was  constitutional  in  so  far  as  it  applied 
to  Congressional  elections,  and  that  if  it  were  not,  ballots  honestly  and 
freely  cast  and  correctly  counted  ought  not  to  be  rejected  because  they 
were  numbered.  The  power  of  the  legislature  to  prescribe  the  time, 
place,  and  manner  of  holding  Congressional  elections  was  not  derived 
from  the  State  constitution,  but  from  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  The  statute  was  not  contrary  to  the  Federal  Constitution  nor 
to  the  laws  of  Congress,  and  wa.s  consequently  valid.  The  numbering 
of  the  ballots  was  required  by  the  constitutions  of  several  States  where 
the  election  was  by  ballot,  and  under  the  precautions  of  the  Minnesota 
law  it  was  not  a  violation  of  the  secrecy  of  the  ballot.  The  unbroken 
line  of  decisions  in  the  House  was  that  even  if  the  ballots  were  num- 
bered contrary  to  law^  the  votes  ou^ht  not  to  be  rejected.  It  was  not 
shown  in  this  case  that  the  numbermg  was  for  the  purpose  of  intimi- 
dation. Most  of  the  voters  did  not  even  know  that  the  ballots  were 
being  numbered.  Two  somewhat  eccentric  persons  were  said  to  have 
refused  to  vote,  but  it  was  doubtful  for  w^hom  thev  w^ould  have  voted. 

The  rejection  of  the  vote  of  the  county  of  Isanti  could  not  be  justi- 
iied.  The  contestant  himself  had  put  in  evidence  the  returns  of  the 
count}^  and  there  was  not  the  slightest  evidence  that  they  did  not  cor- 
rectly represent  the  vote.  The  canvassing  of  the  returns  was  required 
to  be  done  by  the  auditor  of  the  county,  assisted  by  two  justices  of  the 
peace.  In  this  case  the  certificate  of  the  auditor  was  attested  by  two 
persons,  one  signing  himself  '^justice  of  the  peace"  and  the  other 
'* probate  judge."  The  functions  of  the  county  board  were  purely^ 
nnnisterial,  and  the  only  function  shown  to  have  been  performed  by 
the  justice  of  the  peace  and  the  probate  judge  was  the  attestation  of 
the  certificate  of  the  auditor.  Even  if  the  probate  judge  could  not 
legall}^  act,  the  certificate  of  the  other  two  was  sufficient,  especially 
since  the  returns  had  been  passed  upon  and  canvassed  b}"  the  State 
board  and  there  was  no  charge  or  evidence  that  they  were  not  correct. 

The  minority  were  willing  that  the  vote  of  the  two  precincts  in 
Kittson  County  should  be  rejected,  as  it  would  not  affect  the  result, 
and  the  voters  were  possibly  nonresidents.  The  precincts  in  Polk 
County  where  nonresidents  were  said  to  have  voted  ought  not  to  be 
rejected,  as  the  evidence  Was  very  doubtful,  especially  under  the  Min- 
nesota law  requiring  only  ten  da}  s'  residence  in  the  precinct.  But  cer- 
tainly the  whole  vote  of  Polk  County  ought  not  to  l)e  rejected  because 
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the  vote  of  Kittson  Coiint}^  was  certified  with  it.  There  was  a  statute 
of  Minnesota  under  which  such  certification  was  legal.  And  in  any 
case  the  certificate  was  by  precincts,  and  there  was  no  difficulty  what 
ever  in  separating  the  precincts  of  the  two  counties.  The  vote  of  Polk 
County  was  stated  in  the  certificate  of  the  State  t^anvassers  and  also 
in  contestant's  brief. 

In  accordance  with  the  vote  of  two-thirds  of  the  committee,  the 
minority  recommended  a  resolution  that  contestant  was  not  elected, 
and  in  accordance  with  the  views  of  those  signing  the  minority  report, 
a  further  resolution  that  contestee  was  elected. 

There  was  no  action  by  the  House  in  this  case. 

[1  Ells.,  439-510.] 
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FOETT-SEVEITTH  GOITGEESS,  1881-1883. 

Comrtiittee  on  Elections, 

Mr.  Calkins,  Indiana,  Mr.  Jacobs,  Jr.,  New  York, 

Hazelton,  Wisconsin,  Paul,  Virginia, 

Wait,  Connecticut,  Beltzhoover,  Pennsylvania, 

Thompson,  Iowa,  Atherton,  Ohio, 

Ranney,  Massachusetts,         Davis,  Missouri, 
Ritchie,  Ohio,  Jones,  Texas, 

Pettibone,  Tennessee,  Moulton,  Illinois, 

Mr.  Miller,  Pennsylvania. 


Cdses, 

1)  Paul  Strobach  vs.  Hilary  A.  Herbert,  Alabama, 

2)  Algernon  A.  Mabson  vs,  William  C.  Oates,  Aluhama, 
(3)  James  Q.  Smith  m.  Charles  M.  Shelley,  AlaJyama, 

4)  William  M.  Lowe  vs,  Joseph  Wheeler,  AlaJt^ama, 

5)  George  Witherspoon  vs,  Robert  H.  M.  Davidson,  FUmda, 

6)  Horatio  Bisbee,  jr.,  vs,  Jesse  J.  Finley,  FU>rida, 

7)  John  C.  Cook  vs,  Marsena  E.  Cutts,  Iowa, 

8^  Alexander  Smith  vs,  E.  W.  Robertson,  Louisiana, 

9)  Samuel  J.  Anderson  vs,  Thomas  B.  Reed,  Maine. 

10 

11 

12 

18 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 


George  M.  Buchanan  vs.  Van  H.  Manning,  Mississippi, 
John  K.  Lynch  vs,  James  R.  Chalmers,  Mlssmippi, 
Gustavus  bessinghaus  vs,  R.  Graham  Frost,  Mi^s<mri, 
Robert  Smalls  vs,  George  D.  Tillman,  South  Carolina, 
Samuel  Lee  vs,  John  S.  Richardson,  South  Carolina, 
Edmund  W.  M.  Mackey  vs,  M.  P.  O'Connor,  South  Carolina, 
Carlos  J.  Stolbrand  vs.  D.  Wyatt  Aiken,  South  Carolina, 
George  Q.  Cannon  vs,  Allen  J.  Campbell,  Utah  Tei^^iUyry. 
John  T.  Stovell  vs,  George  C.  Cabell,  Virginia. 
S.  P.  Bay  ley  vs,  John  S.  Barbour,  Virginia, 
John  W.  Jones  vs,  Charles  M.  Shelley,  Alabama, 


(1)  Strobach  vs,  Herbert. 

Irregularities,     Report  for  contestee,      ConteMee  retained  th^'  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Ranney. 

Contestant  presented  two  briefs,  in  one  of  which  he  claimed  to  }>e 
elected  by  938  majority  and  in  the  other  by  463.  The  committee  found 
that  in  each  brief  there  were  clearly  untenable  claims  covering  more 
votes  than  the  majority  claimed,  and  they  therefore  decided  the  case 
against  contesUmt  without  discussing  the  other  issues. 


^ 
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In  the  first  brief  the  vote  of  Escanaba  County,  where  contestee  had 
a  majority  of  634,  was  asked  to  be  rejected,  and  also  1,190  votes  in 
another  countv,  where  contestee's  name  was  spelled  Ilehert  on  the 
ballots.  The  latter  was  merely  a  mistake  of  the  printer;  there  was  no 
other  person  of  like  name  a  candidate,  and  the  intention  of  the  voters 
was  clear.  In  Escanaba  County  no  oflScial  notice  was  given  of  the 
election,  but  this  was  not  necessary  where  the  time  of  the  election  was 
fixed  by  law.  No  officers  of  election  were  regularly  appointed,  but 
the  law  permitted  the  voters  present,  under  such  circumstances,  to 
select  the  election  officers;  this  was  done  and  the  election  was  held. 
Disallowing  these  two  claims,  contestant  was  not  elected  if  every  other 
claim  was  allowed.  In  the  second  brief  also  the  vote  of  Escanaba 
County  was  asked  to  be  rejected.  Disallowing  this  claim  alone,  on  the 
statement  of  this  brief,  destroyed  the  claim  of  contestant.  And  there 
were  other  equally  untenable  claims,  especially  some  precincts  which 
were  asked  to  be  rejected  on  no  other  ground  than  that  contestant  was 
returned  as  receiving  less  than  the  colored  vote  and  contestee  more 
than  the  white  vote,  as  shown  by  the  census. 

Contestant  then  asked  that  the  whole  election  be  declared  void, 
alleging  that  the  frauds  committed  at  the  State  election  in  October 
were  repeated  at  the  November  election.  But  the  committee  found 
no  proof  that  this  was  so  to  such  an  extent  as  to  affect  the  result. 

The  committee  unanimously  recommended  a  resolution  permitting 
.contestant  to  withdraw  his  contest  without  prejudice.  The  House 
adopted  the  resolution  without  division. 

[2  Ells.,  5-7.] 

(2)  Mabson  vs.  Gates. 

Applwdtimi  fif^r  time  to  take  further  testimmiy.  Majority  report  to 
dimruHH  vuHe;  inlnorlty  report  to  extend  time,      Cuse  dimnijised. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Calkins;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Thompson. 

Notice  of  contest  and  answer  were  duly  served,  but  contestant  took 
no  testimony  until  about  a  month  after  the  service  of  answer,  when 
ho  took  the  testimony  of  a  few  witnesses,  all  on  the  same  day.  Some 
time  later  contestee  took  the  testimony  of  a  few  witnesses  in  reply. 
This  was  all  the  testimony  in  the  record.  Contestant  presentea  an 
affidavit  claiming  that  he  had  used  due  diligence  to  procure  his  testi- 
mony in  time,  but  could  not  because  all  the  officers  in  the  district 
competent  to  take  testimony  were  his  political  opponents  and  would 
not  take  his  testimony  because  they  had  themselves  been  elected  by 
the  same  fraudulent  methods  as  contestee.  Contestant  had  succeeded 
in  taking  the  depositions  of  about  100  witnesses,  but  the  notary  had 
refused  to  forward  them.  He  asked  that  further  time  be  granted 
him  in  which  to  take  testimony.  The  subcommittee  to  which  this 
application  was  referred  reported  adversely,  on  the  ground  that  con- 
testant had  not  used  due  diligence,  and  that  his  affidavit  was  defective 
in  not  stating  specifically  the  facts  he  expected  to  prove,  or  the  wit- 
nesses by  whom  he  expected  to  prove  them.  Contestant  then  filed 
another  affidavit,  avoiding  some  of  these  objections,  but  the  committee 
held  that  this  affidavit  came  too  late. 

It  would  l)e  dangerous  to  establish  a  precedent  allowing  a  contestant  or  contestee, 
after  finally  submitting  their  cases,  to  ascertain  from  the  report  of  the  committee  the 
grounds  upon  which  he  had  been  overruled,  and  to  then  supplement  his  appli(!ation 


^^/ 
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by  a  new  affidavit,  avoiding  the  deoiHion,  and  thus  open  up  the  case  a^am.  -iSuch  a 
practice  your  committee  think  would  lead  t<j  interminable  delays,  and  would  trans- 
form the  committee  into  mere  advisers  of  the  parties.  The  committee  are  of  opinion 
that  jmrties  should  be  bound  by  a  reasonable  rule  of  diligenc.e,  and  that  there  should 
be  a  time  fixed  beyond  whiirh  the  doors  for  the  reception  of  ex  jmrte  affidavits  or 
evidence  should  be  shut. 

As  contestant  conceded  that  the  evidence  taken,  including  that  not 
yet  forwarded,  would  not  establish  his  case,  the  committee  recom- 
mended a  resolution  permitting  contestant  to  withdniw  his  papcn's 
without  prejudice. 

A  minority  of  the  committee  thought  that  contestant  had  used  due 
diligence,  and  that  the  interests  of  justice  required  that  the  case  be 
investigated.  They  recommended  a  resolution  providing  for  the  taking 
of  additional  testimony. 

The  House  passed  the  resolution  recommended  by  the  majority 
without  division. 

[2  Ells.,  8-17. J 

(3)  Smith  vs.  Shelley. 

Fraud;  hallot-}fo,t  >^taffin(j;  irrtgidar!tiet<,  Mo/jnrity  report  that  am- 
tt'Htant  elicted^  and  on  account  of  hh  di*ath  tlhe  seat  he  declared  vacant; 
mi7i<n'lty  rep</rt  for  amtestee.      Seat  declared  vacant. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Thompson;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Bcltz- 
hoover;  second  majority  report  by  Mr.  Ranney. 

The  issues  in  this  case,  as  in  the  other  cases  from  this  district  in 
other  Congresses,  were  chiefly  questions  of  fact  in  regard  to  the  elec- 
tion at  nearly  every  precinct  in  the  district.  Contestant  charged  that 
throughout  the  district  the  election  officers  were  either  all  Democrats, 
or  that  the  Republican  officer  was  too  ignorant  to  detect  fraud;  that 
in  very  many  precincts,  as  the  result  of  a  conspiracy,  the  Democratic 
election  officers  refused  to  open  polls,  in  the  hope  that  the  Republicans, 
if  they  held  an  election  at  all,  would  make  informal  returns;  that  in 
many  cases  such  informal  returns  were  rejected  by  the  county  can- 
vassers; that  in  many  precincts  the  ballot  boxes  were  stuffed  or  the 
returns  falseh^  made,  and  that  a  correction  of  all  these  wrongs  would 
show  that  he  and  not  contestee  received  a  large  majority  of  the  votes 
actually  cast. 

The  committee  found  instances  of  all  these  varieties  of  fraud  proved. 
Where  the  returns  had  been  rejected  for  informalities  they  counted 
the  vote  as  shown  b^^  the  proof  to  have  been  actually  cast;  where 
ballot  boxes  were  stuffed  or  false  returns  made  they  deducted  the  votes 
returned  and  added  the  votes  proved  to  have  been  cast.  It  is  not 
necessary  here  to  go  into  an  analysis  of  the  evidence  in  regard  to  the 
particular  precincts.  There  were  two  majority  reports.  According 
to  the  findings  in  regard  to  particular  precincts  in  the  report  by  Mr. 
Thompson  (which  seems  to  have  been  tne  report  of  a  majority  of  the 
committee)  contestant  was  shown  to  have  a  majority  of  2,803  votes. 
According  to  Mr.  Ranney  h\^  majority  was  3,073. 

Preliminary  to  a  discussion  of  the  evidence  in  regard  to  particular 
precincts  all  the  reports  discussed  the  character  of  the  district  and  the 
general  features  of  the  case.  This  district  had  been  made  for  the 
express  purpose  of  including  in  it  as  large  a  proportion  as  possible  of 
the  Republican  voters  of  the  State.  At  the  time  of  its  organization 
the  counties  com|X)sing  it  cast  a  Republican  majority  of  al>out  15,000 
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votes.  According  to  the  ceiKsus  of  1880,  just  Uikon,  there  were  18,000 
more  colored  voters  than  white  in  the  district.  The  testimony  showed 
that  from  95  per  cent  to  97i  per  cent  of  the  colored  voUms  voted  the 
Republican  ticket  when  penmitted  to  do  so.  At  every  previous 
election  the  district,  and  each  county  in  it,  had  given  a  Republican 
majority. 

The  minority  found  the  evidence  insuflScient  to  sustain  the  charges. 
While  it  was  true  that  the  colored  voters  largely  predominated,  there 
was  no  evidence  except  estimates  and  opinions  to  show  how  the  voters 
were  divided  politically.  There  had  always  been  a  great  lack  of  har- 
mony among  tne  Republicans,  and  never  less  than  two  candidates  claim- 
ing to  be  Republicans.  It  was  natural,  under  such  circumstances,  that 
many  colored  voters  would  not  care  to  take  part  in  the  election. 

The  best  evidence  of  the  vote  cast  was  the  ballots  themselves,  and 
where,  as  in  Alabama,  they  were  required  by  the  law  to  be  preserved 
for  the  express  purpose  of  being  used  on  a  contest,  no  secondary 
evidence  snould  be  admitted  untU  the  ballots  had  been  produced  or 
their  absence  accounted  for.  But  if  the  secondary  evidence  offered 
were  admitted,  it  would  not  be  sufficient  in  most  cases  to  estiiblish  the 
facts  claimed,  and  when  it  was,  it  was  often  impossible  to  purge  the 
result,  owing  to  the  lack  of  testimony  showing  what  votes  had  been 
included  in  the  canvass. 

The  House,  by  a  vote  of  145  to  1  (144  not  voting),  adopted  the  reso- 
lution presented  by  the  majority,  and  contestant  having  died,  the  seat 
was  declared  vacant. 

[2  Ells.,  18-61. J 

(4)  Lowe  ?w.  Wheeler. 

Fraud;  l/rregidarltles;  vuirhedhdhfts;  nnreglHU'red and  dleifal  rotes, 
Ma)(rrlty  rep(yH  far  cantestan  t;  m  in  ority  report  for  conte^^tee.  Con  test- 
ant  Heated, 

Majority  reix)rt  by  Mr.  Hazelton;  second  report  by  Mr.  Ranney; 
minority  report  by  M;*.  Beltzhoover. 

According  to  the  returns  as  certified  by  the  secretary  of  state,  con- 
testee  had  a  majority  of  48  votes,  but  it  was  conceded  that  if  all  the 
votes  cast  for  contestant  had  been  counted  he  would  have  received  a 
large  majority.  Contestant  asked  that  these  votes  be  counted,  and  also 
that  the  returns  of  certain  precincts  be  rejected  for  fraud,  and  only 
votes  proved  aliunde  counted.  Contestee  claimed  that  all  the  ballots 
which  were  rejected  were  properly  rejected,  and  that  many  more 
should  have  l^een  rejected;  that  very  many  votes  were  cast  for  ('"On- 
tastant  bv  unregistered  or  otherwise  disqualified  persons:  and  that 
fraud  hai  been  committed  in  some  precincts  in  the  interest  of  con- 
testant. 

The  rejected  ballots  were  ballots  containing  the  names  of  the  presi- 
dential electors  arranged  with  the  heading  "State  at  large,"  followed 
l)y  2  names,  and  then  the  heading  '•'•  District  electors,"  followed  by  8 
names,  with  the  words  *'lst  district,"  "2d  district,"'  etc.,  before  the 
names.     The  statute  of  Alabama  provided: 

The  ballot  must  Ixi  a  plain  piece  of  white  pai)er,  without  anv  figures,  niarkn, 
ruling,  characters,  or  embellish  men  ts  thereon,  *  *  *  on  which  must  l)e  written 
or  pnnte<l,  or  partly  written  and  partly  printed,  only  the  names  of  the  jx^rsons  for 
whom  the  elect<jr  intends  to  vote,  and  must  designate  the  ottice  for  which  eacrh  per- 
son so  named  is  intended  by  him  to  be  chosen;  and  any  ballot  otherwise  Uian 
described  is  illegal  and  must  be  rejected. 
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These  ballots  were  thrown  out  by  the  election  officers  on  the  ground 
that  the  figures  1st,  2d,  etc.,  were  such  "/?^t/r^"  as  were  prohibited 
by  the  law,  and  rendered  the  ballots  illegal.  This  point  was  substan- 
tially abandoned  by  contestee,  and  was  overruled  by  the  committee. 
If  any  such  literal  construction  of  the  statute  was  to  be  followed  it 
would  be  impossible  to  print  or  write  a  legal  ballot,  for  "marks"  oi* 
'"characters,"  in  the  literal  sense,  must  be  used  in  all  writing  and 
printing.  Contestee,  however,  objected  to  the  ballots  on  the  addi- 
tional grounds  that  the  heading  ''District  electors"  designated  an 
office  unknown  to  the  laws  of  Alabama,  and  that  the  words  ''1st 
district,"  "2d  district,"  etc.,  were  in  violation  of  the  provision  that 
the  ballots  should  contain  onlv  the  names  of  the  candidates  and  the 
offices  to  which  they  were  to  be  chosen.  These  objections  were  not 
mentioned  in  the  majority  report,  but  were  answered  by  Mr.  Ranney 
in  his  "views"  separately  submitted.  The  custom  in  Alabama, 
as  in  other  States,  had  always  been  to  select  electors  from  each  of 
the  districts,  and  two  from  the  State  at  large,  and  there  could  be  no 
wrong  in  designating  the  districts  on  the  ballot.  The  words  "  District 
electors"  might  not  be  a  technically  correct  designation  of  the  officers 
to  l)e  elected,  but  it  expressed  the  intention  of  the  voters.  Whatever 
the  elBFect  of  the  incorrect  designation  might  be  on  the  votes  for  Presi- 
dential electors,  it  was  certainly  not  such  extra  printing  on  the  ballots 
as  was  prohibited  by  the  statute,  and  the  whole  ballot  could  not  be 
thrown  out. 

In  addition  to  these  votes  there  were  three  precincts  where  f  mud 
was  proved.  In  each  of  them  all  the  officers  were  partisans  of  con- 
testee. The  evidence  of  ticket  distributors  and  others  was  introduced, 
tending  to  show  that  very  many  more  votes  were  cast  for  contestant 
than  were  returned  for  him,  and  then  the  individual  votei"s  were  called 
and  testified  to  their  votes.  There  were  also  other  indications  of  fraud, 
and  the  committee  therefore  rejected  the  returns,  and  counted  for  con- 
testant the  votes  proved  by  the  testimony  of  the  voters  to  have  been 
cast  for  him.  This  would  give  contestant  a  majority  of  193  votes, 
.independent  of  the  6.')1  rejected  ballots.  Contestee  sought  to  establish 
a  majority  for  himself  by  having  a  large  number  of  votes  rejected.  He 
asked  that  all  the  ballots  similar  to  the  rejected  ballots  above  described, 
to  the  number  of  some  3,000,  be  rejected.  This  was  overiiiled  on  the 
same  grounds  as  those  given  for  counting  the  rejected  ballots.  He 
also  attacked  many  votes  on  the  ground  of  nonresidence,  minority, 
conviction  of  crime,  etc.,  but  the  committee  found  the  proof  insufficient 
to  sustain  the  charges.  On  the  question  of  nonregistration  the  com- 
mittee held  that  registration  was  not  a  necessary  prerequisite  for  voting 
in  Alabama,  and  that  the  testimony  by  which  contestee  sought  to  estab- 
lish nonregistration  was  in  most  cases  insufficient  to  establish  the  fact. 
The  constitution  of  Alabama  contained  this  provision: 

The  general  assembly  may,  when  necessary,  provide  by  law  for  the  registration  of 
electors  throughout  the  State,  or  in  any  incorporated  city  or  town  thereof,  and  when 
it  in  so  pronded  no  jxjrson  shall  vote  at  any  election  unless  he  shall  have  registered  as 
required  by  law. 

The  majority  of  the  committee  held  that  the  words  ^*when  it  is  so 
provided  meant  that  when  the  legislature  should  provide  that  a  non- 
registered  person  should  not  vote,  he  should  not  vote.  There  was  no 
such  provision  in  the  registry  law.  The  minority  held  that  the  words 
referred  to  ''registration,"  and  that  the  meaning  was  that  when  the 
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legislature  should  have  provided  for  registration,  no  person  should 
vote  who  was  not  registered. 

The  committee,  under  the  findings  above  outlined,  found  that  con- 
testant had  a  majority  of  847  votes  and  recommended  that  he  be  seated. 

Mr.  Ranney,  who  agreed  to  the  conclusions  of  the  majority,  sub- 
mitted a  separate  report.  He  agreed  with  the-  majority  on  the 
question  of  rejected  votes  and,  as  above  noted,  argued  the  question 
somewhat  more  fully  than  the  majority.  On  the  question  of  registra- 
tion, while  the  matter  was  not  free  from  doubt,  he  was  inclined  to 
agree  with  the  minority  that  registration  was  a  necessary'  prerequisite 
for  voting.  But  there  was  no  satisfactory  evidence  that  any  voters 
voted  who  were  not  registered.  The  evidence  consisted  of  certified 
copies  of  the  poll  lists  anTl  what  purpoiled  to  be  copies  of  registry 
lists  on  file  with  the  probate  judges.  Witnesses  were  examined  who 
had  compared  the  lists,  and  filed  lists  of  names  which  they  said  were 
found  on  the  poll  lists  and  not  on  the  registry  lists.  These  witnesses 
testified  very  recklessly  and  an  examination  of  the  lists  showed  that 
very  many  of  the  persons  they  claimed  not  to  have  found  were  regis- 
tered, but  the  names  were  spelled  in  a  slightly  different  way.  The 
copies  of  the  registry  lists  in  evidence,  however,  were  very  imper- 
fect. It  was  oni}'^  necessary  to  be  registered  once,  and  nonregistra- 
tion could  only  be  shown  by  copies  of  all  the  lists  made  since  1875, 
including  the  lists  made  by  the  registrar  on  the  day  of  election  at  the 
polls.  The  copies  presented  were  not  certified  ti)  include  all  thesrf 
lists  and  in  many  cases  it  was  evident  they  did  not.  Re-registration 
was  not  imperative  when  a  voter  moved  from  one  precinct  to  another, 
so  that  even  if  the  voters  were  not  registered  at  the  poll  where  they 
voted  they  might  be  legal  voters.  Some  of  the  lists  had  been  lost, 
all  of  them  were  on  loose  sheets  of  paper,  instead  of  a  book  as  required 
by  law,  and  many  of  them  were  lacking  in  proper  headings.  All  of 
the  copies  in  evidence  lacked  the  required  certification  of  the  election 
officers  and,  as  above  mentioned,  they  were  very  imperfectly  certified 
by  the  probate  judges. 

Mr.  Kanney  therefore  agreed  in  the  conclusion  that  contestant  was 
elected. 

The  minoritv  held  that  contestee  was  elected  by  a  large  majority. 
They  disagreed  with  the  majority  in  their  findings  in  regard  to  many 
of  the  minor  issues,  and  pointed  out  at  very  great  length  the  incon- 
sistencies and  inaccuracies  of  the  maiorit3'^  repoil.  There  were  3,028 
ballots  cast  for  contestant  which  ought  to  be  rejected  because  of  the 
illegal  designation  of  electors  as  ''district  electors,"  and  because  of  the 
words  "First  district,"  ''Second  district,"  etc.,  which  were  additional 
to  the  names  of  the  persons  voted  for  and  the  offices  to  which  they 
were  to  be  chosen.  The  law  of  Alabama  expressly  required  the  electors 
to  be  elected  by  general  ticket,  so  that  there  was  no  such  officer  as  a 
''district  elector"  either  in  strict  law  or  in  fact.  The  law  of  Alabama 
was  unique  in  requiring  ballots  to  contain  nothing  but  the  names  of  the 
candidates  and  offices,  and  in  requiring  all  ballots  differently  printed  to 
be  rejected,  and  the  words  "First  district,"  etc.,  were  therefore  fatal 
to  the  ballot  in  Alabama,  though  in  no  other  State.  There  were  1,294 
of  these  ballots  which  were  illegal  for  the  further  reason  that  the 
name  of  contestant  was  printed  on  them  in  very  large  bold  type,  which 
could  be  easily  read  through  the  back  of  the  ticket.  This  was  a  dis- 
tinguishing mark  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  and  it  appeared  that 
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it  was  in  fact  used  as  such  for  the  purpose  of  intimidating  voters  and 
depriving  them  of  a  secret  ballot.  All  of  these  ballots  should  be 
rejected  and  also  the  ballots  of  all  the  unregistered  voters.  It  was 
proved  that  at  least  1,000  of  the  unregistered  voters  voted  for  con- 
testant. These  should  first  be  deducted  from  his  votes,  and  then  the 
remainder  deducted  from  the  candidates  pro  rata^  according  to  the 
rule  laid  down  by  McCrary. 

The  proof  of  fmud  in  regard  to  the  three  precincts  where  fraud 
was  charged  to  have  been  committed  in  the  interest  of  contestee  was 
wholly  insufficient,  and 'most  of  the  evidence  was  inadmissible  because 
not  certified  b}^  the  magistrate  and  not  reduced  to  writing  in  his  pres- 
ence. There  were  two  precincts  where  fraud  was  plainly  shown  to 
have  been  committed  in  the  interest  of  contestant,  and  the  minority 
rejected  these  precincts.  There  were  also  the  votes  of  nonresidents, 
minors,  convicts,  etc.,  to  be  rejected.  Rejecting  all  these  votes  con- 
testee had  a  majority  of  2,841  votes,  and  the  minority  recommended 
that  he  retain  the  seat. 

The  House,  by  a  vote  of  148  to  3  (140  not  voting),  adopted  the  reso- 
lutions presented  by  the  majority,  and  contestant  was  seated. 

[2  Ells.,  61-163. J' 

(5)    WiTHERSPOON   V*H,    DaVIDSON. 

CoMe  dimnimedf(yr  want  of  prosecution. 

Report  by  Mr.  Ranney. 

There  was  no  notice  of  contest,  answer,  or  testimony  before  the 
committee  in  a  regular  way.  Contestant  made  affidavit  that  he  had 
employed  an  attorne}^  to  conduct  the  contest,  but  that  the  attorney 
had  betrayed  his  trust,  and  refused  to  deliver  to  contestant  or  to  the 
committee  the  notice  of  contest  or  the  answer.  He  further  alleged 
that  he  had  not  taken  testimony  because  of  a  condition  of  intimidation 
in  the  district  which  rendered  it  unsafe  for  witnesses  to  testifv.  Con- 
testee  denied  all  these  charges  and  furnished  the  committee  with 
copies  of  the  notice  of  contest  and  answer.  The  notice  was  too  vague 
to  be  good,  but  there  was  a  "replication"  which  was  more  specific. 

The  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  failure  of  contestant  to 
prosecute  his  case  was  due  to  the  causes  alleged,  but  could  see  no  way 
of  investigating  the  case  further  unless  the  House  chose  to  institute  an 
independent  investigation. 

Contestant  was  permitted  to  withdraw  his  papers  without  prejudice. 

[2  Ells.,  163-171. J 

(6)    BiSBEE   VH.    FlNLEY. 

Fraud;  hallot-hox  stuffing ^  Illegal  votes;  irregidaritles.  Majority 
rejxn't  Jnr  nniteMan  t  ;  m  in<rri  ty  repfvrtfor  am  testee.      Con  testa  n  t  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Ranney;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Beltzhoover. 

According  to  the  returns  as  certified  to  the  secretary  of  state,  con- 
testee received  a  majority  of  1,152  votes.  Contestant  sought  to  over- 
come this  majority  by  having  counted  for  himself  votes  which  were 
offered  for  him  by  legal  voters  and  illegally  rejected;  by  having 
deducted  from  contestee  the  votes  of  a  number  of  foreign-born  electors 
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who  did  not  present  their  naturalization  papers  when  they  voted,  and 
by  having  the  votes  of  a  number  of  precincts  rejected  for  fraud  and 
only  the  votes  proved  aliunde  counted,  or,  where  it  was  possible, 
correcting  the  returns. 

The  committee  added  to  the  vote  of  contestant  the  votes  illegally 
rejected,  and  deducted  from  contestee  the  votes  of  foreign-bom  per- 
sons received  without  the  presentation  of  naturalization  papers.  On 
this  point  the  committee  said: 

It  is  a  fundamental  principle  as  firmly  established  as  any  rule  of  law  that  votes 
must  be  cast  as  the  law  directs,  and  if  the  law  requires  the  voter  to  produce  certain 
specified  evidence  of  that  right  before  he  can  cast  his  vote,  and  he  foils  to  produce 
that  evidence,  such  vote,  if  cast,  is  illegal  and  void.  *  *  *  The  principle  must 
likewise  be  maintained  that  the  production  of  this  evidence  at  the  trial  will  not 
change  the  legal  status  of  the  voter  and  thus  make  these  votes  in  Question  legal 
votes.  Such  a  decision  would  be  at  variance  with  the  well-eatablishea  principle  of 
law  which  forbids  the  making  of  an  act  valid  at  a  subsequent  period  wnich  at  the 
time  of  its  commission  was  void  because  prohibited  by  law.  *  *  *  The  principle 
is  self-evident.  Voting  is  a  single  ad  commanded  to  be  performed  within  a  particular 
time,  on  a  particular  day,  and  m  conformity  with  law;  there  can  not,  therefore,  be 
a  valid  performance  of  the  requirements  of  the  law  at  a  period  subsequent  to  the  day 
on  which  alone  the  law  commanded  the  act  to  be  performed.  The  question  at  issue 
is  not  whether  such  evidence  as  required  by  law  to  establish  their  right  to  vote  could 
have  been  furnished,  but  whether  such  evidence  was  furnished.  If  they  did  not  pro- 
duce it,  the  supreme  law  prohibited  their  voting,  and  an  act  prohibited  by  law  can 
not  be  valid. 

In  Alachua  County  the  returns  of  three  precincts  were  shown  to  be 
fraudulent.  In  each  of  these  precincts  there  were  irregularities  and 
violations  of  the  law,  in  one  case  sufficient  of  themselves  to  cast  strong 
suspicion  on  the  returns.  In  each  precinct,  also,  very  many  more  voters 
testified  that  thev  voted  for  contestant  than  were  returned  for  him. 
The  committee  rejected  the  returns  and  counted  the  votes  proved 
aliunde. 

In  Madison  County  contestant  charged  that  the  ballot  boxes  were 
systematically  stuffed,  thereby  creatine  an  excess  of  ballots  in  the 
boxes.  This  excess  was  drawn  out,  under  the  Florida  law,  before  the 
votes  were  counted,  and  as  the  Republican  and  Democratic  tickets 
could  easily  be  distinguished  by  the  touch,  substantiallj^  all  the  ballots 
drawn  out  were  Republican  ballots,  while  the  ballots  fraudulently 
placed  in  the  boxes  were  Democratic  ballots.  Contestant  proved  these 
lacts,  and  also  the  number  of  votes  drawn  out  in  each  poll.  He  also 
attempted  to  call  the  individual  voters  as  witnesses  to  prove  his  own 
vote,  but  on  the  first  day  he  began  taking  this  sort  of  testimonv  a  riot 
was  started  by  the  friends  of  contestee,  and  one  voter  was  killed.  The 
officer  before  whom  the  testimony  was  being  taken  and  the  attorneys 
for  contestant  were  compelled  to  flee  for  their  lives,  and  though 
contestant  made  several  attempts  to  get  the  testimonv  taken,  the  con- 
dition of  affairs  was  such  that  it  was  impossible,  llnder  these  cir- 
cumstances the  committee  did  not  reject  the  returns,  but  corrected 
them  as  well  as  possible.  Deducting  from  contestee  the  excessive  bal- 
lots evidently  stuffed  into  the  boxes  for  him,  and  adding  to  contestant 
the  ballots  of  which  he  was  deprived  in  drawing  out  the  ballots,  the 
majority  of  contestant  in  the  county  was  increased  from  108  to  436. 

Under  the  laws  of  Florida  no  person  "not  duly  registered  according 
to  law "  had  a  right  to  vote,  in  Brevard  County  tnere  was  no  legal 
registration.  In  some  of  the  precincts  there  was  nothing  purporting 
to  be  a  registry,  and  in  other  precincts  there  were  only  certein  irregular 
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lists  on  loose  sheets  of  paper  instead  of  in  a  "well-bound  book,"  as 
required  by  law.  The  committee  rejected  the  whole  vote  of  this 
county. 

A  return  in  Hamilton  County  was  rejected  because  the  supporters 
of  (^ontestee  furnished  the  colored  voters  with  drink,  and  then  forced 
them  while  intoxicated  to  vote  for  contestee;  because  of  rioting  at  the 
polls  which  the  United  States  marshal  could  not  stop,  and  because  of 
the  fraudulent  reception  of  known  illegal  votes  by  the  election  officers. 
A  return  in  Orange  County  was  rejected  because  not  signed.  Charges 
of  fraud  were  made  against  certain  other  precincts,  but  the  committee 
found  the  evidence  inconclusive.     Counting  the  votes  according  to  the  '^ 

findings  aliove  indicated  contestant  had  a  majority  of  645  votes.  ' 

A  portion  of  the  testimony  of  contestant  was  taken  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  first  forty  days,  asid  some  that  was  taken  during  the  ten 
days  allowed  for  rebuttal  was  claimed  not  to  be  rebuttal  testimony. 
Tlie  (•ommittee  found  that  contestant  had  begun  taking  certain  testi- 
mony a  reasonable  time  before  the  expiration  of  his  time,  but  had  been 
prevented  from  finishing  it  by  long  cross-examinations  on  the  part  of 
contestee,  evidentlj^  maoe  for  the  purpose  of  delay.  After  the  forty 
days  had  expired  contestant  continued  to  take  the  testimony  until  it 
was  finished.  Contestee  could  have  cross-examined  it,  he  had  ample 
opportunity  to  contradict  it,  and  the  taking  of  his  own  testimony  was 
not  interfered  with  because  he  did  not  commence  taking  testimonv 
until  some  time  after  contestant  had  ceased.  The  committee  consia- 
ered  all  this  testimony. 

The  minority  reported  for  contestee.  The  irregularities  at  the 
three  polls  complained  of  in  Alachua  County  were  not  sufficient  to 
vitiate  the  returns  or  show  fraud,  and  the  testimony  of  the  individual 
voters  was  unsatisfactory  on  account  of  their  ignorance.  They  did 
not  know  for  whom  they  had  voted,  and  if  they  did  they  might  not  be 
willing  to  testify  that  they  had  not  voted  their  regular  party  ticket. 
The  weight  of  the  evidence  showed  that  there  was  a  registration  in 
Brevard  County,  and  that  the  lists  were  delivered  to  the  election  offi- 
cers in  all  the  polls  but  one.  There  was  not  sufficient  evidence  to 
justify  counting  the  122  votes  alleged  to  have  been  illegally  rejected 
m  Marion  County. 

It  is  very  plain  that,  having  been  rejected,  under  the  law  they  can  not  be  counted 
unless  each  voter  has  adduced  in  the  contest  the  same  proof  in  every  respect  which 
would  have  entitled  him  to  vote  at  the  polls  on  the  day  of  election. 

This  had  not  been  done.  The  charges  made  against  Nassau  and 
Bradford  counties  were  different  from  those  included  in  the  notice  of 
contest,  and  could  not  be  considered.    In  Orange  County  there  appeared  * 

to  have  been  no  notices  to  take  testimony  served  oh  contestee,  and  the 
testimony  could  not  therefore  be  considered.     In  Madison  County  the 
charge  that  two  precincts  had  been  unlawfully  rejected  by  the  can- 
vassers could  not  be  considered,  because  not  made  in  the  notice  of  con- 
test.    The  strange  proposition  of  contestant  to  '^correct"  the  alleged  | 
fi-audulent  returns  of  this  county  could  not  be  seriously  considered. 
If  the  returns  were  fraudulent,  they  were  not  evidence  of  anything, 
and  must  be  rejected,  which  would  increase  the  majority  of  contestee; 
if  they  were  not  fraudulent,  they  should  be  counted  as  made.     The                   \ 
foreign-born  voters  who  did  not  produce  their  naturalization  certifi-                 ^ 
cates  at  the  polls  must  be  presumed  to  have  been,  nevertheless,  legal                •  | 
voters,  and  under  the  rule  adopted  bj^  the  House  in  the  case  of  Curtin                 * 
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V8.  Yocum  these  votes  could  not  be  rejected  without  proof  of  actual 
disqualification.  All  the  testimony  taken  by  contestent  during  the 
contestee's  time,  or  taken  in  rebuttal  in  counties  where  contestee  had 
taken  no  testimony  and  where  there  was  consequently  nothing  to 
rebut,  ought  to  be  rejected;  but  the  minority  had  examined  most  of  it 
and  found  that  if  considered  it  would  not  alter  the  result. 

The  minority  found  that,  conceding  to  contestant  everything  that  in 
any  possible  view  of  the  (*asc  could  be  claimed  for  him,  contestee  had 
still  a  majority  of  at  least  316  votes,  and  they  recommended  that  he 
retain  the  seat. 

The  House,  by  a  vote  of  141  to  9  (141  not  voting),  adopted  the  reso- 
lutions presented  by  the  majority,  and  Mr.  Bisbce  was  sworn  in. 

[2  Ellis,  172-243.] 

(7)  Cook  vs,  Cutts. 

BJeijal  voteJ<,  Ma/)onty  report  far  contmtmit;  7ninority  report  for 
contestee.      Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Beltzhoover;  first  minority  report  by  Mr. 
Thompson;  second  minority  report  by  Mr.  Ranney. 

According  to  the  returns  as  canvassed  contestee  had  a  majority  of 
101  votes,  but  there  were  two  precincts  rejected  by  a  county  canvass- 
ing board  which  should  have  been  counted.  This  would  reduce  the 
m^ority  of  contestee  to  9  votes. 

Each  party  charged  a  number  of  miscellaneous  illegal  votes,  and  the 
reports  contain  deteiled  discussions  of  the  evidence  in  regard  to  them, 
but  the  principal  issue,  and  the  one  on  which  the  case  turned,  was  the 
charge  that  23  illegal  votas  were  cast  for  contestee  by  colored  laborers 
in  the  Muchikinock  coal  mines  who  had  not  been  in  the  State  six 
months.  It  appears  that  these  coal  mines  had  been  newly  opened,  and 
that  large  numbers  of  negro  laborers  had  been  impoited  from  Virginia 
to  work  them.  The^e  laborers  came  in  several  parties,  the  first  com- 
ing in  March  and  the  last  in  October,  1880.  Tne  chief  controversy 
was  in  regard  to  the  date  of  the  arrival  of  the  third  party,  known  as 
the  ''May  party"  Contt>stant  claimed  that  it  arrived  May  15,  con- 
testee that  it  arrived  May  1.  If  the  date  was  later  than  May  1,  those 
who  came  in  it  would  not  have  acquired  the  six  months  residence  nec- 
essary to  give  them  the  right  to  vote.  From  the  evidence  of  the  man 
who  went  to  Virginia  after  these  laborers,  corroborated  by  the  dates 
of  letters  written  by  him,  and  the  testimony  of  railway  oflBcials,  the 
committee  found  it  to  be  conclusively  shown  that  this  party  arrived 
May  15.  There  were  several  men  who  were  shown  b}'^  the  poll  books 
to  have  voted,  and  who  must  have  come  with  the  May  party.  Major 
Shumate,  the  man  who  brought  them  from  Virginia,  testified  to  this 
fact,  and  on  the  coal  mine  roster  or  pay  roll  the  names  of  these  men 
appeared  for  the  first  time  in  the  accounts  for  the  month  of  May.  A 
number  of  others,  making,  with  those  of  the  May  party,  23  in  all,  were 
shown  to  have  come  with  parties  later  than  the  May  party.  An 
attempt  was  made  to  prove  for  whom  these  voters  voted  by  their  own 
testimony,  but  most  of  them  could  not  be  found  (the  coal  mines  having 
closed)  and  those  who  were  found  refused  to  testify  on  this  point.  But 
it  was  shown  by  circumstantial  evidence  that  they  were  Republicans. 
They  were  brought  to  the  polls  m  wagons  furnished  and  driven  by 
Republicans;  they  were  shouting  for  contestee;  they  were  given  Repub- 
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lican  tickets  b}^  Republicans,  and  went  immediately  to  the  polls  and 
voted.  The  committee  therefore  deducted  all  their  votes  from  con- 
testee,  which  gave  contestant  a  majority.  This  majority  would  be 
increased  by  the  decision  of  the  other  questions  in  the  case,  and  the 
committee  therefore  recommended  resolutions  declaring  contestant 
entitled  to  the  seat. 

A  minority  of  the  committee  reported  for  contestee.  The  evidence 
of  Major  Shumate  was  very  unsatisfactory.  He  was  impeached  by  a 
large  number  of  witnesses,  and  his  testimony  was  based  on  his  memory 
alone.  His  cross-examination  showed  that  he  did  not  have  a  remark- 
able memory,  and  yet  no  one  could  have  truthfully  testified  to  remem- 
bering so  many  facts  in  regard  to  so  manv  different  persons,  with 
whom  he  had  no  intimate  acquaintance,  without  a  most  phenomenal 
memory.  The  roster  of  the  coal  company  was  so  kept  as  not  to  be 
satisfactory  evidence.  It  contained  no  dates,  and  Shumate  himself 
testified  that  he  could  use  it  only  *'by  association."  Instances  were 
shown  in  which  the  names  of  persons  who  came  with  the  earlier  par- 
ties appeared  in  the  book  after  those  of  persons  who  came  with  the 
later  parties. 

It  was  probable  from  all  the  testimony  that  a  party  came  on  May 
15,  but  a  number  of  persons,  said  to  have  come  with  the  May  party, 
testified  positively  that  they  came  on  May  1,  fixing  the  date  in  each 
case  by  some  circumstance  of  known  date,  and  they  were  corroborated 
by  a  number  of  disinterested  witnesses.  There  were  also  other  cir- 
cumstances creating  a  direct  conflict  of  testimony  which  could  only  be 
reconciled  by  the  assumption  that  there  were  two  May  parties,  one  of 
which  came  on  May  1.  But  all  the  voters  objected  to  as  belonging  to 
the  May  party  might  be  held  to  have  voted  illegally  and  their  votes 
be  deducted  from  contestee  (though  the  evidence  that  the}'^  voted  for 
him  was  far  from  satisfactory)  without  overcoming  his  majority.  The 
only  evidence  in  regard  to  the  remainder  of  the  twenty -three,  who  were 
claimed  to  have  come  after  May  15^  was  the  uncorroborated  testimony 
of  Shumate,  and  this,  for  the  reasons  indicated  above,  was  insufficient. 

The  minority  held  that  the  majority  of  contestee  would  be  increased 
by  the  deduction  of  the  miscellaneous  illegal  votes  not  included  in  the 
above  class,  and  recommended  resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected. 

Mr.  Ranney  agreed  with  the  minority  and  discussed  the  same  points 
somewhat  more  elaborately.  His  arguments,  so  far  as  necessary,  are 
included  in  the  above  account. 

The  House,  by  a  vote  of  154  to  81,  adopted  the  resolutions  presented 
by  the  majority  and  contestant  was  sworn  in. 

[2  Ells.,  243-283.] 

(8)  Smith  vs.  Robertson. 
Case  dismissed. 

This  case  was  dismissed  because  of  the  failure  of  contestant  to  take 
testimony  and  prosecute  his  case  according  to  law. 
[2  Ells.,  284.] 

(9)  Anderson  vs.  Reed. 

Bribery;  illegal  votes.  Report  for  contestee;  contestee  retained  the 
sent. 

Report  by  Mr.  Hazelton. 

Contestee  had  a  majority  of  123  votes.  There  was  evidence  that 
one  man  was  bribed  to  vote  the  Republican  ticket,  and  some  evidence 
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tending  to  show  that  six  others  were  bribed,  but  "no  suggestion  or 
intimation  is  made  of  any  complicity,  or  even  knowledge,  on  the  part 
of  the  sitting  member."  Votes  were  alleged  to  have  been  received 
for  contestee  which  should  have  been  rejected  and  rejected  for  contest- 
ant which  should  have  been  received,  but  the  evidence  in  regard  to 
these  was  conflicting.  Each  of  the^e  cases  had  been  passed  on  by  the 
selectmen  of  the  towns,  who  had  much  better  opportunity  than  the 
committee  to  know  all  the  facts,  and  the  committee  did  not  feel 
authorized  to  reverse  their  decision  upon  merely  conflicting  testimony. 
There  was  also  some  testimon}^  in  regard  to  vague  rumors  that  "  men 
would  lose  their  jobs"  if  they  did  not  vote  as  their  superiors  wished, 
but  the  conmiittee  found  that  such  reports  "hardly  constitute  such  an 
overthrow  of  men's  wills  and  determinations  as  can  be  taken  notice  of 
by  the  law." 

The  committee  unanimously  reported  in  favor  of  contestee,  and  the 
House  agreed  without  division. 

[2  Ells.,  284r-286.] 

(10)  Buchanan  vs.  Manning. 

Fraud;  intimidation;  illegal  rejectimi  of  votes;  consfpiracy. 
Majority  report  for  c&titestee;  minority  repa>*t  to  vacate  seat.  Con- 
testee  retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Calkins;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Thompson. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  plurality  of  5,269  votes. 
Contestant  charged  a  general  conspiracy  to  carry  the  election  by  fraud, 
and  that,  as  a  result  of  this  conspiracy,  the  Republican  party  was 
refused  representation  on  election  and  canvassing  ooards,  or  illiterate 
Republicans  were  appointed  in  pretended  compliance  with  the  law; 
polling  places  were  removed  to  remote  and  inaccessible  places  without 
notice;  qualified  voters  were  refused  registration,  or,  being  registered, 
were  refused  the  right  to  vote;  United  States  supervisors  were 
excluded  from  the  polls;  ballot  boxes  were  stuffed,  and  voters  were 
intimidated  by  threats  and  violefiee.  All  these  allegations  were  very 
vaguely  and  generally  made  in  the  notice  of  contest,  there  being  no 
specification  of  the  particular  precincts  where  the  frauds  occurred,  of 
the  number  of  votes  affected,  or  the  persons  by  whom  the  frauds  were 
committed,  or  any  allegation  that  the  result  of  the  whole  election  was 
changed  by  these  frauds.  The  committee  found  that  all  the  allega- 
tions were  cle^irly  insufficient  under  the  law. 

We  prefer,  however,  not  to  rest  our  decision  of  this  case  upon  the  sufficiency  of 
the  pleadings,  for  if  the  testimony  taken  in  the  case  develops  the  fact  that  the  sit- 
ting nienil)er  was  not  elected,  it  would  be  our  duty  to  so  report,  although  the  con- 
testant might  not  be  entitled  to  his  seat,  having  failed  to  comply  with  the  law  with 
respect  to  the  sufficiency  of  his  notice. 

The  committee  gave  an  abstract  of  the  testimony  of  the  United  States 
supervisors  in  the  various  precincts,  showing  instances  of  all  the 
classes  of  wrong  complained  pf .  These  supervisors,  from  their  posi- 
tions, must  have  known  and  been  able  to  testify  to  all  the  frauds 
committed.  Whenever  it  appeared  that  the  supervisors  were  excluded 
from  the  polls  or  the  count,  or  that  the  ballot  box  was  stuffed,  or 
violence  and  intimidation  resorted  to  to  control  the  election,  the  com- 
mittee rejected  the  polls.  Eight  boxes  were  thus  rejected,  making  a 
net  reduction  of  about  500  votes  in  the  majority  of  contestee.  It  was 
charged  that  these  frauds  were  parts  of  a  general  conspiracy,  but  th*^ 
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committee  found  the  evidence  too  vague  and  inferential  to  establish 
this  fact. 

Your  committee  have  not  hesitated  to  recommend  to  the  House  the  throwing  out 
of  all  the  boxes  where  frauds,  intimidation,  or  hallot-box  stuffing  have  been  proven, 
but  it  would  be  unsafe  to  assume  from  the  testimony  in  this  case  that  other  frauds 
had  been  committed  by  the  election  officers,  not  specifically  shown  or  proven  in  any 
tangible  or  definite  manner. 

It  was  evident  that  contestant  had  been  deprived  of  votes  by  the 
arbitrary  refusal  of  registry  to  qualified  voters  and  by  the  unauthorized 
changes  of  polling  places  just  before  the  election,  but  there  was  no 
specific  evidence  on  which  deductions  could  be  made.  The  appoint- 
ment of  illiterate  persons  to  represent  contestant's  party  was  strongly 
condemned,  and  if  it  were  not  for  the  counteiucting  effect  of  the  United 
States  supervisors  law  the  committee  would  have  been  -inclined  to 
apply  some  corrective.  The  refusal  of  representation  on  the  various 
boards  to  contestant's  party  might  be  a  fact  forming  a  link  in  a  chain 
of  evidence  to  show  conspiracy,  but  the  evidence  in  this  case  did  not 
establish  such  a  conspiracy. 

The  majority  (Messrs.  Calkins,  Hazelton,  Wait,  Miller,  Beltzhoover, 
Alberton,  Moulton,  and  Davis)  finding  that  contestee's  returned 
majority  was  not  overcome  by  the  evidence,  recommended  that  '^con- 
testant have  leave  to  withdraw  his  papers  without  prejudice." 

A  minority  favored  declaring  the  election  void.  (The  minority 
report  was  signed  by  the  remaining  7  members  of  the  committee, 
when  the  case  was  voted  on  in  the  committee  a  majority  of  the  mem- 
bers present  voted  for  the  resolution  to  declare  the  seat  vacant,  but 
a  majoritj'^  of  the  whole  committee  signed  the  report  for  contestee.) 

The  conclusions  of  the  minority  were  largely  nased  on  the  proof  of 
conspiracy.  It  was  shown  by  the  census  that  there  was  a  majority  of 
some  2,600  colored  voters  in  the  district.  At  this  election  the  colored 
voters  were  practically  solid  for  contestant,  while  the  white  voters 
were  divided  between  contestee  and  the  Greenback  candidate.  The 
party  of  contestee  was  in  a  minority  in  the  district  of  some  5,000 
or  6,000  votes.  The  fact  that  under  such  circumstances  contestee  was 
returned  as  receiving  a  majority  of  5,259  votes  ''at  once  throws  suspi- 
cion on  the  fairness  of  the  count,  and  when  the  whole  of  the  election 
machinery  was  in  the  hands  of  contestee's  friends  the  burden  of  show- 
ing the  fairness  of  the  count  should  be  upon  him  when  a  reasonable 
doubt  of  fairness  has  been  established  by  the  proof:" 

On  the  evidence  in  this  case  the  minority  found  the  following  indi- 
cations of  fraudulent  conspiracy: 

(1)  The  action  of  the  governor  and  State  board;  their  refusal  to  allow  the  opposi- 
tion party  to  name  any  of  the  election  commissioners;  (2)  the  same  action  on  the 
part  of  the  county  commissioners  in  ap{x>inting  the  precinct  in8i)ectors;  (3)  the 
appointment  of  corrupt  and  illiterate  officers;  (4)  the  systematic  adjournments  of 
the  election  without  sufficient  cause;  (5)  the  premature  (dosing  of  the  registration 
books  and  refusal  to  register  Republican  voters,  the  erasing  of  names  of  Republittan 
voters  already  r^:ister^,  and  tne  foigery  of  poll  books;  (6)  the  failure  to  operUy 
count  the  vote  at  the  closing  of  the  polls;  (7)  the  changing  of  polling  places;  (8) 
the  abandonment  of  ballot  boxes  during  adjournment,  and  of  their  carrying  off  to 
private  houses  during  adjournment;  the  interference  with  and  exclusion  of  United 
States  supervisors;  (9)  the  fact  that  these  practices  were  in  counties  having  large 
Republican  majorities  are  conclusive  evidence  of  a  conspira<*y  to  defraud. 

The  specific  proof  of  fraud  or  suspicious  circumstances  in  the  con- 
duct or  appointment  of  election  officers  required  the  rejection  of 
the  votes  oi  thirty-four  precinct^j,  casting  an  aggregate  vote  of  11,715, 
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and  there  were  strong  reasons  for  the  rejection  of  manj  other  precincts 
and  one  whole  county.  This  was  sufficient  to  set  aside  the  election; 
and — 

there  being  a  conspiracy  to  defraud,  there  being  proof  of  fraud  at  a  number  of 
precincts,  and  the  illiterate  insi^tors  leaving  the  door  open  to  unlimited  fraud, 
and  there  being  no  proof  by  contestee  of  good  faith  in  the  election,  it  must  he  set 
aside. 

The  minority  therefore  recommended  resolutions  declaring  neither 
party  elected. 

The  House  agreed  without  division  to  the  resolution  presented  by 
the  majority,  and  contestee  retained  the  seat. 

[2  EUs.,  287-338.] 

(11)  Lynch  vs.  Chalmers. 

Fra/ud^  irregvlarities^  disti/nguishing  marks.  Majority  report  fcn^ 
contestant;  minority  report  for  contestee.     Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Calkins;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Atherton. 

Contestant  received  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast,  but  contestee 
received  a  majority  according  to  the  returns  of  the  county  commis- 
sioners. This  difference  was  brought  about  by  the  action  of  the  county 
commissioners  in  throwing  out  a  large  number  of  precincts  for  various 
irregularities  and  a  large  number  of  ballots  cast  m  other  precincts  on 
the  ground  that  thev  were  marked  in  violation  of  the  statute.  Con- 
testant asked  that  all  these  votes  be  restored  to  him,  and  also  attacked 
a  number  of  precincts  for  fraud.  The  committee  found  fraud  in  one 
precinct  where  its  existence  does  not  seem  to  have  been  seriously 
denied,  but  otherwise  the  case  was  decided  without  reference  to  the 
charges  of  fraud. 

There  had  been  some  preliminary  proceedings  in  the  courts  of  Mis- 
sissippi aflfecting  this  case.  The  district  attorney  of  Tunica  County 
applied  to  the  circuit  court  of  that  county  for  a  writ  of  mandamuH  to 
compel  the  election  commissioners  to  reassemble  and  reject  506  ballots 
which  had  been  counted  for  contestant,  and  which  were  claimed  to 
have  contained  illegal  distinguishing  marks.  The  marks  complained 
of  on  these  ballots,  and  all  the  other  ballots  in  question  in  this  case, 
were  printer's  dashes  (made  thus: o ,  or  thus:  ),  separa- 
ting the  names  of  the  candidates  for  President  and  Vice-President 
from  those  of  the  candidates  for  Presidential  electors,  and  these  from 
the  name  of  the  candidate  for  Congress.  The  supreme  court  of  the 
State,  on  appeal  from  the  circuit  court,  refused  to  grant  the  writ  of 
rrvandairms^  on  the  ground  that  the  election  commissioners  were  func- 
tus officio  and  could  not  be  compelled  to  reassemble,  but  also  decided 
that  the  election  commissioners  had  authority  to  reject  illegal  ballots, 
and  that  the  ballots  in  question  were  illegal.  If  this  should  be  taken 
as  a  decision  of  the  question  binding  on  Congress  it  would  be  decisive 
of  the  case  in  favor  of  contestee,  as  a  majority  could  not  be  shown 
for  contestant  without  counting  these  ballots.  It  was  strongly  con- 
tended that  a  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  a  State,  construing  a 
State  statute,  was  binding  on  Congress,  but  the  committee  held  that 
this  was  too  broad  an  assertion.  The  committee  discussed  this  ques- 
tion as  follows: 

"  It  is  true  that  where  a  decision  or  line  of  decisions  has  been  made  by  the  judici- 
ary of  the  States,  and  those  decisions  have  become  a  *  rule  of  property,*  the  Federal 
jadiciary  will  follow  them.    Not  to  do  so  would  continually  place  titles  to  property 
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in  jeopardy,  and  disturb  all  business  transactions.  *  *  *  There  is  still  another 
reason  why  Congress  should  not  be  bound  by  the  decisions  of  State  tribunals  with 
regard  to  election  laws,  unless  such  decisions  are  founded  upon  sound  principles,  and 
comport  with  reason  and  justice,  which  does  not  apply  to  the  Federal  judiciary,  and 
it  is  this:  Everv  State  election  law^  is  bv  the  Constitution  made  a  Federal  law  where 
Congress  has  failed  to  enact  laws  on  the  subject,  and  is  adopted  by  Congress  for  the 

Eurpose  of  the  election  of  its  own  members.  To  say  that  Congress  shall  be  absolutely 
ound  by  State  adjudications  on  the  subject  of  the  election  of  its  own  members  is 
subversive  of  the  constitutional  provision  that  each  House  shall  be  the  judpe  of  the 
election,  qualifications,  and  returns  of  its  own  members,  and  is  likewise  inimical  to 
the  soundest  principles  of  national  unity.  We  can  not  safely  say  that  it  is  simply  the 
duty  of  this  House  to  register  the  decrees  of  State  officials  relative  to  the  election  of 
its  own  members.  The  foundation  of  this  contention  is  that  if  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  fails  to  enact  election  laws,  and  makes  use  of  State  laws  for  its  pur- 
poses, it  adopts  not  only  the  laws  thus  enacted  but  the  judicial  construction  of  them 
Dy  the  State  courts  as  well.  We  do  not  agree  that  this  is  the  rule  except  as  it  may 
apply  to  a  *  positive  statute  of  the  State,  and  the  construction  thereof,  adopted  by 
the  local  tribunals,  and  to  rights  and  titles  to  things  having  a  permanent  locality, 
such  as  the  rights  and  titles  to  real  estate,  and  other  matters  immovable  and  intra- 
territorial  in  their  nature  and  character.'  (Swift r«.  Tyson,  16  Peters,  1-18.)  As  to 
matters  not  local  in  their  nature,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  uni- 
formly held  that  the  decisions  of  the  State  courts  were  not  binding  upon  it. 

Election  laws  are,  or  may  become,  vital  to  the  existence  and  stability  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  and  to  hold  it  must  shut  itself  up  in  the  narrow  limits  of  investi- 
gating solely  the  question  as  to  whether  an  election  has  been  conducted  acconiing  to 
State  laws  as  interpreted  bv  its  ow^n  judiciary  would  be  to  yiel<l  at  least  a  part  of  that 
prerogative  conferred  by  the  Constitution  exclusively  on  the  House  itself. 

It  may  be  stated  generally  that  the  House  of  Representatives  will,  as  a  general  rule, 
follow  the  interpretation  given  to  a  State  law  regulating  a  Congressional  election  by 
the  supreme  court  of  a  State,  where  decisions  have  been  continued  and  uniform  in 
such  a  way  and  for  such  time  as  to  become  the  fixed  and  settled  law  of  a  State.  The 
processes  of  determining  ,the  election  and  all  questions  relating  to  the  honesty  and 
bona  fides  of  ascertaining  who  received  the  highest  number  of  legal  votes  must  of 
necessity  forever  reside  exclusively  in  the  House. 

Where  decisions  have  been  made  for  a  sufiicient  length  ^f  time  by  State  tribunals 
construing  election  laws  so  that  it  may  be  presume<i  that  the  people  of  the  State  knew 
what  such  interpretations  were  would  furnish  another  eood  reason  why  Congress 
should  adopt  them  in  Congressional  election  cases.  But  this  reason  would  be  of  Tittle 
weight  when  the  election  had  been  held  in  good  faith  before  such  judicial  construc- 
tion had  been  made,  and  where  there  was  a  conflict  of  opinion  respecting  the  true 
interpretation  of  a  statute  for  the  first  time  on  trial.    *    *    ♦ 

It  need,  however,  hartily  be  added  that  a  line  of  carefully  considered  cases  in  the 
States,  in  which  such  courts  have  undoubted  jurisdiction,  so  far  as  they  would  apply 
in  principle,  would  go  a  long  way  toward  settling  a  disputed  point  of  construction  in 
any  State  election  law.  In  fact,  it  may  he  said  that  it  woula  probably  be  the  duty 
of  Congress  to  follow  the  settled  doctrine  thus  established. 

Still  another  reason  why  the  House  should  feel  free  to  disregard  this 
decision  was  that  on  the  points  at  issue  before  the  House  it  was,  strictly 
speaking,  a  mere  ohlter  dictum.  These  points  were  not  necessarily 
involved  in  the  decision  of  the  case,  and  the  court  expressly  disclaimed 
jurisdiction  of  them.  The  whole  case  could  have  been  decided  upon 
the  ground  that  the  election  commissioners  were  fundus  officio^  and 
the  decision  was  in  fact  controlled  by  this  point.  The  otter  points 
were  decided  at  the  request  of  the  Attorney-Geneml,  and  because  he 
stated  that  they  were  of  public  importance. 

In  this  case  the  committee  felt  compelled  to  disagree  with  the  court. 
The  marks  alleged  to  be  distinguishing  marks  were  mere  printers' 
dashes,  such  as  are  known  among  printers  and  given  in  \\ebster'3 
Dictionary  as  punctuation  marks.  The  statute  of  which  they  were 
claimed  to  be  in  violation  was: 

All  ballots  shall  be  *  *  *  without  anv  device  or  mark  by  which  one  ticket 
may  be  known  or  distinguished  from  another,  except  the  words  at  the  head  of  the 
ticket;  *  *  *  au<l  a  ticket  different  from  that  herein  prescribed  shall  not  be 
received  or  counted. 
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Under  such  a  statute  it  might  be  that  printers'  dashes  or  other 
punctuation  marks,  or  even  the  type  in  the  body  of  the  ticket  or  the 
arrangement  of  the  words  at  the  head,  could  be  used  as  ''marks  or 
devices,"  but  the  extreme  limit  to  which  the  law  could  be  applied  in 
such  cases  would  be  to  inquire — 

In  the  use  of  these  appliances,  which  are  ordinarily  used  in  printing,  were  they  so 
arranged  as  that  they  became  ** marks  and  devices,*'  and  were  they  so  used  and 
arranged  for  that  purpose?  And,  secondly,  was  the  unusual  manner  of  their  being 
uned  such  as  might  or  ought  to  put  a  reasonably  pnident  man  on  his  guard? 

No  case  which  the  committee  could  find  went  even  so  far  as  this. 
In  this  case  the  committee  found,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  these  dashes 
were  not  intended  or  used  for  the  purpose  of  distinguishing  the  ballots; 
that  contestant  had  been  assured  that  his  tickets  would  be  printed  in 
entire  compliance  with  the  law,  and  that  these  dashes  were  not  noticed 
until  the  (lay  of  the  election,  after  the  tickets  were  distributed,  and 
then  it  was  strenuously  contended  that  the  ballots  were  legal.  Similar 
ballots  had  been  used  by  the  opposite  party  in  other  parts  of  the  State 
without  complaint. 

The  committee  restored  to  the  vote  of  contestant  all  the  ])allots 
which  had  been  thrown  out  on  this  ground.  They  also  added  to  the 
votes  of  both  parties  the  votes  cast  at  a  number  of  rejected  polls, 
where  the  irregularities  were  immaterial  or  cured  by  evidence.  This 
included  two  precincts  in  Bolivar  and  three  in  Issaquena  County,  which 
will  be  further  noticed  in  connection  with  the  minority  report.  Adding 
all  these  votes  and  counting  the  vote  of  one  precinct  where  fraud  was 
proved  according  to  thte  proof  instead  of  according  to  the  returns,  con- 
testant was  shown  to  have  a  majority  of  385  votes,  and  the  committee 
recommended  that  he  be  seated.  There  were  other  issues  in  the  case 
which,  if  decided  for  contestant,  would  largely  increase  his  majority, 
and  some  of  the  committee  seem  to  have  agreed  with  contestant  on 
these  points,  but  they  were  not  decided  by  the  committee.  All  the 
members  of  the  committee  signing  the  majority  report  (all  the  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  but  three)  agreed  on  all  the  points  above  outlined. 

A  minorit}'  of  the  committee  (Messrs.  Atherton,  Moulton,  and  Davis) 
reported  for  contestee.  The  count  of  votes  as  made  by  the  majority 
included  at  legist  three  untenable  decisions,  the  reversal  of  any  one  of 
which  would  give  thi  majority  to  contestee.  The  majority  counted 
three  rejected  precincts  in  Issaquena  County  on  the  certificate  of  the 
election  commissioners  as  to  the  number  of  votes  shown  by  the  rejecU*d 
returns,  and  the  certificate  of  the  chancery  clerk  of  the  county  to  a 
copy  of  the  original  precinct  returns  in  his  office.  The  certifi(^ate  of 
the  commissioners  alone  was  not  claimed  to  be  evidence  of  the  vote, 
and  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the  chancery  court  certainly  was  not, 
for  no  law  could  be  found  requiring  these  returns  to  be  preserved  as 
records  in  his  oflice  or  anvwhere  else.  The  fact  that  these  two  certifi- 
cates  agreed  as  to  the  vote  could  give  them  no  validity  or  force  not  pos- 
sessed by  each  one  separatel}-.  In  Bolivar  County  two  precincts  were 
lejected  by  the  commissioners  because  the  returns  were  not  certified. 
This  was  a  sufficient  ground  for  their  rejection,  and  it  was  not  cured 
by  an}'  evidence.  The  mere  fact  that  the  county  commissioners  cer- 
tified to  the  rejection  of  these  precincts  and  stated  in  their  certificate 
the  number  of  vote»  shown  for  each  party  by  the  rejected  returns  did 
not  cure  the  defect. 

If  these  precincts  were  not  included,  contestant's  claimed  majority 
of  385  votes  would  disappear,  and  contestee  would  have  a  majority  of 
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690  votes.  But  the  minority  elainied  also  that  all  the  marked  ballots 
were  properl}"  rejected,  and  if  they  were  not  counted  contestee  had  a 
large  majority  without  reference  to  any  other  question.  The  decision 
of  the  supreme  court  of  Mississippi  construing  the  election  law  of  the 
State  was,  under  all  the  decisions  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court 
and  of  the  Committee  on  Elections,  binding  on  the  House.  The  court 
clearly  had  iurisdi(*tion  of  the  case  in  whicn  the  decision  was  rendered, 
and  its  opinion  on  the  point  in  issue  in  this  case  was  not  in  any  sense 
obiter  dictum. 

An  oh'der  diclnm  is  an  expression  of  opinion  by  way  of  argument  or  illustration, 
and  rendered  without  due  consideration  as  to  its  full  bearing  and  effect. 

This  was  nothing  of  the  sort.  The  questions  presented  to  the  court 
for  decision  were  three;  (1^  Have  the  election  commissioners  authority 
to  reject  illegal  ballots?  (2)  Were  these  ballots  illegal?  (3^  Can  the 
commissioners  be  reconvened  for  the  purpose  of  rejecting  tnem?  A 
negative  decision  of  the  first  question  would  have  rendered  unneces- 
sar}'  any  decision  of  the  other  two.  The  first  and  second  questions 
being  decided  in  the  affirmative,  a  decision  of  the  third  question  was 
ne<H>ssary,  and  it  being  decided  in  the  negative  the  decision  of  the  first 
two  questions  was  no  longer  material,  but  if  it  had  been  decided  in  the 
aflirmative  a  decision  of  them  would  have  been  very  material.  Under 
such  a  state  of  facts  it  would  be  impossible  to  say  that  the  opinion  of 
the  court  on  any  of  the  three  issues  presented  was  in  any  sense  obiter 
diet  urn. 

The  minority  quoted  numerous  precedents  to  show  that  decisions 
of  State  courts  on  the  construction  of  State  statutes  had  alwavs  been 
held  to  be  binding  on  Congress,  and  also  numerous  authorities  to  show 
that  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  Mississippi  was  right  in 
principle.  The  minority  recommended  l^solutions  declaring  contestee 
elected.  The  House,  by  a  vote  of  124  to  84,  agreed  to  the  resolutions 
presented  by  the  majoritv,  and  contestant  was  sworn  in. 

[2  Ells.,  338-380.] 

(12)  Sessin(;iiaus  rs.  Frost. 

IUeg(d  drihing  of  names  from,  registry  list  4ind  rejection  of  votes. 
Majimty  repitrt  for  contestant;  minority  report  f/t*  cmitestee.  Con- 
testant seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Miller;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Moulton. 

Accoi'ding  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  plurality  of  197  votes. 
Contestant  claimed  that  he  was  deprived  of  more  than  that  number  of 
votes  by  the  illegal  action  of  registration  and  election  officers,  and 
especially  of  the  board  of  revision  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis.  The  case 
involved  the  question  both  of  the  validity  and  construction  of  the 
registration  laws  and  of  the  manner  of  their  execution.  The  committee 
found  that  the  registration  law  of  St.  Louis  was  invalid;  that  neither 
it  nor  any  State  law  made  registration  an  imperative  prerequisite  or 
qualification  for  voting,  and  that  the  action  of  the  board  of  revision 
was  so  unfair  and  fraudulent  as  to  be  void  even  if  it  had  been  author- 
ized by  law.  Under  the  constitution  of  Missouri  the  legislature  was 
to  provide  for  registration  in  all  cities  of  over  100,000  inhabitants  and 
might  provide  for  it  in  cities  of  over  25,000  inhabitants.  The  legisla- 
ture was  also  to  provide  general  laws  for  the  organization  and  classi- 
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fication  of  cities  and  towns,  and  means  whereby  cities  and  towns  exist- 
ing under  special  charters  might  become  subject  to  these  general  laws. 
The  legislature  had  passed  laws  providing  for  the  organization  of  cities 
of  over  100,000  inhabitants,  to  be  known  as  cities  of  the  first  class, 
and  providing  a  method  by  which  such  cities  might  bring  themselves 
under  these  laws.  The  city  of  St.  Louis  had  not  chosen  to  take  advan- 
tage of  these  provisions  and  continued  its  old  organization  under  a 
special  charter.  The  only  registration  law  passed  by  the  legislature 
applicable  to  St.  Louis  was  a  statute  providing  that  in  cities  of  100,000 
inhabitants  or  over,  no  person  should  be  deprived  of  the  right  of  voting 
by  reason  of  having  failed  to  register,  but  that  all  such  persons  offer- 
ing to  vote  should  be  registered  on  the  day  of  election  at  the  polls  by 
a  special  registering  officer.  The  registration  laws  under  which  elec- 
tions were  held  in  the  city  of  St.  Louis  were  city  ordinances  passed  by 
the  municipal  assembly,  and  differed  somewhat  both  from  the  charter 
of  the  city  and  from  the  general  law.  The  charter  of  the  city,  adopted 
in  pursuance  of  the  constitution,  provided  for  registration,  but  it  had 
never  been  ratified  or  in  any  way  acted  on  by  the  legislature  of  the 
State.  Among  the  provisions  of  the  ordinance  was  one  providing  for 
a  board  of  revision,  who  were  to  meet  twenty  days  before  each  election 
and  sit  for  not  exceeding  ten  days — 

for  the  purpose  of  examining  the  registration  and  making  and  noting  corrections 
therein  as  may  be  rendered  necessary  by  their  knowledge  of  errors  committed,  or  by 
coHii)etent  testimony  heard  before  the  y)oard.  *  *  *  They  shall  strike  from  the 
registration,  by  a  majority  vote,  names  of  persons  who  have  removed  from  the  elec- 
tion dii^trict  for  which  they  registered,  or  who  have  died,  and  shall  note  the  fact 
opposite  the  name  of  any  person  charged  with  having  restored  in  a  wrong  name,  or 
who,  for  any  reason,  is  not  entitled  to  registration  imder  the  provisions  of  this  ordi- 
nance, which  person  shall  be  challenged  bv  the  judees  of  election  when  presenting 
himself  to  vote,  and  rejected  unless  he  satisfy  said  judges  that  he  was  entitled  to  reg- 
ister. *  *  *  Their  proceedings  shall  be  printed  daily  in  the  paper  doing  the 
city  printing. 

The  charter  of  the  city  did  not  make  registration  an  essential  pre- 
requisite to  voting,  and  if  it  had  it  would  have  been  unconstitutional 
in  that  it  would  have  provided  an  additional  qualification  for  voting 
not  prescribed  by  the  Constitution.  But  the  ordinance  instead  of  the 
charter  of  the  city  had  been  followed  in  the  matter  of  the  board  of 
revision,  and  the  committee  held  that  this  ordinance  was  invalid. 

The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  having  declared  that  the  legislatures  of  the 
several  States  shall  provide  for  choosing  members  of  Congress,  and  the  constitution 
of  Missouri  having  authorized  the  general  assembly,  and  that  alone,  to  enact  a  regis- 
tration law,  we  hold  that  the  above  ordinance  has  no  binding  force  or  effect  and  is 
invalid. 

The  quotations  from  the  so-called  ^'revised  statutes"  of  Missouri, 
made  by  the  minority,  apparently  ratifying  and  adopting  the  provi- 
sions of  this  ordinance,  were  sections  inserted  by  the  committee 
appointed  b\^  the  legislature  in  1879  to  revise  the  statutes,  and  they  had 
not  yet  been  ratified  or  approved  by  the  legislature. 

But  even  if  the  ordinance  were  valid  it  would  be  necessarv  to  add  to 
the  vote  of  contestant  the  votes  of  155  persons  who  testified  that  they 
were  Qualified  electors  and  had  been  duly  registered,  and  that  they 
offered  to  vote  for  contestant,  but  were  refused  because  their  names 
were  not  on  the  list  as  revised.  The  manner  in  which  the  revision  of 
the  registry  was  made  was  grossly  unfair  and  in  violation  of  the  ordi- 
nance.    Instead  of  striking  off  names  from  their  own  knowledge  or 
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testimony  presented  by  a  majority  vote,  the  board  of  revision  adopted 
a  resolution  at  the  outset  of  their  proceedings  providing  that— 

When  a  member  of  the  board  of  revision  presents  a  list  of  persons  iound  on  the 
list  furnished  him  by  the  recorder  of  voters  with  dead,  removed,  not  foond,  vacant 
house,  duplicate,  not  a  citizen,  or  any  other  word  or  phrase  to  indicate  that  the  per- 
son is  not  entitled  to  vote,  his  name  being  on  the  books  of  the  recorder,  the  board 
of  revision  shall  take  immediate  action  on  such  names  and  instruct  the  recorder  of 
voters  to  erase  such  names  from  the  registered  list  of  voters  in  his  office. 

Under  this  resolution  the  member  from  each  ward  made  or  had  made 
a  list  of  pei'sons  claimed  to  be  not  entitled  to  registry,  and  the  boai-d, 
without  even  reading  the  names,  instructed  the  erasure  of  all  such 
names.  In  this  way,  in  a  session  of  one  or  two  hours  a  da^-  for  eight 
days,  the  board  struck  off  over  12,000  names  in  a  registration  of  about 
60,000.  Twenty-four  of  the  28  members  of  the  board  were  Demo- 
crats and  many  of  them  had  their  lists  prepared  by  unsworn  outsiders 
sent  out  by  the  Democratic  committee.  One  of  these  outsiders  testi- 
fied to  fraudulent  and  partisan  action  in  putting  down  the  names  only 
of  known  Republicans.  Names  were  struck  from  the  list  not  only  on 
the  ground  that  the  persons  had  died  or  removed,  but  also  on  the 
grounds  that  they  were  not  citizens  or  were  for  other  reasons  not  enti- 
tled to  vote,  though  in  these  cases  the  ordinance  merely  provided  that 
the  objections  should  be  written  after  the  names  and  the  v^otors  chal- 
lenged by  the  officers  of  election  and  required  to  prove  their  right. 
Under  all  these  circumstances,  the  committee  held  that  the  whole  action 
of  the  board  of  revision  was  vitiated  by  both  illegality  and  fraud. 
Inasmuch  as  the  judges  of  election  had  no  discretion  as  to  rejecting 
the  votes  of  persons  whose  names  had  been  ei^ased  by  the  board  of 
revision,  thev  were  on  this  point  not  judges  of  election.  The  duties 
of  judges  of  election  had  already  been  performed  b}^  the  board  of 
revision,  and  as  the  156  persons  whose  testimony'  was  taken  had  been 
in  fact  rejected  by  that  ooard,  and  as  they  had  done  everything  the 
law  required  of  them  to  entitle  them  to  vote,  the  committee  counted 
their  votes  for  contestant,  for  whom  they  offered  to  vote. 

The  committee  also  counted  the  votes  of  35  persons  who  were  regis- 
tered but  whose  votes  were  rejected  on  various  trivial  grounds,  of  8 
persons  who  registered  at  the  polls  under  the  law  but  were  not  per- 
mitted to  vote,  and  of  86  persons  who  offered  so  to  register  but  were 
refused.  Adding  these  and  a  few  ballots  thrown  out  for  slight  irreg- 
ularities and  correcting  one  small  clerical  error,  contestant  was  shown 
to  have  a  majority  of  172  votes,  and  the  committee  recommended  that 
he  be  seated. 

The  committee  quoted  some  of  the  testimony  in  regard  to  the  alleged 
tampering  with  the  testimony  by  one  of  the  counsel  for  contestant  and 
found  that  there  was  '*not  the  slightest  ground  for  the  allegation." 

The  minority  reported  for  contestee.  A  motion  had  been  made,  and 
should  have  been  granted,  to  suppress  all  the  testimony  of  contestant 
on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  altered  and  tampered  with  by  one  of 
his  attorneys.  From  the  evidence  it  appeared  that  the  evidence  had 
been  put  into  the  hands  of  this  attorney  as  fast  as  transcribed,  and  that 
while  going  over  it  and  gathering  materials  for  his  brief  he  had  made 
marginal  suggestions  in  pencil,  chiefly  in  regard  to  the  spelling  of 
proper  names.     The  stenographer  testified  that  he  had  caretully  com- 

Eared  all  the  testimony  with  nis  notes  just  before  forwarding  it  and 
ad  followed  his  notes  rather  than  the  marginal  suggestions,  except  in 
the  matter  of  the  spelling  of  proper  names,  on  which  he  coula  not 
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trust  his  notes.  In  one  case  he  found  that  the  attorney  had  erased 
some  profane  language  which  it  had  been  expressly  agreed  should  be 
retained.  The  conunittee  had  wished  to  investigate  this  whole  ques- 
tion and  had  called  the  stenographer  before  it,  but  he  testified  that  he 
had  destroyed  his  notes.  The  minority  could  attach  no  confidence  to 
the  integrity  of  depositions  which  had  been  manipulated  in  this  way, 
and  thought  the  motion  to  suppress  should  be  granted. 

Waiving  this  point,  the  minority  could  not  see  on  what  ground  the 
155  rejected  votes  could  be  counted.  The  charge  that  the  board  of 
revision  acted  fraudulently  was  not  sustained;  on  the  contrary,  it 
appeai*ed  that  its  members  were  men  of  high  character  and  integrity. 
The  proceedings  of  the  board  were  not  in  violation  of  the  law  under 
whicn  they  acSed;  their  action  in  accepting  the  knowledge  of  any 
member  of  the  board  as  the  knowledge  or  the  board  was  only  an  appli- 
cation of  the  familiar  principle  of  the  use  of  committees,  and  tnere 
was  nothing  expressed  or  implied  in  the  law  prohibiting  the  members 
of  the  board  from  securing  assistants  to  aid  in  procuring  information. 
The  testimony  of  the  one  witness  relied  on  to  show  that  these  assist- 
ants acted  fraudulently  broke  down  on  cross-examination  and  was 
plainly  untrustworthy.  The  voters  were  given  notice  of  the  action  of 
the  board  by  publication  in  a  newspaper,  and  if  injustice  was  done 
they  had  their  remedy.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  a  large  number  of  the 
155  persons  whose  votes  were  counted  by  the  majority  had  failed  to 
use  (lue  diligence  in  complying  with  the  registration  law;  they  had 
moved  and  neglected  to  secure  transfers  until  the  day  of  the  election, 
when  it  was  too  late  to  register  any  person  except  those  who  had  failed 
to  be  registered  in  the  first  place.  The  only  otner  possible  objection 
to  the  acts  of  the  board  of  revision  was  the  claim  that  the  law  under 
which  they  acted  was  invalid.  This  question  had  been  separately  and 
fully  argued  before  the  committee,  and  the  minority  found  that  the 
law  was  shown  to  be  valid.  The  provisions  of  the  general  laws  appli- 
cable to  cities  of  the  first  class,  of  the  charter  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis, 
and  of  the  city  ordinance  were  substantially  alike.  Unaer  the  charter 
the  city  had  the  undoubted  right  to  pass  a  registration  law  if  it  was 
not  in  conflict  with  the  State  constitution  or  laws,  which  this  clearly 
wa«  not.  The  action  of  the  board  of  review  in  striking  the  names  of 
these  155  men,  among  others,  from  the  registry  was  consequently  of 
full  authority,  and  the  remedy  provided  by  the  law  not  having  been 
availed  of,  it  was  too  late  to  ask  for  another.  The  case  as  to  the  other 
additional  voters  counted  by  the  committee  was  still  weaker,  as  nearly 
all  of  them  appeared  from  their  own  evidence  to  have  neglected  to 
comply  with  some  essential  provision  of  the  law,  and  the  testimony 
of  some  of  them  was  not  such  as  to  attract  confidence. 

The  minority  therefore  recommended  that  contestee  retain  the  seat. 

The  House  by  a  vote  of  126  to  110  adopted  the  resolutions  presented 
by  the  majority,  and  contestant  was  sworn  in. 

[2  Ells.,  380-430.] 

(13)  Smalls  vs.  Tillman. 

Fraud;  violence  and  intitnidation;  illegal  r^ection  of  returns. 
Majority  report  foi*  contestant;  rainority  report  for  contestee.  Con- 
testant seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Wait;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Davis. 
According  to  the  returns  as  certified  by  the  county  canvassing 
boards  to  the  secretary  of  state,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  5,421 
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votes.  Contestant  alleged  that  the  county  canvassers  unlawfully 
refused  to  count  the  votes  of  many  precincts,  and  also  failed  to  for- 
ward to  the  secretary  of  state  the  precinct  election  papei*s  as  required 
by  law;  that  the  precinct  returns  did  not  in  all  cases  trul^'  represent 
tne  votiBs  cast,  and  that  the  election  in  many  precincts  was  vitiated  by 
violence  and  intimidation. 

Under  the  South  Carolina  election  law  of  1868  all  the  ballots  were 
sent  from  the  precincts  to  the  county  seat,  to  be  there  counted  for  the 
first  tune  by  tne  county  canvassing  boards  three  days  after  the  elec- 
tion. This  gave  so  many  opportunities  for  fraud,  that  in  1872  it  was 
provided  that  the  count  should  be  made  at  the  polling  places  by  the 
precinct  officers.  The  ballot^s  and  all  election  papers  were  then  to  be 
forwarded  to  the  county  canvassers,  and  after  the  completion  of  the 
county  canvass  all  these  papers  were  to  be  sent  hy  special  messenger 
to  the  governor  and  secretary  of  state.  All  acts  m  conflict  with  this 
act  were  repealed.  The  law  of  1868  contained  a  provision  making  the 
county  returns  the  evidence  on  which  the  State  canvassers  should  base 
their  certificate.  Contestant  claimed  that  this  section  was  repealed 
by  the  act  of  1872,  and  that  the  requirement  that  the  precinct  papers 
should  be  sent  to  the  governor  and  secretary  of  state  wa.s  a  require- 
ment that  the  State  canvassers  should  use  them  as  the  evidence  on 
which  their  certificate  should  be  based.  The  committ(H^  seem  to  have 
been  inclined  to  sustain  this  contention,  but  held  that  whether  the 
former  provision  was  repealed  or  not  the  two  acts  should  at  leai>t  be 
construed  ift  pari  materia,  and  the  State  canvass  based  on  both  the 
county  returns  and  the  precinct  papers.  No  precinct  papers  were  for- 
warded from  three  of  the  counties  in  this  district,  and  the  county 
returns  were  based  on  a  canvass  of  only  part  of  the  precincts.  The 
committee  held  that  if  a  certificate  is  based  on  anything  else  than  the 
legal  evidence,  '*  or  only  upon  a  portion  of  the  data  prescribed  by  law, 
it  is  without  legal  validity  as  regards  the  election  of  -a  member  of 
Confess,  and  this  wholly  independently  of  the  question  as  to  whether 
this  18  done  fraudulentlv,  ignorantly,  or  is  a  mere  caHUi<  ornhfius.  The 
party  relying  upon  such  a  certificate  must  prove  his  vote  oHunde.^'^ 

The  committee,  however,  did  not  decide  the  strictly  legal  question 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  proceedings  of  the  State  board  in  the  absence 
of  part  of  the  papers  wnich  should  have  been  before  it,  as  the  case 
was  controlled  by  other  questions  of  law  and  fact. 

The  committee  rejected  the  vote  of  the  whole  county  of  Edgefield, 
part  of  the  county  of  Aiken,  and  sevei'al  precincts  in  other  counties 
on  account  of  intimidation  or  fraud.  Testimony  in  regard  to  eveiT 
precinct  in  Kdgefield  county  was  quoted  to  show  that  the  election  was 
controlled  by  violence  and  intimidation  on  the  part  of  organized  and 
armed  bodies  of  white  men,  directed  entirely  against  the  colored  voters. 
Similar  testimony  justified  the  rejection  of  tour  precincts  in  Aiken 
county  and  several  precincts  in  other  counties.  A  number  of  pre- 
cincts were  also  rejected  because  the  ballot  boxes  were  stuffed,  and  the 
large  excess  of  ballots  drawn  out  unfairly.  It  was  possible  to  distin- 
guish the  ballots  by  the  touch,  and  nearly  all  the  ballots  drawn  out 
were  Republican  ballot*^. 

Attention  was  called  in  each  of  the  counties  where  the  testimony 
showed  extensive  fraud  or  intimidation  to  the  extraordinary  result 
shown  by  the  returns.     The  census  of  1S80  had  been  taken  shortly 
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before  the  election.     In  each  of  these  counties  more  votes  were 
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returned  as  being  cast  than  there  were  males  over  21  in  the  district  as 
shown  by  the  census,  though  the  testimony  showed  that  large  nunibers 
of  voters  were  prevented  from  voting  In'  intimidation  and  other  causes. 
All  the  testimony  showed  that  nearly  all  the  colorecT voters  were  Repub- 
licans, and  all  the  intimidation  practiced  against  them  by  the  friends  of 
contestee  was  based  on  this  assumption;  yet  the  returns  showed  that 
in  each  of  these  counties  if  contestee  receivini  all  tlie  white  vote  he 
must  also  have  received  more  colored  votes  than  contestant,  and  in 
most  cases  more  colored  votes  than  white  votes.  Such  a  result  could 
only  be  understood  in  the  light  of  the  evidence  showing  the  fraudu- 
lent means  by  which  it  was  obtained. 

Restating  the  vote  according  to  the  findings  of  the  committee,  con- 
testant was  shown  to  have  a  majority  of  1,481^  votes,  and  the  commit- 
tee therefore  recommended  that  he  be  seated. 

The  minority  disagreed  on  all  the  questions  in  issue.  There  was  an 
excess  of  ballots  in  some  of  the  boxes,  but  there  was  no  evidence  show- 
ing how  it  came  there,  or  connecting  one  party  more  than  another 
with  it,  and  the  charge  that  the  excess  was  unfairly  drawn  out  was 
fully  refuted.  There  was  no  evidence  to  sustain  the  charge  that  votes 
counted  for  contestant  by  the  precinct  officers  were  not  counted  by  the 
county  canvassers.  The  county  canvassers  counted  all  the  retunhH  made 
to  them,  and  the  precincts  not  included  in  their  canvass  were  precincts 
from  which  no  returns  were  made,  but  the  ballots  forwarded  uncounted. 
Under  the  law  of  1868  it  was  the  duty  of  the  count}'  canvassers  to 
count  all  the  ballots,  but  the  law  of  1872  required  this  to  be  done  by 
the  precinct  officer  at  the  polls,  and  the  county  canvassers  therefore 
had  no  right  to  count  ballots  not  counted  by  the  precinct  officer. 
Neither  could  they  be  counted  by  the  State  canvassers,  as  the  law 
expressly  required  them  to  Imse  their  canvass  on  the  county  returns. 
The  failure  of  the  canvassers  of  three  counties  to  forward  the  precinct 
papers  to  the  secretary  of  state  was  an  entirely  innocent  mistake,  and 
no  harm  was  done  by  it.  The  law  required  them  to  be  forwarded  to 
the  governor  and  secretary  of  state,  and  there  had  been  some  con- 
fusion as  to  whether  separate  copies  must  be  sent  to  th^  two  officers. 
The  secretary  of  state,  to  remove  this  doubt,  had  issued  instruction 
that  no  copies  need  be  sent  to  him,  and  this  was  construed  by  the  can- 
vassers in  these  counties  to  mean  that  the  papers  need  not  be  forwarded 
at  all.  This  mistake  certainly  ought  not  to  vitiate  the  action  of  the 
State  canvassei-s,  especially  as  the  duty  of  forwarding  the  precinct 
papers  did  not  by  law  devolve  upon  the  canvassing  boards,  but  on  the 
individuals  who  had  been  chairmen  of  them.  Tne  [)apers  were  not 
required  by  law  to  be  before  the  State  canva^^sers,  and  were  not  to  be 
forwarded  to  them,  but  to  'Hhe  governor  and  secrotar}^  of  state," 
though  the  governor  was  not  a  member  of  the  board  of  canvassers. 

The  only  other  issue  was  the  alleged  intimidation,  and  even  if  the 
charges  under  this  head  were  proved  they  would  not  justify  seating 
contestant,  though  they  ought  to  unseat  contestee. 

No  principle  in  the  law  of  elections  can  l)e  regarded  aa  better  settled  tlian  that  no 
candidate  can  be  held  to  have  lx*en  elected  to  oflfice  by  tlie  votes  which,  whatever 
the  cause,  were  not  in  fa<:t  ca.st  for  him. 

But  the  charges  were  not  proved.  The  quotations  of  testimony  in 
the  majority  report  were  all  from  one  side  and  only  the  strongest  jwirts 
of  that  side.  Most  of  the  facts  sworn  to  in  the  portions  of  the*  t(\sti- 
mony  quoted  disappeared  or  were  greatly  reduced  by  the  cross-cxaiiii- 
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nations  of  the  same  witnesses,  and  on  what  was  left  there  was  a 
square  issue  of  veracity  between  these  witnesses  and  those  of  con- 
testee.  In  intelligence,  position,  and  responsibility  the  witnesses  for 
contestee  were  far  superior  to  those  of  contestant,  and  in  any  judicial 

Proceeding  their  testimony  would  prevail  on  an  issue  of  veracity, 
here  were  some  personal  altercations  at  the  polls,  generally  started 
by  partisans  of  contestant,  but  the  freedom  and  fullness  of  the  elec- 
tion were  not  affected  by  these  occurrences.  The  only  instances  in 
which  collisions  between  large  lx)dies  of  voters  were  claimed  to  have 
0(*curred  were  brought  about  by  the  action  of  partisans  of  contestant 
in  massing  at  ceilain  polls  with  the  object  of  taking  possession  of  the 
voting  place  by  force.  There  was  no  violence  here,  but  some  quiet 
resistance  on  tne  part  of  peace  officers.  In  the  precinct  where  the 
body  of  Republican  voters  did  not  vote  this  action  was  voluntary  on 
their  part  and  due  to  their  failure  to  carry  out  their  plan  of  securing 
possession  of  the  polling  place.     There  was  much  crowding  at  some 

Eolls,  and  some  persons  had  difficulty  in  finding  opportunity  to  vote 
efore  the  polls  closed,  but  this  was  due  to  the  action  of  the  Republic- 
ans in  massing  at  certain  polls.  (Under  the  law  a  voter  might  vote 
anywhere  in  the  count}'  in  which  he  resided.) 

As  the  report  of  the  majority  on  these  questions  seemed  to  be  taken 
bodily  from  contestant's  brief,  the  minority  quoted  contestee's  brief, 
giving  indexes  to  the  testimony  on  both  siaes,  and  full  (quotations  of 
the  testimony  by  which  the  testimony  quoted  in  the  majority  report 
was  contradictea  or  explained  away. 

If  the  attempt  made  by  the  majority-  to  try  the  case  by  the  census, 
on  the  assumption  that  all  colored  voters  are  Republicans,  could  be 
justified,  then  contests  and  even  elections  might  as  well  be  dispensed 
with,  and  all  elections  in  this  and  similar  districts  decided  bv  the  census. 
But  the  evidence  showed  that  in  this  district  very  many  of  the  colored 
voters  were  Democrats  and  voted  for  contestee,  and  that  more  would 
have  done  so  but  for  social  ostracism  and  a  species  of  intimidation 
practiced  against  them  by  their  own  race. 

The  minority  could  find  nothing  in  the  record  to  destroy  the  title  of 
contestee,  and  recommended  that  he  retain  the  seat. 

The  House,  by  a  vote  of  141  to  5  (not  voting  146)  adopted  the  reso- 
lutions presented  by  the  majority,  and  contestant  was  sworn  in. 

[2  Ells.,  430-520.] 

(14)  Lee  vs,  Richardson. 

Fravd;  hallot-hox  shiffing ;  inthnidation;  illegal  rejection  of  vetm^vs^. 
Majority  report  for  contestee;  minority  report  for  contestant.  No  auction 
hy  the  House, 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Calkins;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Petti  bone. 

According  to  the  returns  as  certified  by  the  secretary  of  state,  con- 
testee had  a  majority  of  8,468  votes.  Contestant  alleged  that  the 
county  returns  on  which  this  certificate  was  has(»d  did  not  include  the 
returns  of  all  the  precincts  in  the  respective  counties;  that  ballot  boxes 
were  stuffed  in  many  precincts,  and  the  excess  unfairly  drawn  out,  and 
that  he  was  deprived  of  many  votes  by  violence  and  intimidation.  Mr. 
Pettibone  presented  a  report  signed  by  -seven  members  of  the  com- 
mittee, in  which  he  analyzed  the  evidence  in  regard  to  each  precinct. 
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and  by  correcting  the  vote  according  to  the  evidence  found  a  majority 
of  284  votes  for  contestant.  Mr.  Calkins  presented  a  brief  report  in 
which  he  stated  that  he  a^eed  in  the  main  with  the  minority  report, 
but  disiigreed  as  to  Darlington  precinct.  Unless  this  precinct  was 
rejected  a  majority  could  not  be  snown  for  contestant.  He  therefore 
recommended  a  resolution,  in  which  a  majority  of  the  committee  con- 
curred, dismissing  the  case  without  prejudice.  There  is  no  report 
representing  the  views  of  those  of  the  committee  who  did  not  in  the 
main  agree  with  the  minority. 
In  regard  to  Darlington  precinct,  Mr.  Calkins  said: 

I  do  not  think  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  reject  this  return;  it  is  purely  a  (ques- 
tion of  evidence,  and  I  can  not  bring  myself  to  believe  that  the  evidence  is  sufficient 
to  justify  its  rejection.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  record  tending  to  prove  how  the 
vote  would  stand  on  the  theorv  of  contestant  if  the  return  was  rejected.  I  think  the 
evidence  with  reference  to  this  precinct  fairly  establishes  two  propositions,  viz: 
First,  that  the  colored  voters  on  the  morning  of  election,  in  lai^ge  numbers,  took 
possession  of  the  market  house,  where  the  elections  were  usually  held.  For  some 
reason  not  apparent  the  poll  w^as  opened  at  the  court-house  instead  of  the  market 
house,  and  the  white  voters  at  the  opening  took  possession  of  it.  Attempts  were 
made  by  the  colored  voters  early  in  the  day  to  force  their  way  to  the  box  to  vote, 
which  seems  to  have  been  prevented  by  the  white  voters  crowding  the  stairs  leading 
to  the  box.  This  led  to  crimination  and  recrimination  and  considerable  confusion 
and  excitement,  and  a  rumor  seems  to  have  prevailed  among  the  colored  voters  that 
several  stands  of  arms  had  been  brought  to  the  town  the  night  before  the  election 
by  the  white  Democrats,  and  that  they  were  concealed  in  me  court-house  and  in 
Farley's  store.  Whether  this  was  so  or  not  is  immaterial  in  the  view  which  I  have 
taken  of  the  testimony.  There  was  no  physical  display  of  the  guns  on  the  day  of 
election,  and  I  find  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  probably  as  early  as  10  o'clock,  and  cer- 
tainly not  later  than  11  o'clock  on  the  day  of  election  the  colored  voters,  under  the 
advice  of  one  Smith,  who  was  a  leader  and  man  of  influence  among  them,  dispersed 
and  did  not  attempt  aeain  to  vote  on  that  day  at  that  poll.  The  danger  of  bodily 
harm  was  wOt  sufficiently  imminent  to  warrant  this  course,  and  there  was  an  entire 
lack  of  diligence  on  the  part  of  these  voters  to  maintain  their  right  to  vote.  As  a 
matter  of  law  these  voters  had  a  right  to  vote  at  any  precinct  in  the  county.  There 
was  another  voting  precinct  not  many  miles  from  Darlington,  and  there  is  no  reason 

fiven  why  they  might  not  have  voted  at  that  precinct  if  they  were  driven  away  from 
)arlington.     For  tnese  and  other  reasons  I  am  persuaded  that  Darlington  Should 
remain. 

The  minority  report  (which,  on  most  points,  may  probably  be  taken 
as  representing  the  views  of  a  majority  of  the  committee),  discussed  in 
detail  the  evioence  in  regard  to  all  the  precincts  in  issue  in  each  of  the 
counties  of  the  district.  In  nearly  all  the  precincts  there  was  an  excess, 
generally  a  very  large  excess,  of  ballots  in  the  box  over  the  number  of 
names  on  the  poll  lists.  All  the  officers  of  election  were  Democrats. 
The  excess  was  nearly  always  accounted  for,  in  part  at  least,  by  testi- 
mony showing  that  large  numbers  of  "tissue  ballots,"  all  Democratic, 
were  found  folded  inside  of  other  Democ^ratic  ballots.  From  these 
facts,  and  in  some  precincts  from  more  specific  or  corroborative  evi- 
dence, it  was  concluded  that  the  fraud  was  a  Democi^atic  fraud,  and 
that  the  extra  ballots  fraudulently  placed  in  the  box  were  Democratic 
ballots.  Under  the  law  a  blindfolded  manager  of  election  was  required 
to  draw  out  the  excess  of  ballots.  The  Kepublican  ballots  were  on 
very  thick  paper  and  the  Democratic  ballots  on  very  thin  paper,  so 
that  they  could  easily  be  distinguished  by  the  touch.  The  proof 
showed  in  most  instances  the  number  of  ballots  of  each  sort  drawn  out, 
and  they  were  mostly  Republican.  In  some  precincts  the  "tissue 
ballots"  were  first  destroyed  and  only  the  remaining  excess  drawn  but 
in  this  way,  in  others  the  tissue  ballots  were  returned  to  the  box  with 
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the  others,  but  none  of  them  were  drawn  out.  In  all  these  precincts 
it  was  eviaent  that  the  box  had  been  stuffed,  and  where  the  fraud  was 
shown  to  have  been  a  Democratic  fraud  it  must  have  been  stuffed  with 
Democratic  ballots,  and  the  truth  could  only  be  arrived  at  by  correct- 
ing the  returns  on  that  basis.  The  Republican  ballots  which  had  been 
drawn  out  were  therefore  restored  to  contestant,  and  the  entire  excess 
deducted  from  contestee.  This  greatly  reduced  but  did  not  overcome 
contestee's  returned  majority. 

The  county  canvassers  in  several  of  the  counties  rejected  the  returns 
of  a  number  of  precincts  for  informalities.  The  supreme  court  of  the 
iState  had  since  decided  that  these  boards  had  no  judicial  powers. 
Nearly  all  the  precincts  in  one  county  were  rejected  because  the  mes- 
sengers who  delivered  the  boxes  containing  the  returns  and  other 
papers  did  not  present  written  certificates  authorizing  them  to  deliver 
them,  and  in  other  counties  returns  were  rejected  on  affidavits  showing 
that  the  polls  were  not  opened  or  closed  precisely  at  the  legal  hour; 
one  return  was  rejected  because  one  of  the  judges  signing  it  had  not 
been  legally  appointed.  The  minority  counted  all  these  returns  as 
made  except  where  the  boxes  had  been  stuffed,  and  these  they  cor- 
rected, as  in  other  cases. 

There  was  violence  and  intimidation  at*  a  number  of  precincts,  but 
in  most  instances  it  was  not  found  sufficient  to  vitiate  the  election. 
The  only  important  precinct  rejected  was  Darlington,  described  above 
in  the  report  of  Mr.  Calkins.  The  minority  found  that  there  was  no 
competent  evidence  what  vote  was  counted  from  this  precinct  by  the 
county  canvassers.  The  county  canvassers  had  failea  te  forward  to 
the  secretary  of  state  the  precinct  returns  and  other  papers,  and  the 
certificate  of  the  secretary  of  state  only  showed  the  total  vote  of  the 
county.  There  was  what  purported  to  be  a  certified  copy  of  the  pre- 
cinct return  in  the  record,  but  the  clerk  who  appeared  to  have  certi- 
fied it  testified  in  another  place  that  he  had  not  certified  te  its  truth, 
and  the  return  had  been  so  kept  that  its  integrity  could  not  be  relied 
upon.  The  minority  counted  the  other  precincts  in  this  county  either 
according  to  evidence  almnde  or  accordmg  to  the  claims  of  contestee, 
but  there  was  no  evidence  aliuTide  showing  either  the  actual  vote  or 
the  returned  vote  of  this  precinct.  The  proceedings  at  this  poll  were 
such  as  to  vitiate  any  election.  The  steps  leading  to  the  ballot  box 
were  occupied  by  Democrats  in  red  shirts,  many  of  them  armed  and 
most  of  them  intoxicated;  supplies  of  aims  had  been  quietljr  brought 
into  the  town  the  night  before  and  deposited  near  the  polling  place, 
and  Republicans  who  attempted  to  vote  were  prevented  by  violence, 
as  was  shown  by  the  testimony  of  240  witnesses,  who  swore  they  were 
present  and  desired  to  vote  for  contestant,  but  were  prevented  by 
threats  or  intimidation.  The  minority  did  not  include  any  votes  from 
this  poll  in  their  account. 

Aading  up  the  votes  actually  cast  at  the  various  precincts,  as  found 
by  the  minority,  contestant  was  shown  to  have  a  majority  of  284  votes, 
and  the  minority  therefore  recommended  that  he  be  seated. 

These  reports  were  made  to  the  House  on  February  24,  1883,  and 
were  under  consideration  when  the  Congress  expired  by  limitation,  on 
March  3.  The  resolutions  offered  by  the  minority,  declaring  contest- 
ant elected,  were  adopted  as  an  amendment,  by  a  vote  of  124  to  114. 
On  the  adoption  of  the  resolutions  as  thus  amended  the  vote  was  128 
to  6  (not  voting  158),  no  quorum  voting.     A  call  of  the  House  revealed 


FORTY-SKVENTH    CONGRESS.  387 

a  quorum  present,  but  on  the  next  vote  no  quorum  voted.     This  alter- 
nation of  votes  showing  no  quorum  voting  and  calls  of  the  House 
showing  a  quorum  present  continued  until  the  Congress  expired,  so 
no  finalaction  was  taken  on  the  case. 
[2  Ells.,  521-661.] 

(15)  Mackey  vif.  O'Connor. 


BaHot-iow  stuMnff/  illegal  rejectum  of  returns,'  tampering  with 
tranncript  of  etndence;  stntm  of  ca^e  vjJum  contestee  has  died  and  the 
member  elected  to  fill  the  alleged  vacancy  ha^^  been  sworn  i?i.  Majority 
report  fo^r  contestant;  minority  report  to  dismiss  contest.  Contestant 
seated, 

Majorit}'^  report  by  Mr.  Miller;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Moulton. 

According  to  the  returns  as  certified  by  the  secretary  of  state,  con- 
testee  (Mr.  O'Connor)  had  a  majority  of  5,272  votes.  Contestant 
alleged  that  he  had  a  majority  of  the  votes  on  the  face  of  the  precinct 
returns,  but  that  the  county  canvassers  had  illegally  rejected  a  large 
number  of  precinct  returns,  and  that  one  precinct  return  had  been 
destroyed,  and  the  contents  of  the  ballot  box  altered,  and  the  vote 
counted  according  to  the  ballots.  He  also  alleged  that  in  a  large 
number  of  specified  precincts  the  ballot  boxes  had  been  stuffed  with 
Democratic  ballots,  and  when  the  excess  was  drawn  out  in  pretended 
compliance  with  the  law  nearly  all  the  ballots  drawn  out  were  Repub- 
lican, so  that  contestant  was  deprived  of  a  large  number  of  votes 
legally  cast  for  him,  and  contestee  given  a  corresponding  number  not 
cast  for  him.  Contestee  denied  the  charge  of  ballot-box  stuffing,  sub- 
stantially admitted  the  charge  of  rejection  of  returns,  and  made  counter 
charges  of  intimidation.  On  these  issues  testimony  was  taken.  About 
the  time  thiB  testimony  was  all  taken  contestee  died,  and  the  governor 
issued  writs  for  an  election  for  a  member  ''to  serve  for  the  remainder 
of  the  term  for  which  the  said  Michael  P.  O'Connor  was  elected."  At 
this  election  Mr.  Samuel  Dibble  received  all  the  votes  cast,  and  he  was 
sworn  in,  the  House  laying  on  the  table  a  motion  to  refer  his  creden- 
tials to  the  Committee  on  Elections. 

Mr.  Dibble  contended  that  he  could  not  be  made  a  party  to  the  case 
of  Mackey  vs,  O'Connor,  and  that  if  his  right  was  to  be  questioned  it 
must  be  in  a  new  proceeding.  This  claim  was  overruled  by  the 
committee. 

The  right  of  the  contestant,  as  also  of  the  people  of  that  Congressional  district, 
who,  after  all,  are  the  real  parties  in  interest,  to  have  the  facts  of  that  election 
incjiiired  into  and  adjudicated  by  the  House,  can  not  be  changed  by  the  fact  of  the 
death  of  the  contestee.  If  the  contestant  really  received  at  that  election,  as  he 
claims,  th^  largest  number  of  legal  votes,  it  is  his  right  and  the  right  of  the  people  of 
that  district  that  he  be  awarded  the  seat  he  was  chosen  to  fill.  Tnc  committee,  how- 
ever, are  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Dibble,  if  elected  to  any  position,  was  elected  to  fill  a 
vacancy  created  by  the  death  of  Mr.  O'Connor,  and  for  his  unexpired  term.  *  *  * 
The  right  of  Mr.  Dibble  to  a  seat  in  the  House  depends  upon  the  title  of  Mr.  O'Con- 
nor, *  *  *  and  if  it  appears  from  the  proofs  that  Mr.  O'C'onnor  was  not  elected, 
then  there  was  no  vacancy  created  by  his  death,  no  remainder  of  a  term  to  be  filled, 
and  Mr.  Dibble  could  have  no  rights  to  be  prejudiced  by  any  pleadings  or  agree- 
ments made  by  Mr.  O'Connor. 

If  a  contest  could  abate  by  the  death  of  contestee,  then  it  would 
abate  by  his  resignation,  and  a  contestee  finding  his  case  h(jpeU»ss 
might  at  any  time  abate  the  case  by  his  own  volition  and  again  offer 
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himself  as  a  candidate  at  a  new  election  in  which  he  would  have  noth- 
ing to  lose  and  everything  to  gain. 

After  this  Question  had  been  settled  by  the  committee  Mr.  Dibble 
made  a  secona  motion  to  suppress  the  testimony,  alleging  that  the 
testimony  as  printed  was  not  the  testimony  as  originally  taken,  but 
that  it  had  been  altered  and  perverted  by  contestant,  and  also  that  the 
technical  requirements  of  the  statute  in  regard  to  transcribing  and 
forwarding  tne  testimony  had  not  been  complied  with.  In  support  of 
this  motion  Mr.  Dibble  submitted  a  number  of  ex  parte  affidavits,  to 
which  contestant  replied  by  submitting  the  affidavits  of  83  of  the  94 
witnesses  examined  by  him,  stating  that  their  testimony  as  printed 
was  correct,  and  again  swearing  to  its  truth,  and  the  affidavit  of  the 
stenographer  stating  that  in  the  limited  time  given  him  he  had  com- 
pareathe  printed  testimony  of  14  witnesses  with  his  origmal  notes  and 
found  it  correct.  If  the  testimony  of  any  of  the  others  had  been  incor- 
rect there  was  ample  time  for  Mr.  Dibble  to  have  had  it  compared  and 
to  have  procured  an  affidavit  to  that  effect. 

The  provisions  of  the  statute  in  regard  to  the  form  and  manner  of 
taking  and  forwarding  the  depositions  were  directory  merely,  and 
the  committee  only  inquired  whether  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses 
had  been  <^orrectly  taken,  and  forwarded  as  taken.  The  great  prepon- 
derance of  the  affidavits  showed  that  there  had  been  no  alteration  of 
the  testimony.  The  stenographic  notes  were,  strictly  speaking,  the 
original  evidence  of  what  the  witnesses  deposed.  It  was  agreed  that 
they  should  be  afterwards  transcribed,  and  it  was  immaterial  how  or 
by  whom  they  were  transcribed,  provided  they  were  correctly  tran- 
scribed, ^Ssince  the  notary  public  accepted  the  work  as  done  by  the 
copyists,  and  certified  to  the  same  as  being  the  de|)Ositions  taken  by 
him.  The  fact  that  the  contestant  assisted  in  making  transcrit)ts  of 
this  evidence  does  not  detract  from  its  correctness."  The  committee, 
therefore,  considered  the  testimony,  and  proceeded  to  determine  the 
case  on  its  merits. 

Although  contestee  had  a  large  majority  on  the  returns  as  counted, 
contestant  would  have  had  a  majority  of  879  votes  if  all  the  precinct 
returns  had  been  counted.  The  apparent  majority  of  contestee  was 
obtained  by  the  rejection  of  twelve  precinct  returns,  and  by  the  fraudu- 
lent reversal  of  the  vote  of  Haut  Gap  precinct.  At  this  precinct  an 
honest  election  was  held,  and  the  managers  counted  the  votes  and  certi- 
fied for  contestant  1,037;  for  contestee,  46.  The  returns  were  sealed 
up  in  the  box  and  delivered  to  the  county  canvassers.  After  the  deliv- 
ery of  the  box  the  seal  was  broken  by  someone,  the  returns  abstracted, 
and  the  ballots  changed.  The  county  canv^assers,  finding  no  return, 
counted  the  ballots  in  the  box  and  found  19  for  contestant  and  1,052 
for  contestee — substantially  a  reversal  of  the  true  vote  as  returned. 
The  other  twelve  precincts  were  rejected  by  the  canvassers.  Contestee 
alleged  that  they  were  rejected  because  "threats,  acts  of  intimidation, 
and  violence  were  perpetrated  by  the  partisans  and  supportei*s  of  Mr. 
Mackey ;"  but  the  county  canvassers  had  no  judicial  a,uthority  to  exam- 
ine into  such  questions  and  reject  polls,  and  there  was  no  evidence 
before  the  committee  to  sustain  any  such  charges.  The  committee, 
therefore,  found  that  contestant  had  a  majority  of  879  votes  on  the 
face  of  the  returns. 

But  the  real  majority  of  contestant  was  much  larger.  At  forty-five 
precincts — two-thirds  of  the  precincts  in  the  district — the  ballot  boxes 
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were  stuffed,  as  was  shown  by  the  large  excess  of  balIot8  over  the 
number  of  names  on  the  poll  list.  The  average  excess  in  these  forty- 
five  precincts  was  139  ballots,  and  in  one  box  1,071  extra  ballots  were 
found.     The  total  excess  in  all  the  precincts  was  6,247  votes. 

This  large  excess,  occurring,  as  it  did,  at  over  two-thirds  of  the  polls  in  the  dis- 
trict, warrants  the  conclusion  that  the  excess  at  those  polls  was  not  the  result  of 
mere  accid.ent  or  local  manipulation,  but  of  a  well-definea  and  matured  plan. 

It  was  very  clear  that  these  extra  ballots  were  Democratic  ballots. 
In  accordance  with  advice  publicly  given  by  contestant  and  others,  the 
Republicans  at  most  of  the  polls  went  to  the  polls  with  open  tickets, 
and  folded  them  in  the  presence  of  the  managers  of  election,  so  as  to 
show  that  they  only  voted  one  ticket.  All  tne  election  officers  in  all 
the  precincts  were  Democrats,  and  the  boxes  could  hardly  have  been 
stuffed  without  their  connivance.  Two  sorts  of  Democratic  ballots, 
one  much  narrower  than  the  other  and  printed  on  fine  tissue  paper, 
were  used  throughout  the  district.  In  many  precincts  there  was  specific 
proof  of  finding  several,  and  in  one  case  23,  of  these  ballots  inclosed 
in  larger  Democratic  ballots.  The  fact  that  the  extra  ballots  were 
Democratic  was  also  conclusively  shown  at  some  polls  by  the  fact  that 
there  were  more  Democratic  ballots  in  the  box  than  there  were  voters 
voted  of  both  parties.  In  one  case  there  were  465  more  Democratic 
ballots  than  there  were  voters  of  both  parties. 

In  drawing  out  the  excess  of  ballots  it  was  very  easy  to  distinguish 
the  Republican  from  the  Democratic  ballots  by  the  touch,  and  the  bal- 
lots drawn  out  were  chiefly  Republican.  In  twenty -nine  polls  2,454 
Republican  and  383  Democratic  ballots  were  drawn  out. 

Every  Republican  vote  drawn  out  was  a  loss  of  one  to  Mr.  Mackey  and  a  gain  of 
one  to  Mr.  O'Connor.  On  the  other  hand,  by  the  drawing  out  of  a  Democratic 
ticket  Mr.  O'Connor  suffered  no  loss,  because  the  excess  being  created  by  placing 
Democratic  tickets  in  the  box,  w^henever  a  Democratic  ticket  lawfully  voted  was 
drawn  out  one  of  the  Democratic  tickets  illegally  voted  was  counted  in  its  place,  so 
that  the  contestee's  vote  was  not  reduced  thereby.  In  order,  therefore,  to  ascertain 
the  true  state  of  a  poll  it  is  only  necessary  to  add  to  the  vote  returned  for  the  con- 
testant at  that  poll  the  numljer  of  Republican  ballots  drawn  out  and  destroyed,  and 
to  deduct  from  the  vote  returned  for  the  contestee  a  like  number,  making,  of  course, 
such  additional  corre<;tions  as  the  testimony  warrants. 

Cofrectinff  the  votes  of  the  various  precincts  in  this  way,  the  com- 
mittee founa  that  conlestant's  majority  of  879  votes  on  the  face  of  the 
returns  was  increased  to  If, 278,  and  they  therefore  offered  resolutions 
declaring  that  Mr.  Dibble  was  not  entitled  to  occupy  the  seat,  and  that 
contestant  was  elected. 

The  minority  held  that  there  was  no  contest  legally  pending,  and 
also  that  the  motion  to  suppress  the  testimony  on  the  ground  that  it 
had  been  altered  by  contestant  should  be  granted.  The  affidavits 
presented  showed  that  all  the  testimony  had  been  copied  by  contestant 
and  his  agents,  and  that  contestant  had  made  altemtions  in  it.  Mr. 
Dibble  made  affidavit  to  a  number  of  alterations  in  Mr.  Mackey's 
handwriting  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  testimony.  The  notary  did 
not  compare  any  of  the  testimony  with  his  notes  after  it  was  copied, 
but  certified  it  without  examination.  None  of  it  was  written  out 
in  his  presence,  as  the  law  required.  The  minority  quoted  a  large 
number  of  decisions  made  under  similar  statutes,  showing  that  it  was 
always  required  that  all  the  forms  of  law  in  the  writing  out  and  for- 
warding of  depositions  should  be  scrupulously  observeo,  and  that  the 
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integrity  of  the  depositions  should  be  unquestionable.  None  of  these 
depositions  could  legally  be  considered. 

The  minority  also  held  that  the  papere  offered  as  United  States 
supervisors'  returns  and  the  tabulated  statement  purporting  to  be 
made  by  the  chief  supervisor  were  not  admissible  as  evidence.  Section 
2029  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  understood  and  explained  at  the  time 
of  its  passage,  took  away  from  the  supervisors  outside  of  cities  of 
20,000  inhabitants  or  over  all  powers  except  those  of  mere  witnesses, 
including  the  power  of  making  returns.  The  certificates  not  being 
required  by  law,  they  were  not  evidence,  and  the  facts  sought  to  be 
shown  by  them  should  have  been  shown  by  the  testimony  of  witnesses. 
The  statements  of  the  chief  supervisor  diS  not  purport  to  be  copies  of 
any  papers  in  his  office,  but  simply  a  compilation  from  them. 

Mr.  Dibble's  rights  ought  not  to  be  in  any  way  affected  by  the  record 
in  the  case  of  Macke}'^  vs,  O'Connor.  Mr.  O'Connor  was  the  returned 
member,  and  had  a  ri^ht  to  the  seat  for  two  years  unless  he  died  or 
the  House  adjudged  him  not  elected,  but  he  had  no  inheritable  or 
transmissible  mterest  in  it. 

The  contest  for  Ms  seat  after  his  death  is  a  contest  for  something  that  has  ceased 
to  exist. 

Mr.  Dibble  had  been  duly  elected  and  had  been  sworn  in  in  accordance 
with  a  vote  of  the  House.  This  gave  him  a  right  to  the  seat  until 
someone  should  successfully  attack  his  right.  He  was  entitled  to  the 
notice  of  contest  required  by  the  statute,  and  to  an  opportunity  to 
defend  his  right.  The  House  has  the  right  to  adjudicate  the  question 
of  the  right  of  a  member  to  his  seat,  either  in  the  case  of  a  contest 
between  a  contestant  and  a  returned  member,  under  the  statute,  or 
upon  the  protest  of  an  elector  or  other  person,  or  upon  the  motion  of 
a  member  of  the  House.  In  the  first  case,  that  of  a  statutory  contest, 
the  proceeding  is  inter  partes  and  abates  on  th^^death  of  either  party. 
It  must  be  conducted  according  to  the  statute.  In  the  other  cases  the 
proceeding  is  under  the  Constitution,  and  the  House  must  prescribe 
the  rules  tor  the  conduct  of  each  particular  case.  The  case  of  Mackey 
vs,  O'Connor  was  a  proceeding  inter  partes^  and  Mr.  Dibble  could  not 
be  made  a  party  to  it.  If  contestant  desired  to  question  the  right  of 
Mr.  Dibble,  he  must  do  it  by  a  contest  under  the  statute,  opened  by 
a  due  notice  of  contest.  If  the  right  of  Mr.  Dibble  was  to  be  ques- 
tioned in  any  other  way,  it  could  onl}^  be  by  order  of  the  House.  The 
usual  resolution  of  reference  of  contested-election  cases  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Elections  did  not  give  that  committee  jurisdiction  over  the 
abated  case  of  Mackey  vs.  O'Connor,  much  less  did  it  give  the  right  to 
make  that  case  the  basis  of  an  inquiry  into  the  right  of  Mr.  Dibble  to 
his  seat. 

We  can  not  concur  in  establishing  as  a  precedent  that  a  member  of  this  House, 
duly  admitted  to  his  seat,  c;an  l)e  rightfully  removed  therefrom  without  any  oppor- 
tunity of  defending  his  title  thereto,  either  by  pleading  his  defense  or  by  introducing 
evidence  in  his  behalf.  Nor  can  we  subscribe  to  the  opinion  that  the  Committee  on 
Elections,  under  its  ordinary  powers,  can  summon  a  member  of  this  House  to 
defend  a  cause  in  which  he  is  not  the  contestee,  in  which  he  is  in  no  way  named  as  a 
party,  and  in  which  the  House  has  not  only  not  required  him  to  appear  but  has  by 
its  action  declined  to  make  him  a  party. 

The  minority  discussed  very  briefly  the  contestant's  claims  on  the 
merits  of  the  case.     It  was  not  true  that  contestant  had  a  majority  on 
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the  face  of  the  returns.  Counting  all  the  rejected  returns  as  claimed 
by  contestant,  there  still  remained  a  majority  of  1,145  for  contestee.^ 

The  attempt  to  build  up  a  majority  of  9,278  for  contestant  was 
based  on  the  assumption  that  the  ballot  boxes  were  stulBted .  by  Demo- 
crats, in  the  face  of  the  fact  that  the  very  evidence  relied  on  by 
contestant  showed  that  at  ten  or  twelve  polls  Kepublican  ballots  were 
found  folded  together. 

The  minority  recommended  that  the  case  of  Mackey  vs.  O'Connor 
be  dismissed. 

After  many  days  of  "filibustering"  a  resolution  to  send  a  com- 
nodttee  to  investigate  the  charges  of  tampering  with  the  testimony  was 
rejected  by  a  vote  of  97  to  139.  The  resolutions  presented  by  the 
majority  were  then  passed  by  a  vote  of  150  to  3  (not  voting,  138), 
and  Mr.  Dibble  was  unseated  and  contestant  sworn  in. 

[2  EUs.,  561-602.] 

(16)  Stolbrand  vs.  Aiken. 

Testimony  not  PiJcen  he/ore  legal  officer.     Case  dismissed. 

Report  by  Mr.  Jones. 

The  testimony  of  contestant  was  all  taken  before  a  United  States 
commissioner.  Contestee  objected  at  the  outset  to  the  competence  of 
the  officer,  and  the  committee  sustained  the  objection.  The  law  speci- 
fied certain  officers  before  whom  testimony  might  be  taken,  and  pro- 
vided that  by  the  written  consent  of  both  parties  it  might  be  taken 
before  other  officers.     There  was  no  such  consent  in  this  case. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  House  of  Representatives,  in  judging  of  the  elections^  quali- 
fications, and  returns  of  its  members,  is  not  bound  by  the  rigid  rules  of  judicial  pro- 
cedure. This  is  true,  but  applies  only  to  exceptional  cases,  not  provided  for  by  the 
**  rules  prescribed.'*  It  would  be  worse  than  idle  to  prescribe  rules  if  they  may  be 
willfully  and  unnecessarily  disregarded. 

This  view  was  decisive  of  the  case,  and  the  committee  therefore 
recommended  that  contestant  have  leave  to  withdraw  his  papers. 
The  House  agreed,  without  division. 
^  lills.,  603,  604:.] 

(17)  Cannon  vs.  Campbell. 

Polygamy  f  tUeaal  naturalizaiiwi ;  status  of  Territorial  Delegate 
with  reference  to  the  right  of  tlie  House  to  try  election  contests.  Reports 
by  Messrs.  Calkins ^  Pettihone^  Miller^  Ja^idos^  and  BeltzhcKrver  to  vacate 
seat;  hy  Mr.  Thmnpson.  for  contestee;  by  Mest^rs.  Ranney  and  Alher- 
ton^  amd  minority  report  signed  hy  Messrs.  Moulton.  {Alberton)^  Davis, 
and  Jones  for  contestant.     Seat  aeclared  vacant. 

On  the  face  of  the  returns  contestant  had  18,568  votes  and  contes- 
tee 1,357,  but  the  governor  issued  the  certiticate  to  contestee  on  the 
ground  that  contestant  was  a  polygamist  and  an  alien,  and  hence 
meligible,  and  that  this  involved  the  election  of  contestee.  The  Clerk 
of  the  House  placed  the  name  of  contestant  on  the  rolls,  but  at  the 
beginning  of  tne  session  the  House  refused  to  permit  either  to  be 

*  In  this  statement  Haut  Gap  precinct  was  retained  as  counted  by  the  county 
canvaasers. 
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sworn  in,  and  referred  the  papers  to  the  Committee  on  Elections,  to 
report  either  on  the  prirriajacie  or  the  final  right  to  the  seat. 

Mr.  Calkins  made  the  fullest  report  in  advocacy  of  the  proposition 
that  neither  candidate  was  elected.  A  majority  or  the  committee  seem 
to  have  agreed  in  this  conclusion,  but  there  were  several  separate 
reports,  each  representing  only  the  views  of  the  member  signing  it. 

Contestant  presented  a  certificate  of  naturalization  in  due  form  pur- 
porting to  have  been  issued  in  1854  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion. Most  of  the  members  of  the  committee  agreed  that  this- could 
not  be  attacked  in  a  collateral  proceeding.  Contestee  attacked  the  certi- 
ficate on  the  grounds  that  there  was  no  legal  record  of  its  issue,  and 
that  contestant  had  not  in  fact  resided  in  the  United  States  the  required 
length  of  time  when  the  certificate  was  issued.  The  only  record  of 
naturalizations  kept  b}'^  the  court  from  which  this  certificate  was  issued 
was  the  book  of  stubs  from  which  the  certificates  were  torn  off.  The 
stubs  were  not  signed  by  the  judge,  but  it  was  held  that  this  was  not 
imperative  in  the  absence  of  a  mandatory  statute  requiring  it.  It 
fully  appeared  by  parol  evidence  that  the  judgment  of  naturalization 
had  in  fact  been  duly  rendered  by  the  court. 

Mr.  Cannon  came  to  the  United  States  when  a  boy,  in  1842,  and 
settled  at  Nauvoo,  111.  In  1847  he  went  with  the  rest  of  the  Mormon 
colony  to  Great  Salt  Lake,  in  what  was  then  Mexican  territory.  In 
1848  this  territory  was  ceded  to  the  United  States.  Soon  after  Mr. 
Cannon  went  to  California,  and  in  about  a  year  went  to  the  Hawaiian 
Islands  as  a  missionary,  returning  only  a  short  time  before  his  natu- 
ralization. The>se  facts  were  not  held  to  vitiate  the  natui*alization, 
either  because  it  could  not  be  collaterally^  attacked  or  because  Mr. 
Cannon  was  considered  as  having  been  constructively  a  resident  the 
reqiiired  length  of  time. 

The  only  evidence  in  the  case  on  behalf  of  contestant  consisted  of 
certified  copies  of  the  county  returns.  These  were  appended  to  his 
notice  of  contest,  but  were  not  otherwise  put  in  evidence  during  the 
legal  time  or  before  any  officer.  They  were  admitted,  however,  by 
most  of  the  committee,  on  the  ground  that  this  sort  of  certified  docu- 
mentary evidence  may  be  put  in  evidence  at  any  time. 

All  the  committee  except  Mr.  Thompson  agreed  that  contestee  was 
not  elected  and  nearly  all  agreed  that  contestant  was  elected  unless  he 
was  disqualified  by  polygamy.  He  admitted  that  he  was  a  pol3^gamist. 
Those  who  advocated  refusing  him  his  seat  on  this  ground  argued  that 
a  Territorial  Delegate  is  not  a  member  of  the  House,  and  is  not  an 
officer  under  the  Constitution.  He  holds  his  seat  by  the  courtesy  of 
the  House,  which  may  at  any  time  by  a  majority  vote  deprive  him  of 
it.  His  qualifications  are  whatever  the  House  in  any  particular  Con- 
gress may  choose  to  prescribe;  and  even  Congress  can  not  bv  law  bind 
any  House  but  the  one  consenting  to  the  law.  Polygamy  is  a  viola- 
tion of  the  laws  of  the  United  States  and  a  high  crime  against  civiliza- 
tion. The  House  ought,  in  justice  to  its  own  dignity,  to  exclude  a 
self-confessed  polygamist  from  a  seat  on  its  floor. 

Mr.  Thompson,  who  reported  for  contestee,  did  so  on  the  ground  that 
his  certificate  of  election  must  stand  until  overthrown  by  competent 
evidence,  which  had  not  been  done.  Contestant  had  given  notice  of 
contest  under  the  statute,  but  had  offered  no  evidence  of  any  sort  taken 
under  the  statute.  He  must  be  held  to  have  abandoned  his  contest. 
If  the  certified  copies  of  the  returns  were  admitted,  they  did  not  prove 
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how  many  legal  votes  were  cast.  Under  the  laws  of  the  Territory  it 
was  possible  for  women  who  were  not  citizens  and  other  clearly 
unqualified  persons  to  vote.  There  was  no  evidence  how  many  of 
these  votes  might  have  been  cast.  The  pretended  naturalization  of 
contestant  was  clearly  void.  There  was  no  legal  record  of  its  issue, 
and  contestant  had  not  at  the  time  it  purported  to  have  been  issued  been 
an  actual  resident  of  the  United  States  the  required  time;  constructive 
residence  was  not  sufficient. 

Those  who  reported  for  contestant  did  so  on  the  ground  that  the 
conmiittee  had  no  right  to  investigate  any  other  qualifications  than 
those  prescribed  by  the  statute  creating  tte  office  of  delegate,  or  by 
the  Constitution  in  regard  to  members,  which  applied  to  Delegates  by 
analogy.  A  Delegate  was  so  far  a  member  that  he  ought  not  to  be 
deprived  of  his  seat  except  upon  evidence  that  he  was  not  elected  or 
that  he  possessed  some  legal  or  constitutional  disqualification.  The 
personal  moral  character  or  the  Delegate  was  no  more  to  be  considered 
m  judging  of  his  election,  qualifications,  and  returns  than  in  the  case 
of  a  Member.  If  he  was  to  be  removed  because  of  personal  unfitness 
it  should  be  hj  expulsion  by  a  two-thirds  vote. 

The  resolutions  of  the  minority,  declaring  contestee  elected,  were 
rejected  by  a  vote  of  79  to  123.  The  resolutions  declaring  the  seat 
vacant  were  then  passed  without  division. 

[2  Ells.,  604^67.]       • 

(18)  Stovetx  vs.  Cabell. 

Fravd;  illegal  influeTice;  irj'egvhn^ti^'s,  '  Report  for  contesUe. 
Contestee  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Atherton. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  859  votes.  If 
all  the  claims  of  contestant  in  his  notice  of  contest  in  regard  to  pre- 
cincts about  which  he  took  any  testimony  were  conceded,  this  majority 
would  not  be  overcome.  Some  testimony  was  taken  in  regard  to  pre- 
cincts not  mentioned  in  the  notice  of  contest  or  upon  issues  in  regard 
to  others  not  raised  by  the  notice  of  contest,  but  the  comihittee  neld 
it  to  be  inadmissible.  Testimony  was  also  thrown  out  because  taken 
in  one  county  before  a  notary  public  of  another  county,  or  before  a 
county  clerk,  an  officer  not  autnorized  by  the  statute.  Most  of  the 
charges  as  to  other  precincts  were  not  sufficiently  proved.  Contestant 
charged  that  at  one  precinct  his  supporters  were  subjected  to  social 
and  business  ostracism,  and  that  the  colored  and  white  voters  were 
reauired  to  vote  at  separate  windows;  the  white  voters  voted  rapidly 
and  without  challenge,  while  the  colored  voters  were  purposely  delayed, 
so  that  many  of  them  had  not  yet  voted  when  the  polls  closed.  The 
mere  fact  of  receiving  the  votes  at  two  windows  did  not  affect  the 
validity  of  the  election.     There  was  very  little  testimony  tending  to 

1)rove  the  charge  of  unfairness,  and  this  was  fully  contradicted.  Sirai- 
ar  charges  were  made  against  a  few  other  precincts,  but  not  proved. 
Many  votes  were  charged  to  have  been  rejected  by  the  illegal  rulings 
of  election  officers,  but  while  some  votes  may  have  been  so  rejected, 
the  number  was  much  less  than  charged,  and  not  great  enough  to  affect 
the  result. 

The  committee  unanimously  recommended  resolutions  declaring  con- 
testee elected.     The  House  agreed  without  division. 
[2  Ells.  667-675.] 
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(19)  Bayley  vs.  Barbour. 

Inh/ibiiancy.     Report  for  co7itestee,     Contestee  retaivied  his  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Wait. 

Contestant  abandoned  all  the  claims  in  bis  notice  of  contest  except 
the  charge  that  contestee  wiis  ineligible  b}'  reason  of  not  being  an 
inhabitant  of  Virginia  at  the  time  of  his  election.  In  doing  this  he  of 
course  abandoned  all  claim  to  be  himself  entitled  to  the  seat,  and  the 
committee  would  have  preferred  to  have  the  question  of  eligibility 
raised  by  a  memorial  from  the  electors,  who  were  alone  interested. 

It  appeared  that  Mr.  Barbour  had  no  property  in  the  city  of  Alex- 
andria, but  that  his  wife  had,  and  it  was  assessed  against  her  as  a  resi- 
dent of  Alexandria  until  shortly  after  the  election  in  question.  Mr. 
Barbour  had  a  tempomrv  home  in  Washington,  but  he  always  considered 
and  announced  himseli  as  a  resident  oi  Virginia.  Legal  processes 
were  habituallj'  served  on  him  in  Alexandria.  For  two  or  three 
months  before  and  after  the  election  in  question  he  had  been  actually 
present  in  Virginia,  with  no  intention  of  ever  permanently  removing 
therefrom.  The  laws  of  Virginia  required  a  year's  residence  in  the 
State  and  three  months  in  the  county,  city,  or  town.  It  was  contended 
that  Mr.  Barbour  had  not  these  qualifications  of  an  elector,  but  the 
committee,  after  discussing  the  cases  of  Bailey  (C.  &  H.,  411)  and  Key 
(C.  &  H.,  224),  held  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  a  member  should 
be  a  voter  in  the  State  at  the  time  of  his  election,  but  onl}"  that  he  be 
an  inhabitant. 

The  committee  recommended  that  contestee  retain  the  seat,  and  the 
House  agreed  without  division. 

[2  Ells.,  676-680.] 

(20)  Jones  vs.  Shelley. 

Application  for  a  special  i?ivestigatio?i.  Majority  report  favorable; 
minority  npirrt  adrei^se.     No  action  hy  tlie  House. 

Majority  report  by  Mr,  Ranney;  minority  report  ])y  Mr.  Beltz- 
hoover. 

Mr.  Shelley  had  been  unseated  (see  case  of  Smith  vs.  Shelley)  and  a 
vacancy  declared.  A  special  election  was  called  to  fill  the  vacancy, 
and  Mr.  Shelley  was  certified  to  have  been  again  elected.  Contestant 
alleged  that  on  the  face  of  the  precinct  returns  he  had  received  a 
majority  of  about  10,000  votes,  but  that  nearly  all  his  votes  had  been 
thrown  out  by  the  county  canvassei's  on  frivolous  pretexts.  He 
exhibited  to  the  committee  the  returns  of  the  United  Stat^^s  super- 
visors, which  seemed  to  support  the  charge.  Notice  of  contest  had 
been  duly  served,  but  the  time  allowed  by  the  statute  for  taking  testi- 
mony would  extend  beyond  March  4,  1883,  when  the  Congress  would 
expire  by  limitation.  Contestant  therefore  petitioned  for  a  more 
speedy  way  of  investigjiting  the  election.     The  committee  favored 

![rantmg  the  application.  The  well-known  history  of  the  district  (the 
Touith  Alabama)  and  the  facts  brought  out  in  the  contest  of  Smith  vs. 
Shelley  gave  a  show  of  probability  to  the  claimb  of  contestant,  and  if 
his  allegations  were  true  the  House  ought  to  know  it.  The  committee 
therefore  recommended  that  a  subcommittee  of  three  members  be 
authorized  to  go  to  Alabama  to  take  t(^stimony. 
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The  minority  opposed  oinploying  any  such  plan.  Contestant  might 
have  started  his  contest  earlier  and  thus  gained  time.  The  time  was 
now  (January  23,  1883)  so  short  that  no  special  committee  could  take 
more  than  a  small  part  of  the  evidence.  Contestant  and  contestee  were 
taking  testimony  in  the  regular  way,  and  should  be  permitted  to  pro- 
ceed. The  only  effect  which  an  investigation  by  a  special  committee 
could  have  would  be  to  prejudice  the  case  of  CvB^igys.  Shelley,  which 
was  pending  in  the  Forty -eighth  Congress.  The  Forty-seventh  Con- 
gress had  already  had  contesS  enough  of  its  own  "without  embarking 
in  the  busincvss  of  setting  up  small  side  shows  to  help  along  contests  in 
the  next  House."  Ail  the  presumptions  were  in  favor  of  contestee, 
and  the  statement  of  the  majority  that  the  claims  of  contestant  were 
"probable"  was  based  on  uncalled-for  assumptions. 

The  rule  of  law.  being  that  the  ordinary  method  of  trying  contested  elections  iu 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  will  not  be  departed  from 
without  good  cause,  it  is  respectfully  submitted  that  under  all  the  circumstances  in 
this  case  no  such  cause  has  been  shown. 

The  minority  report  was  subsequently  withdrawn   by  unanimous 
consent. 
There  was  no  action  by  the  House. 
[2  ElLs.,  681-686.] 
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PORTT-EIOHTH  COVOEESS,  1883-1885. 

Coramittee  on  Elections. 

Mr.  Turner,  Georgia,  Mr.  Adams,  New  York, 

Davis,  Missouri,  Ranney,  Massachusetts, 

Converse,  Ohio,  Pettibone,  Tennessee, 

Cook,  Iowa,  Miller,  Pennsylvania, 

Bennett,  North  Carolina,  Valentine,  Nebraska, 

LowRY,  Indiana,  Hepburn,  Iowa. 

Elliott,  Pennsylvania,  Hart,  Ohio, 

Mr.  Robertson,  Kentucky. 

Oases. 

(1)  J.  R.  Chalmers  vs.  V.  H.  Manning,  Mississvpj^. 
f2)  George  T.  Garrison -v*.  Robert  Mayo,  Viraima. 
[3)  Francisco  A.  Manzanares  vs.  Tranquilino  Luna,  Neio  Mexico. 


4^  Charles  C.  Pool  vs.  Thomas  G.  Skinner,  North  Cai'olitm. 
(5)  S.  N.  Wood  vs.  S.  R.  Peters,  Kansas. 
(6^  Charles  T.  O'Ferrall  vs.  John  Paul,  Virainiu. 

7)  William  M.  English  vs.  Stanton  J.  Peelle,  Indiana. 

8)  Jonathan  H.  Wallace  ^y^.  Wm.  McKinley,  jr.,  Ohio. 
(9)  James  E.  Campbell  vs.  Henry  L.  Morey,  Ohio. 

10)  John  E.  Massey  vs.  John  S.  Wi«*e,  Virginia. 

11)  George  H.  Craig  vs.  Charles  M.  Shelley,  Al<xha7na. 

(12)  A.  C.  Botkin  vs.  Martin  Maginnis,  Montana  Terrltmy. 

(13)  James  H.  McLean  vs.  James  O.  Broadhead,  Missaun. 

(14)  Benjamin  T.  Frederick  vs.  James  Wilson,  Iowa. 


(1)  Chalmers  vs.  Manning. 

Prima  facie  ca^e:  Neither  party  seated.  Case  on  merits:  Undue 
influence  by  Government  officeft^s;  holding  of  incompatible  office.  Ma- 
j(jrity  reports  fm^  contestant,'  minority  report  to  declare  seat  vacant. 
Contestant  seated. 

Prima  facie  case:  Majority  report  by  Mr.  Turner;  minority  report 
by>Ir.  Cook. 

Case  on  merits:  Majority  report  by  Mr.  Cook;  dissenting  report  h\ 
Mr.  Ranney;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Davis. 

The  Clerk  of  the  House  did  not  place  the  name  of  either  claimant 
on  the  roll,  as  the  certificate  of  election  of  Mr.  Manning  had  not  been 
filed  with  him,  and  among  the  papers  which  were  filed  by  the  parties 
there  was  nothing  which  he  regarded  as  a  certificate  of  election.  There 
was  considemble  debate  during  the  first  two  days  of  the  session  as  to 
what  was  the  proper  course  to  be  pursued,  and  on  the  second  day  a 
resolution  was  introduced,  with  the  consent  of  Mr.  Manning,  and 
passed,  referring  all  the  papers  presented  by  both  parties  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Elections,  "  with  instructions  to  report  immediately  whether 
upon  the  prima  facie  case  as  presented  by  said  papers  said  Manning 
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or  Chalmers  is  entitled  to  be  sworn  in  as  a  member  pending  the  contest 
on  the  merits,  and  not  to  affect  the  final  right  to  said  seat. 
The  conmiittee  reported  that — 

This  action  of  the  Houee  was  either  a  refusal  of  the  seat  to  Mr.  Manning  by  the 
House  on  the  usual  evidence  of  the  governor's  certificate  or  it  was  a  renunciation  by 
liim  of  his  right  to  demand  such  seat  upon  the  governor's  certificate  alone;  x>erhap6 
it  was  both. 

Among  the  papers  referred  was  a  commission  issued  by  the  governor 
to  Mr.  Manning,  in  due  form.  If  the  committee  had  confined  their 
investigations  to  this  paper  alone,  they  would  "unhesitatingly  have 
afiirmed  Mr.  Manning's  right  to  occupy  the  seat  pending  the  contest. 
Except  in  extraordinary  cases,  and  in  rare  instances,  we  find  that  the 
commission  or  certificate  concludes  all  inquiry  as  to  which  of  the 
claimants  of  a  seat  shall  occupy  it  until  the  contest  on  the  merits  is 
determined."  But  in  this  case  all  the  papers  had  been  referred  by  the 
House,  and  among  them  was  the  certificate  of  the  secretary  of  state, 
upon  which  the  ceilificate  of  the  governor  was  based.  This  certificate 
showed  a  large  number  of  votes  returned  for  J.  R.  Chamhless^  which, 
if  counted  for  contestant,  would  give  him  a  majority  of  all  the  votes. 
Contestee  in  his  answer  to  the  notice  of  contest  had  conceded  that 
these  votes  were  cast  for  contestant,  and  had  announced  his  intention 
of  not  claiming  the  seat  on  the  certificate  of  the  governor,  or  until  ho 
could  prove  his  election  by  other  evidence.  The  returns  on  which  the 
certificate  of  the  secretary  of  state  was  based  showed  that  the  votes  in 

?[uestion  were  returned  to  the  secretary  of  state  as  having  been  cast 
or  contestant — the  name  "Cham bless"  appearing  not  on  the  face  of 
the  returns,  but  in  a  tabular  statement  written  on  the  back  of  one  of 
them.  Under  these  circumstances,  and  on  account  of  the  instructions 
of  the  House,  the  admissions  of  contestee,  and  his  refusal  to  take  his 
seat  in  the  usual  way,  the  committee  were  ''unable  to  agree  that  Mr. 
Manning  should  be  seated  upon  hi9>  jytnma  fade  title.  Mr.  Chalmers 
having  no  such  credentials  as  the  law  contemplates,  we  do  not  think 
that  he  ought  to  be  seated  pending  the  contest.^' 

Mr.  Cook  filed  a  dissenting  report,  contending  that  the  circum- 
stances of  the  reference  did  not  show  that  Mr.  Manning  had  declined 
or  the  House  denied  his  right  to  take  a  seat  on  his  certificate.  The 
only  evidence  proper  to  be  considered  on  2Ljrnmafaeie  case  was  the 
certificate,  and,  according  to  all  the  authorities,  unless  this  certificate 
either  showed  on  its  face  facts  contradicting  the  result  to  which  it  cer- 
tified or  was  issued  by  incompetent  authority,  it  was  conclusive  of  the 
prima  facie  right  of  its  holder  to  the  seat.  To  hold  otherwise,  and 
especially  to  hold  that  a  person  shown  by  other  evidence  than  the  cer- 
titicate  not  to  have  received  a  majority  on  the  face  of  the  returns  was 
thereby  to  be  deprived  of  th^  prima  facie  i\i\^  ^\\^ii  by  the  certificate, 
would  be  to  double  the  labor  of  every  election  case  by  requiring  two 
adjudications,  both  based  upon  testimonv. 

On  the  prima  facie  case,  a  resolution  tnat  the  credentials  of  contestee 
were  "due  and  perfect"  was  defeated,  by  a  vote  of  106  to  139,  and 
one  that  he  be  sworn  in,  by  a  vote  of  91  to  157.  The  committee  was 
then,  without  division,  discharged  from  the  consideration  of  ih^  prima 
facie  case. 

The  seat  remained  vacant  pending  the  investigation  of  the  merits. 
On  the  final  adjudication  the  committee,  by  a  nearly  unanimous  vote, 
decided  that  contestant  was  entitled  to  the  seat.     Ue  was  conceded  to 
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have  received  a  large  majority  on  the  face  of  the  returns,  but  his  elec- 
tion was  sought  to  m  overthrown  by  charges  that  officers  of  the  United 
States  Government,  by  illegal  influence  and  bribery,  had  interfered 
with  the  election,  and  also  by  the  allegation  that  contestant,  by  virtue 
of  his  employment  as  '^special  assistant  to  the  district  attorneys  for 
the  northern  and  southern  districts  of  Mississippi,"  had  been  an  officer 
of  the  United  States,  and  was  thereby  disqualified  from  being  a  mem- 
ber of  Congress. 

The  committee  found  that  Fedeml  patronage  and  the  services  of 
Federal  officers  had  apparently  been  used  in  a  way  that  was  ^'a  re- 
proach to  the  civil  service  of  the  country."  But  while  such  practices 
were  to  be  condemned,  it  did  not  appear  in  this  case  that  they  had 
affected  the  result  of  the  election;  indeed,  their  main  effect  seemed  to 
have  been  to  secure  to  contestant  the  nomination  of  his  party,  with 
which  the  House  had  nothing  to  do.  As  to  the  second  question,  pass- 
ing the  question  whether  the  position  of  special  assistant  to  the  district 
attorney  is  an  office  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  the  com- 
mittee found  that  Mr.  Chalmers  was  retained  for  a  special  puipose, 
"and  that  prior  to  the  time  for  the  convening  of  Congress  the  matter 
for  which  he  was  appointed  or  employed  had  been  disposed  of.  *  *  * 
Practically  his  connection  with  the  office  of  district  attorney  had 
ceased." 

Mr.  Ranney  presented  a  report  signed  by  himself  and  Messrs.  Pet- 
tibone,  Miller,  Valentine,  Hepburn,  and  Hart,  all  of  whom  agreed  in 
the  conclusion  of  the  majority  report,  but  protested  against  the  insin- 
uations of  that  report  against  tne  conduct  of  Federal  officials  and 
against  the  personal  charact^er  of  contestant.  They  claimed  that  the 
evidence  entirely  failed  to  substantiate  any  of  these  charges.  They 
also  discussed  more  at  length  the  question  of  whether  the  office  of  assist- 
ant to  a  district  attorney  was  a  disqualifying  office. 

Mr.  Davis  presented  a  minority  report  in  which  he  contended  that 
the  position  held  by  contestant  was  an  office  within  the  meaning  of  the 
constitution.  Contestant  was  retained  for  the  prosecution  of  a  number 
of  cases,  and  the  alleged  settlement  had  to  do  with  only  one  of  them. 
Some  of  the  cases  were  still  pending,  and  contestant  had  not  resigned 
his  appointment  until  some  months  after  the  beginning  of  the  session 
of  Congress.  He  presented  resolutions  declaring  the  seat  vacant  on 
this  ground  and  also  on  the  ground  of  corrupt  influence  by  Federal 
officials. 

On  the  case  on  the  merits  the  resolutions  presented  by  the  majority 
were  passed  by  a  vote  of  163  to  56,  and  contestant  was  sworn  in. 

[Mobley,  7-52.] 

(2)  Garrison  i'^.  Mayo. 

When  certificate  conchmive  of  prima  facie  right.  Illegally  rejected 
returns.  Illegal  votes.  Report  on  prima  facie  case  for  contestee;  on 
cojse  on  merits  for  contestant.      Contestant  seated. 

Report  on  jw/7««  facie  case  by  Mr.  Lowrv;  on  case  on  merits  by 
Mr.  Turner. 

Contestee,  having  the  certificate  of  election,  was  swoni  in  on  the 
first  day  of  the  session.  On  the  second  day  a  resolution  was  offered 
referring  the  ^^  certificates  and  all  other  papers''  to  the  Committee  on 
Elections,  with  instructions  to  report  ^*  which  of  the  rival  claimants 
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to  the  seat  from  that  district  has  t\iQ  pruna  f(K'ie  right  thereto,  reserv- 
ing to  the  other  partv  the  privilege  of  contesting  the  case  upon  the 
merits."  The  next  day  a  resolution  was  passed  referring  the  above 
resolution  to  the  Committee  on  Elections,  '^  with  instructions  to 
report  on  the  legal  question  involved  therein." 

The  committee  took  this  latter  resolution  as  implying  that  the 
House  had  not  instructed  the  committee  to  examine  other  evidence 
than  the  certificate,  and  reported  a  resolution  declaring 

That  upon  the  legal  question  involved  in  the  case  of  (iarrison  ?«.  Mayo,  the  return 
of  the  governor,  in  the  absence  of  anything  apj)earing  thereon  or  properly  presents! 
in  connection  therewith  tending  to  impeach  it,  is  conclusive  aa  to  the  prima  facie 
right,  and  that,  pending  the  contest  on  the  merits,  the  sitting  member  is  therefore 
in  this  case  entitled  to  retain  the  seat. 

Mr.  Davis  dissented  from  the  construction  given  to  the  resolution 
referring  the  case. 

On  the  case  on  the  merits  the  committee  reported  that  contestee  had 
been  certified  by  the  State  canvassers  as  having  received  a  majority  of 
1  vote,  but  that  this  result  had  been  reached  by  throwing  out  the  vote 
of  one  county  on  the  ground  that  on  the  seal  impressed  on  the  return 
the  word  "county"  was  written  over  the  word  "circuit"  of  the  seal. 
Counting  this  county,  and  also  the  return  of  an  island  precinct  which 
had  been  delayed,  contestant  was  shown  to  have  a  majority  of  72  votes. 
The  burden  ot  proof  thui*  shifted  to  contestee,  and  he  sought  to  sustain 
it  by  showing  illegal  votes  for  contestant  sufficient  to  overcome  his 
majority.  Some  of  these  votes  involved  legal  questions  arising  under 
the  Virginia  capitation  tax  law  and  votes  found  in  the  wrong  boxes. 
The  committee  preferred  not  to  decide  these  Questions  until  the 
consideration  of  other  Virginia  cases  of  which  tney  were  decisive. 
Taking,  how^ever,  the  views  of  the  law  most  favorable  to  contestee,  and 
looking  on  the  evidence  of  the  facts  claimed  in  the  light  most  favorable 
to  him,  he  had  not  shown  enough  illegal  votes  to  overcome  the  majority 
of  contestant.  Contestant  had  also  charged  a  very  large  number  of 
such  votes  against  contestee,  and  a  considenition  of  the  evidence  would 
probably  increase  his  majority,  but  as  in  any  case  he  was  elected,  the 
committee  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  examine  all  the  evidence.  The 
committee  were  unanimous  in  their  decision  in  favor  of  contestant. 
The  House  agreed  without  division  to  the  resolutions  pres^cnted,  and 
contestant  was  sworn  in. 

[Mobley,  63-59.] 

(3)  Maxzanares  vs.  Luna. 

Fraud.     Report  for  contestant.      Contestant  seated. 

Report  by  Mr.  Robertson. 

The  notice  of  contest  in  this  case  was  served  within  the  time,  on  the 
wife  of  contestee,  at  his  home,  he  being  absent  from  the  Territory. 
Other  notices  were  sent  to  Washington  by  mail  and  expre^js,  but  none 
was  actually  served  on  contestee  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  thirty 
days.  The  (committee  held  that  the  service  was  sufficient.  The  notice 
charged  fraud  in  various  counties,  but  the  testimony  was  confined  to 
the  county  of  Valencia,  where  contestee  was  returned  as  receiving 
4,259  votes,  and  contestant  0.  The  largest  previous  vote  in  the  county 
had  been  2,136,  and  there  had  he(Mi  no  increase  in  the  population. 
The  Democratic  party,  to  >ybich  contestant  belonged,  had  always  pre- 
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viously  e4ist  from  three  to  six  hundred  votes.  At  this  election  no 
votes  were  certified  for  contestee  by  the  county  board,  though  the  poll 
books  showed  that  he  received  66. 

Examining  the  evidence  at  particular  precincts,  the  committee  found 
that  the  election  at  precincts  casting  a  vote  of  2,357  for  contestee  was 
fraudulent,  and  that  the  votes  must  be  thrown  out.  The  proof  of  fraud 
in  most  cases  consisted  of  proof  that  a  much  less  number  of  votes  was 
cast  than  returned.  The  names  on  the  poll  books  in  some  cases  were 
obviously  fictitious;  in  some  cases  they  were  arranged  in  alphabetical 
order,  as  if  copied  from  some  index  or  registration  fist.  In  one  or  two 
cases  the  whole  returns  were  forgeries.  In  one  case  the  election  was 
held  the  day  before  the  legal  day.  Deducting  from  contestee  the  votes 
at  the  fraudulent  polls,  contestant  was  shown  to  have  a  majority  of  938 
votes.  The  committee  unanimously  I'ecommended  that  he  be  seated. 
The  House  agreed  without  division  and  contestant  was  sworn  in. 

[Mobley,  61-64.] 

(4)  Pool  vs.  Skinner. 

Election  to  fill  vaoancy^  field  in  iievj  dhtrict.  Majority  report  for 
the  validity  ojthe  election:  ininority  report  that  it  was  invalia^  as  field 
in  the  wrong  district.     House  refused  to  consider  case. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Turner;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Ranncy; 
further  dissenting  report  by  Mr.  Cook. 

At  the  time  of  the  election  of  members  of  the  Forty-eighth  Con- 
gress, the  State  of  North  Carolina  had  not  yet  been  redistricted  under 
the  new  apportionment  law  and  had  elected  eight  Representatives  from 
the  old  districts  and  an  additional  Representative  at  large.  Walter  F. 
Pool  was  chosen  the  Representative  for  'the  First  district.  After  the 
election  the  State  was  redistricted  and  Bertie  County  was  taken  out  of 
the  First  district  and.  Carteret  County  added  to  it.  Subsequent  to  the 
passage  of  this  law  Mr.  Walter  F.  Pool  died  and  the  governor  issued 
writs  for  an  election  to  fill  the  vacancy,  to  be  held  in  the  new  First 
district.  At  this  election  Mr.  Skinner  received  the  majority  of  the 
votes.  His  election  was  contested  by  Mr.  Charles  C.  Pool,  his  oppo- 
nent, on  the  ground  that  the  election  should  have  been  held  in  the  old 
district,  from  which  Mr.  Walter  F.  Pool  had  been  elected.  Mr.  Skinner 
was  sworn  in  and  a  resolution  passed  directing  the  Committee  on  Elec- 
tions to  report  whether  he  was  elected  from  the  proper  district.  The 
majority  of  the  committee  reported  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  elec- 
tion. At  the  time  the  election  was  held  the  law  of  North  Carolina 
provided  that  for  the  purpose  of  electing  Representatives  in  Congress 
the  State  should  be  divided  into  nine  specified  districts.  This  law 
expressly  repealed  all  previous  laws,  saving  no  exceptions.  At  the 
time  of  the  election  the  only  First  district  m  legal  existence  was  the 
one  in  which  the  election  was  held.  The  governor  had  decided  that  it 
should  be  held  in  this  district,  and,  while  the  precedents  of  Congress 
on  the  subject  were  conflicting,  it  was  found  that  Congress  had  alwavs 
acquiesced  in  the  course  of  the  State  authorities.  Whichever  way  the 
governor  decided  the  question,  the  committee  would  not  be  inclined  to 
overthrow  his  decision.  They  accordingly  recommended  a  resolution 
that  contestee  "retain  his  seat  without  prejudice  to  the  ultimate  right 
to  the  seat." 

The  minority  held  that  the  election  ought  to  have  been  held  in  the  old 
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district.  If  the  election  in  the  new  district  was  allowed  to  stand,  one 
county  would  be  without  any  Representative  in  Conf^ress  and  another 
county  would  be  representea  by  two  Representatives.  The  difference 
in  these  two  counties  in  this  case  made  a  difference  in  the  political 
complexion  of  the  district.  If  the  principle  on  which  the  report  of 
the  majority  was  based  was  carried  to  its  logical  conclusion  it  might 
produce  the  most  absurd  consequences. 

The  law  of  the  State  only  gave  the  governor  the  power  to  fix  the 
ti/nie  of  elections  to  fill  vacancies;  they  were  to  be  held  in  the  manner 
and  places  required  by  law.  The  writs  and  proclamations  were  to  go 
to  the  separate  precincts.  A  Congressional  district  is  not  a  separate 
corporation,  havmg  an  election  machinery  of  its  own;  it  is  merely  a 
designation  of  what  counties  shall  have  the  right  to  choose  a  Repre- 
sentative. Under  the  precedents  of  the  House,  and  a  fair  construction 
of  the  laws  of  North  Carolina,  the  counties  which  should  have  filled 
the  vacancy  were  the  counties  in  which  the  vacancy  occurred.  The 
minority  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  election  should  be  declared 
invalid. 

Mr.  Cook  filed  a  report  agreeing  in  the  conclusion  of  the  majority, 
but  on  different  grounds.  He  held  that  the  election  should  have  been 
held  in  the  old  district,  and  that  the  votes  cast  in  Carteret  County,  not 
in  the  old  district,  should  be  rejected.  But  rejecting  these  votes,  con- 
testee  was  still  elected,  and  his  election  could  not  be  invalidated  by  the 
fact  that  the  people  of  Bertie  did  not  vote,  for  they  could  have  voted 
under  the  law  if  they  had  desired. 

This  case  was  twice  called  up,  but  each  time  the  House  refused  to 
consider  it,  and  it  was  never  acted  on. 

[Mobley,  65-78.] 

(5)  Wood  vs.  Peters. 

Pmoer  of  the  State  to  superadd  qxudifications  for  Representative  in 
Co7i(jress  to  those  prescribed  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  StateAi, 
Majority  report  for  contestee;  report  hy  Mr.  Benriett  for  contestant. 
Conte^tee  retainea  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Elliott;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Bennett. 

At  the  election  for  members  of  the  Forty -eighth  Congress  from  the 
State  of  Kansas  four  members  at  large  were  voted  for.  Contestee 
received  the  highest  number  of  votes;  contestant  stood  fifth  in  order. 
He  contested  the  election  of  contestee  on  the  ground  that  he  was  in- 
eligible under  the  constitution  of  Kansas.  This  constitution  provided 
that  the  judges  of  the  district  courts  of  the  State  should  not  ''hold 
any  office  of  profit  or  trust  under  the  authority  of  the  State  or  the 
United  States  during  the  term  of  office  for  which  said  justices  or  judges 
shall  be  elected."  Contestee  was  at  the  time  of  his  election  a  judge  of 
one  of  the  district  courts  of  Kansas,  and  hence  clearly  came  within  the 
disqualif  ving  provisions  of  the  constitution.  But  the  committee  held 
that  the  States  have  no  authority  to  prescribe  other  qualifications  for 
Representatives  in  Congress  than  those  prescribed  in  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  provision  in  question  was  consequently 
void.  Story  and  Kent,  and  the  recent  cases  of  Turney  vs.  Marshall  and 
Fouke  vs.  IrumbuU  were  quoted  as  sustaining  this  doctrine. 

Mr.  Bennett  presented  an  elaborate  minority  report,  holding  that 
the  enumei*ation  of  certain  qualifications  in  the  Constitution  did  not 

H.  Doc.  510 26 


402  DIGEST   OF    CONTBBTED   ELECTION   CASES. 

exclude  the  requirement  of  others,  and  that  the  requirement  of  these 
additional  qualifications  was  amone  the  reserved  rights  of  the  States. 
To  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  hold  invalid  provisions  in  the  constitu- 
tions of  nearly  all  the  States  (a  complete  list  of  which  was  given  in  the 
report),  some  of  which  were  adopted  before  the  Constitution  itself. 
The  debates  in  the  Constitutional  Convention  clearly  showed  that  no 
such  limitation  of  the  powers  of  the  States  was  intended. 

Mr.  Peters  being  ineligible,  Mr.  Wood,  being  the  eligible  candidate 
who  received  the  highest  number  of  votes,  should  be  declared  elected. 
The  principle  that  votes  cast  for  an  ineligible  candidate  were  to  be 
treated  as  nullities  was  sustained  by  all  the  English  authorities  and 
the  best  American  precedents. 

The  House  adopted  the  resolutions  presented  by  the  committee  with- 
out division,  and  Mr.  Peters  retained  his  seat. 

[Mobley,  79-136.] 

(6)  O'FERjftAix  V.S,  Paul. 

NonpoAfment  of  capitation  ta^x,      Votes  ca^t  on  tax  receipts  issued  iy 
*  *  special  collectors  "  md  paid  for  hy  pariaj  committee.     Majority  report 
for  contestant)'  minority  report  for  contestee,     Contesta/nt  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Lowry;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Miller. 

Mr.  Paul  received  a  majority  of  205  votes,  as  cast  and  returned,  and 
was  given  the  certificate;  but,  having  been  appointed  to  the  bench  of 
the  United  States  court,  he  never  qualified  and  sent  his  resignation  to 
the  governor.  The  seat  remained  vacant  pending  the  contest.  Con- 
testant claimed  the  seat  on  the  ground  that  a  number  of  votes  larger 
than  the  returned  majority  of  contestee  had  been  cast  for  him  hj  per- 
sons who  were  disqualifiea  by  reason  of  nonpayment  of  the  capitation 
tax  required  by  the  laws  of  Virginia.  The  charge  applied  to  the  whole 
district,  but  the  only  county  discussed  in  the  reports  "or  fully  covered 
by  the  testimony  was  Albemarle.  Here  the  committee  found  that 
676  votes  were  cast  for  contestee  by  pereons  who  were  on  the  delin- 
quent tax  list,  and  that  557  of  these  had  not  paid  their  tax,  under  any 
construction  of  the  law,  and  must  be  i*ejectea. 

Under  the  law  the  assessment  lists  returned  to  the  auditor  of  public 
accounts  and  the  delinquent  tax  lists  made  out  by  him  were  required 
to  show  the  color  of  each  person  included  in  them.  In  Albemarle 
County  a  witness  testified  that  he  had  compared  the  poll  lists  of  the 
various  precincts  with  the  delinquent  tax  list  of  the  county  and  with  a 
list  of  the  tax  receipts  issued  by  the  countv  clerk  subsequent  to  the 
preparation  of  the  said  list,  and- had  found  tiat  676  persons  had  voted 
whose  names  were  on  the  list  of  delinquents,  and  to  whom  no  tax 
receipts  had  been  issued  by  the  clerk.  As  these  persons  had  been  per- 
mitted to  vote,  they  had  presumably  presented  tax  receipts,  and  these 
receipts  must  have  been  those  issued  by  certain  "special  collectors" 
appomted  by  the  auditor  of  public  accounts  and  their  deputies.  The 
right  of  the  auditor  to  appoint  these  collectors  and  of  the  collectors  to 
appoint  deputies  was  in  aispute.  Conceding  the  right,  it  still  appeared 
that  the  only  person  empowered  to  issue  receipts  was  the  county  clerk. 
But  expressly  reserving  all  these  questi6ns  and  conceding  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  case  the  legality  of  the  appointment  of  the  collectors  and 
their  right  to  receive  taxes  and  issue  receipts  therefor^  there  still 
remained  the  question — and  on  this  question  the  committee  chiefly 
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rested  the  casi. — whether  all  these  receipts  were  paid  for  before  the 
election.  The  evidence  shewed  that  they  were  not  paid  for  by  the 
voters,  but  bv  the  party  committee  of  contestee's  party,  and  that  only 
$125  in  cash  had  been  paid  before  the  election.  As  this  $125  waa  only 
sufficient  to  pay  for  119  receipts,  it  followed  that  the  remaining  557 
votes  had  been  cast  by  persons  for  whom  no  tax  had  been  paid  prior 
to  the  electiop.  These  votes  were  illegal,  and  ought  to  be  deducted 
if  it  could  be  ascertained  for  whom  they  were  cast. 

The  whole  system  of  '^special  collectors"  was  shown  to  have  been 
one  adopted  by  contestee's- party  for  political  purposes.  The  auditor 
of  public  accounts  was  a  leading  manager  of  tne  party,  the  collectors 
and  deputies  were  all  partisans  of  contestee,  and  in  Albemarle  County, 
with  a  very  few  exceptions,  it  was  shown  that  the  tax  receipts  were 
given  out  only  to  known  Republicans.  They  were  paid  for  out  of  the 
Kepublican  campaign  fund.  Moreover,  it  was  shown  that  substan- 
tially all  the  voters  voting  on  these  receipts  were  colored.  Twenty- 
one  witnesses  of  both  parties  and  colors,  representing  nearly  all  the 
precincts  in  the  county,  testified  that  the  colored  vote  was  cast  with 
substantial  unanimity  for  contestee.  Under  all  these  circumstances 
there  could  be  no  doubt  that  these  votes  were  cast  for  contestee. 
Deducting  them  all  from  his  vote  left  a  majority  for  contestant  of  352 
votes.  Including  the  vote  of  a  precinct  wnich  had  been  rejected  by 
the  county  commissioners  because  of  irregularity  in  sealing,  the 
majority  of  contestant  would  still  be  248.  The  committee  accordingly 
recommended  resolutions  declaring  contestant  elected. 

The  minority  disagreed,  and  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
resolutions  appended  to  the  majority  report  only  received  in  the  com- 
mittee the  votes  of  six  of  the  fifteen  members.  The  minority  held 
that  the  evidence  entirely  failed  to  sustain  the  conclusions  of  the 
majority.  Without  deciding  the  question  whether  the  '^special  col- 
lectors" were  officers  dejure^  thej  were  certainly  officers  defacto^  act- 
ing under  color  of  legal  authority.  Under  the  precedents  the  fact 
that  the  taxe?  were  paid  for  by  a  political  committee  did  not  affect  the 
status  of  the  case,  as  the  elector  by  accepting  the  receipt  adopted  as 
his  own  the  act  of  the  person  paying  the  tax  and  adopted  it  as  of  the 
tinae  of  its  performance.  All  this  was  practically  conceded  in  the 
majority  report,  and  the  case  of  contestant  rested  on  the  assertion  that 
only  $125  of  the  money  was  paid  before  the  election.  But  the  evidence 
showed  that  $565  was  paid  before  the  election;  $440  of  this  was  in  a 
draft  and  was  not  indorsed  by  the  collector  until  after  the  election, 
but  it  was  received  by  him  some  weeks  before  the  election.  The  con- 
tention of  the  majority  report  could  only  be  sustained  on  the  ground 
that  the  money  represented  by  this  draft  was  not  paid  until  it  was 
indorsed  and  cashed  by  the  collector. 

The  testimony  of  only  one  witness  was  relied  on  to  show  who  the 
676  alleged  delinquents  were,  and  even  he  did  not  show  who  the  557 
deducted  by  the  majority  were.  He  did  not  show  that  he  knew  any 
of  the  voters,  or  their  color;  but  his  testimony  only  showed  that  he 
had  examined  certain  lists  of  delinquents  and  receipts  and  the  poll 
lists,  and  whenever  he  found  on  any  poll  list  a  name  also  found  on  the 
delinquent  list  and  not  found  on  the  list  of  receipts,  he  had  included  it 
in  his  list.  There  was  nothing  to  show  that  the  persons  voting  and 
those  on  the  delinquent  list  were  the  same,  and  the  lar^e  number  of 
similar  jiames  rendered  it  very  uncertain.     The  poll  lists  were  not 
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required  to  show,  and  so  far  as  appeared  did  not  show,  the  color  of  the 
voters;  and  the  testimony  of  this  witness  was  based  on  the  inference 
that  if  John  Brown  (colored^  was  on  the  delinquent  list,  and  a  John 
Brown  voted  anywhere  in  tne  county,  the  John  Brown  who  voted 
must  have  been  colored,  and  must  have  voted  on  a  tax  receipt  issued 
by  a  special  collector.  Of  the  ^76  persons  included  in  this  witness's 
testimony,  only  667  were  deducted  by  the  majority,  and  there  was  noth- 
ing at  all  either  in  the  testimony  or  in  any  possible  inference  to  show 
which  voters  these  667  were,  in  four  of  tne  twenty  precincts  there 
was  no  testimony  to  show  for  whom  the  colored  vote  was  cast,  and  in 
the  others  it  was  merely  the  impression  of  the  witnesses  as  to  the  vote 
as  a  class.  There  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  any  individual  voter 
voted  illegally,  or  for  whom  any  individual  voter  voted.  It  was  impos- 
sible, under  the  reasoning  of  the  majority,  even  to  state  how  many 
votes  were  rejected  in  any  particular  precinct.  The  minority  accord- 
ingly recommended  resolutions  declaring  contestant  not  elected. 

The  resolutions  presented  by  the  minority  were  defeated  by  a  vote 
of  83  to  139. 

The  resolutions  presented  by  the  majority  were  then  passed  without 
division,  and  contestant  was  sworn  in. 

[Mobley,  137-166.] 

(7)  English  vs.  PsEUiE. 

Recount;  illegal  haUoU;  vm^due  influence;  lUeaal  rejection  oj^  votes. 
Mc^ority  report  Jbf*  contestant;  Tnimxyrity  report  jot  contestee.  Contest- 
a/nt  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Converse;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Hart. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  87  votes  over 
contestant.  Contestant  charged  (1)  that  the  tickets  of  contestee  were 
illegal,  being  printed  on  "  plate  "  paper  and  easily  distinguishable;  (2) 
that  there  was  an  error  in  the  count  of  the  votes  in  Marion  County 
whereby  contestant  was  deprived  of  99  votes;  (3)  that  certain  persons 
from  the  jail  and  infirmary  voted  under  undue  influence  and  were  not 
legal  voters;  (4)  that  at  one  of  the  wards  voters  were  prevented  from 
voting  by  the  improper  conduct  of  the  election  oflScers;  and  (6)  that 
a  spurious  Democratic  ticket,  containing  the  name  of  contestee,  was 
circulated. 

As  it  was  not  claimed  that  the  last  three  charges,  as  far  as  sustained 
by  evidence,  were  sufficient  to  affect  the  result,  the  case  may  be  said 
to  turn  on  the  first  two  charges. 

The  statute  of  Indiana  provided  that — 

All  ballots  which  may  be  cast  at  any  election  hereafter  holden  in  this  State  shall 
be  written  or  printed  on  plain  white  paper,  of  a  uniform  width  of  3  inches,  without 
any  distinguishing  marks  or  other  embellishments  thereon  except  the  names  of  the 
candidates  and  the  offices  for  which  they  were  voted. 

The  Republican  tickets  were  printed  on  a  material  known  as  "plate,'' 
a  very  heavy,  finely  glazed  paper,  easily  distinguished  from  the  paper 
ordinarily  used  for  Allots  ana  on  which  the  Democratic  tickets  were 
printed.  These  tickets,  when  lightly  folded,  would  ejisily  spring  open 
when  deposited  in  the  box,  thus  facilitating  double  voting,  and  were 
genei-ally  known  as  "spring-back"  tickets.  The  committee  held  that 
they  were  not  only  in  violation  of  the  statute,  which  provided  that  the 
ballots  should  be  of  ^'' plain  white  paper,"  but  also  in  violation  of  the 
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constitution  of  Indiana,  which  provided  that  elections  should  be  *'by 
ballot."    An  election  by  ballot  implies  the  right  of  secrecy. 

Any  ticket  printed  on  material,  plain  white  in  color  though  it  be,  yet  so  thick  as 
to  be  readily  distinguished  from  ordmary  paper  in  use  for  such  purposes,  is  as  much 
a  distinffuishing  mark  and  as  much  in  violation  of  Jaw  sa  if  it  had  the  photograph  of 
the  candidate  printed  on  it.  *  ^  *  If  there  were  no  other  facts  in  the  case  than 
those  connected  with  the  '*  spring-back  tickets"  ^our  committee  would  find  no  diffi- 
culty in  setting  aside  the  election,  and  but  little  m  recommending  the  seating  of  the 
contestant. 

The  error  of  99  votes  in  the  count  of  the  votes  of  Marion  County 
was  shown  by  the  testimony  of  Hon.  Austin  H.  Brown.  There  had 
been  a  contest  between  two  candidates  for  the  office  of  sheriff  of  the 
county,  and  Mr.  Brown  was  one  of  three  commissioners  appointed  by 
the  court  to  recount  the  votes  for  sheriff.  At  the  instance  of  the  father 
of  contestant,  Mr.  Brown  took  note  of  the  votes  cast  for  Congress  on 
the  same  ballots,  and  testified  that  as  he  counted  it  the  plurality  for 
Peelle  in  the  county  was  99  less  than  that  returned  by  the  precinct 
officers. 

The  committee  held  that — 

The  value  of  the  recount  made  by  him  must  turn  upon  the  capacity  of  Mr.  Brown 
to  make  the  count  and  his  veracity  in  testifying  in  regard  to  it.  If  these  are  both 
established,  as  much  weight  should  be  given  nis  count  as  if  he  had  been  directed  by 
the  court  to  make  it. 

Mr.  Brown's  character  and  reputation  for  tnith  and  veracity  were 
shown  by  a  number  of  witnesses  to  be  very  good,  and  he  was  also 
shown  to  be  experienced  in  the  keeping  of  accounts.  He  had  held 
positions  of  trust  and  honor,  some  of  them  involving  expertness  in 
accounts.  The  ballots  had  been  kept  as  provided  by  law,  and  in  the 
custody  of  partisans  of  contestee,  where  if  they  had  been  tampered 
with  it  would  not  have  been  in  the  interest  of  contestant.  At  the  time 
of  the  contest  the  ballots  were  still  in  existence  and  in  official  custody, 
but  contestee  had  not  seen  proper  to  introduce  them  in  evidence  to 
contradict  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Brown.  Deducting  the  difference  in 
the  counts  of  Mr.  Brown  and  the  precinct  officers  was  alone  sufficient 
to  overcome  the  majority  of  contestee  and  elect  contestant. 

It  was  also  shown  that  inmates  of  the  jail  and  poorhouse  were  taken 
to  the  polls  by  pailisans  of  contestee  and  made  to  vote  the  Republican 
ticket.  The  election  officers  in  one  ward  refused  to  receive  tne  votes 
of  Democrats  who  offered  the  affidavits  required  by  law.  and  contest- 
ant was  thereby  deprived  of  a  number  of  votes  estimated  by  a  witness 
as  100.  Spurious  r)emoci*atic  tickets  containing  the  name  of  contestee 
were  also  m  circulation,  but  precautions  were  taken  to  prevent  their 
use^  and  only  12  of  them  were  voted.  Deducting  all  these  votes,  the 
majority  of  contestant  was  increased.  The  committee  accordingly 
recommended  resolutions  declaring  contestant  elected. 

The  minority  disagreed  on  all  the  issues.  The  evidence  on  the  last 
three  points  was  entirely  insufficient  to  show  the  state  of  facts  alleged, 
and  if  it  was,  the  result  would  not  be  affected.  The  case  therefore 
turned  on  the  Question  of  the  illegality  of  the  Republican  tickets  and 
tjie  recount  in  Marion  County  made  by  Mr.  Brown.  The  tickets  were 
conceded  to  have  been  printed  on  plain  white  paper,  3  inches  in  width, 
in  literal  compliance  with  the  statute  of  Indiana.  The  tickets  were 
rinted  on  No.  2  book  paper,  while  those  of  the  Democrats  were  on 
"o.  3  book  paper.  If  the  tickets  could  be  distinguished  by  the  thick- 
ness of  the  paper,  it  was  no  more  true  that  the  Republican  tickets 
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could  be  distinguished  by  their  thickness  than  the  Democratic  by  their 
thinness.  There  was  no  way,  under  the  law,  of  selecting^  either  ticket 
as  the  standard.  The  evidence  entirely  disproved  the  charge  that  the 
selection  of  paper  was  for  any  fraudulent  or  illegal  purpose.  An 
Indiana  court,  in  a  case  involving  the  same  ballots  and  election,  had 
decided  them  legal.  But  even  if  they  were  in  violation  of  law,  the 
law  was  only  directory,  and  the  penalty  should  be  inflicted  on  those 
who  violated  it  in  procuring  or  receiving  the  tickets,  and  not  on  the 
voters  by  depriving  them  or  their  votes. 

The  recount  made  by  Mr.  Brown  was  utterly  without  validity.  He 
was  a  commissioner  appointed  by  the  court  to  conduct  a  recount  of 
other  votes,  and  was  neither  authorized  to  conduct  this  recount  nor 
sworn  to  conduct  it  correctly.  He  conducted  a  large  part  of  his 
recount  without  the  knowledge  of  the  other  two  commissioners.  After 
they  discovered  what  he  was  doing  they  also  kept  a  count.  In  all  the 
precincts  counted  after  all  three  liad  commenced  to  count  the  gains 
were  for  contestee,  but  Mr.  Brown  testified  that  on  the  whole  recount 
he  found  a  gain  of  99  for  contestant.  He  was  paid  by  the  father  of 
contestant  to  make  the  recount.  He  had  lost  or  destroyed  all  memo- 
randa made  at  the  time,  but  presented  a  statement  which  he  said  had 
been  based  on  those  memoranda.  This  statement  did  not  show,  and 
he  could  not  testify,  what  the  vote  for  either  candidate  in  any  precinct 
was  or  what  gains  or  losses  were  made  in  any  particular  precinct.  It 
only  showed  a  net  gain  of  99.  At  the  close  of  the  recount  Mr.  Brown 
was  shown  to  have  said  to  his  associates: 

There  is  nothing  in  a  recount  for  Mr.  Enghsh. 

This  was  a  recount  made  chiefly  in  secret  bv  an  unsworn  and  unau- 
thorized person  under  circumstances  where  ff  he  had  done  the  best 
he  could  it  would  be  very  diflicult  to  be  accurate.  The  original  memo- 
randa were  not  in  existence,  and  no  intolligent  statement  of  the  vote 
was  given.  Such  a  recount  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  overcome 
the  sworn  and  otherwise  unattacked  returns  oi  the  election  ofiicials. 
The  minority  accordingly  reported  resolutions  declaring  contestee 
entitled  to  his  seat. 

The  resolutions  of  the  minority  were  first  adopted  as  an  amendment 
by  a  vote  of  121  to  117.  A  motion  was  made  to  reconsider  this  vote.  A 
motion  to  lay  this  latter  motion  on  the  table  was  lost,  after  a  prolonged 
struggle,  by  a  tie  vote.  The  motion  to  reconsider  was  then  passed  by 
a  vote  of  133  to  130.  After  several  other  votes  the  substitute  recom- 
mended by  the  minority  was  lost  by  a  vote  of  128  to  129,  and  the 
original  resolution  of  the  majority  carried  by  a  vote  of  130  to  127,  and 
contestant  was  sworn  in. 

[Mobley,  167-183.] 

(8)  Wallace  vs,  McKinley. 

Aimihigv/ms  haUots;  iilegal  votes.  Majority  report  for  contestant; 
minority  report  for  contestee.      Cont£stant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Turner;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Ranney.* 
According  to  the  returns,  as  canvassed  by  the  State  canvassing 
board,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  8  votes  and  was  given  the  certifi- 
cate.    This  result  was  arrived  at  by  treating  23  votes  returned  for 
'* John  H.  Wallace,"  ''Major  Wallace,"  "Wallace,"  '^W.  H.  Wal- 
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lace,"  ''W.  W.  Wallace,"  ^^  Jonathan  Wallace,"  "Maj.  Wallace,"  and 
**J.  H.  Wallace"  as  cast  for  different  persons.  Contestee,  in  his 
argument  before  the  committee,  conceded  that  16  of  these  votes  should 
be  counted  for  contestant.  This  would  show  a  majority  of  8  votes  for 
contestant  on  the  face  of  the  returns  and  shift  the  burden  of  proof  to 
contestee.  The  other  7  votes  not  conceded,  bein^  those  returned  for 
John  H.  Wallace,  W.  H.  Wallace,  and  W.  W.  Wallace,  the  conunittee 
thought  ought  also  to  be  counted  for  contestant,  it  being  shown  that 
there  was  no  other  candidate  for  the  oflSce  by  the  name  of  Wallace. 
In  one  township  the  evidence  showed  that  a  number  of  ballots  bearing 
names  approximating  that  of  contestant  had  not  been  included  in  the 
count  or  return  of  the  election  officers.  The  evidence  as  to  the  num- 
ber of  these  ballots  was  conflicting,  the  estimates  of  the  witnesses 
ranging  from  2  to  15.  The  ballot  box  was  introduced  in  evidence, 
but  it  had  not  been  kept  strictljr  in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  ana 
there  were  reasons  for  suspecting  that  it  might  have  been  tampered 
with.  In  this  box  were  found  11  ballots  for  "Major  Wallace,"  "Ma. 
W-llac,"  " Wolac,"  "Mag.  Wolac,"  "  Wollac,"  "Wallace/'  "  Woloc," 
"Mage.  Wolac,"  and  "  WoUoc."  The  existence  of  this  species  of 
ballot,  and  their  failure  to  be  counted  by  the  judges  was  established 
independently  of  the  ballots  in  evidence,  and  the  committee  thought 
that  on  all  the  evidence  their  number  could  be  taken  as  11.  as  found 
in  the  box.  In  another  precinct  a  ballot  for  "  Walce"  had  not  been 
counted.  In  another  a  Imllot  voted  by  inadvertence  with  a  name  and 
some  figures  on  the  back  was  thrown  out  by  the  judges.  Recounts  in 
three  townships  showed  a  gain  of  4  votes  for  contes^nt,  part  of  them 
being  votes  wnere  the  name  of  contestant  was  written  in  pencil,  but 
the  printed  name  of  contestee  not  erased.  They  had  not  been  counted 
by  tne  election  oflScers.  Counting  all  these  votes  contestant  had  "a 
plurality  of  30  votes  to  be  overcome  by  his  competitor."  Contestee 
sought  to  overcome  this  majority  by  showing  65  illegal  votes.  Three 
of  these  votes  were  votes  cast  for  "J.  Wales,"  "Jonathan  H.  Walser," 
and  "Jonathan  H.  Wallace,"  and  counted  by  the  election  officers  for 
contestee.  On  the  principle  previously  followed,  and  especially  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  these  ballots  had  been  counted  by  tne  election 
officers,  the  committee  did  not  think  they  ought  to  be  rejected.  The 
remainder  of  the  votes  were  chiefly  attacked  for  nonresidence.  The 
committee  did  not  discuss  individual  cases,  but  announced  the  conclu- 
sion that  not  more  than  eight  of  them  were  sufficiently  proved.  The 
rule  had  always  been  that  the  illegality  of  a  vote  once  received  must 
be  shown  "to  the  exclusion  of  all  reasonable  doubt."  This  was  not 
done  in  these  cases.  In  some  cases  the  proof  how  the  voter  voted 
consisted  of  evidence  of  statements  made  by  him  after  the  election. 
This  evidence  was  held  to  be  inadmissible.  The  majority  of  contest- 
ant on  the  face  of  the  returns  not  having  been  overcome  by  evidence, 
the  committee  recommended  resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

The  minority  dissented  from  the  conclusions  of  the  committee,  and 
complained  of  the  manner  in  which  the  majority  report  was  written. 
The  House  was  at  least  entitled  to  the  names  of  tne  votes  found  illegal 
or  sustained  by  the  committee,  and  some  statement  or  reference  to  me 
evidence  on  which  the  findings  were  based.  The  minority  report 
accordingly  contained  a  much  more  detailed  statement  of  tne  issues 
and  evidence  than  that  found  in  the  majority  report. 

The  minority  held  that  the  contestee  had  rightfully  obtained  his 
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certificate,  and  that  if  the  canvassing  board  had  awarded  it  to  anyone 
else  it  would  have  exceeded  its  ministerial  powers.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances it  was — 

erroneouB  to  assume  that  the  burden  shifts  from  the  contestant  to  the  contestee,  by 
proving  one  item  of  his  claim,  which  alone  considered  might  change  the  result. 

Taking  the  evidence  in  detail:  Contestee  was  clearly  shown  to  be 
entitled  to  have  counted  for  him  11  votes  illegally  rejected  by  the 
judges  of  election.  Of  the  66  illegal  votes  charged  by  contestee,  63 
were  shown  to  be  illegal.  The  ballots  for  "J.  Wales"  and  "Jonathan 
H.  Walser"  could  certainly  not  be  counted  for  contestant  in  the 
absence  of  all  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  voters.  Similarly  in 
regard  to  the  ballots  for  "  Wllac,"  "Wolac,"  "Waloe,"  etc.,  which 
could  not  be  counted  for  Jonathan  H.  Wallace  without  contradicting 
the  ballot.  The  evidence  in  regard  to  the  other  alleged  illegal  votes 
is  reviewed  in  detail  in  the  minority  report.  The  evidence  of  the  way 
in  which  8  of  them  voted  was  the  declarations  of  the  voters  made 
after  the  election.  The  minority  thought  that  under  the  precedents 
this  was  adnoissible,  but  if  it  was  not  it  would  not  ailect  the  result  of 
the  case.  According  to  the  conclusions  of  the  minority  contestee  was 
elected  by  a  majority  of  67  votes.  They  did  not  think  that  the  closest 
scanning  of  the  evidence  could  even  throw  a  doubt  upon  the  correct- 
ness of  their  conclusions  in  more  than  five  cases,  and  they  accordingly 
recommended  resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected. 

The  resolutions  recommended  by  the  minority  were  lost  by  a  vote 
of  108  to  168.  The  resolutions  recommended  by  the  majority  were 
then  passed  without  division,  and  contestant  was  sworn  in. 

[Mobley,  186-214.] 

(9)  Campbell  vs.  Morey. 

Recov/rd;  irregular  hallota;  student  votes;  other  illegal  votes.  Major- 
ity report  for  contestant;  minority  report  foi'  contestee.  Contestant 
seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Lowry;  minority  report  b}^  Mr.  Miller. 

According  to  the  returns,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  41  votes. 
Contestant  sought  to  overcome,  and  contestee  sought  to  increase,  this 
majority  by  recounts  of  some  of  the  ballot  boxes,  and  proof  of  illegal 
votes  cast  by  students,  other  nonresidents,  minors,  iaiots,  and  other 
disqualified  persons.     The  decisive  issue  was  the  student  votes. 

Tne  ballots  of  certain  precincts  were  recounted,  and  showed  a  net 
gain  for  contestee  of  8  votes,  which  were  counted  for  him  by  the  com- 
mittee. In  certain  precincts  ballots  aggregating  11  were  found  in  the 
boxes  in  excess  of  tne  number  of  names  on  the  poll  lists.  The  com- 
mittee held  that  the  fairest  course  was  to  deduct  th^m  pro  rata^  which 
would  make  a  net  loss  to  contestee  of  3  votes.  Two  ballots  which  had 
been  marked  by  the  voters  were  thrown  out  by  the  election  officers, 
under  the  statute  requiring  that  ballots  should  be  "  without  any  mark 
or  device  by  which  one  ticket  may  be  distinguished  from  another." 
The  committee  held  that  these  cases  did  not  fall  within  the  statute,  and 
counted  the  votes.  Certain  ballots  containing  the  name  of  contestee 
imperfectly  spelled,  and  certain  others  on  which  the  name  of  contest- 
ant (improperly  spelled)  was  written  pnder  the  words,  ^'For  sheriff," 
and  the  name  of  a  candidate  for  sheriff  written  under  the  words,  ^'For 
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Congress,''  were  also  counted  by  the  committee.  A  written  ballot  in 
the  Spanish  language,  23^  inches  wide,  was  also  counted  for  contestee, 
although  the  statute  required  the  ballot  to  be  "not  more  than  2^  nor 
less  than  2f  inches  wide."  The  exact  size  was  held  to  be  immaterial. 
Certain  ballots  sought  to  be  thrown  out  on  the  ground  that  there  was 
not  the  required  space  of  one-fifth  of  an  inch  under  the  last  name  on 
the  ticket  were  retained  by  the  committee.  These  were  all  the  ques- 
tions involved  in  the  case  except  that  of  illegal  votes. 

Ninetv-six  undergraduate  college  students  voted  in  the  precincts 
where  the  colleges  were  located.  Twelve  voted  for  contestant  and  84 
for  contestee.  The  committee  held  that ''with  few  exceptions  they 
were  not  lawful  voters."  Numerous  precedents,  both  of  Congress  an<l 
the  State  courts,  were  cited  to  show  that  there  has  been  a  gradual 
growth  in  the  doctrine  that  very  few  college  students  are  entitled  to 
vote  in  the  college  town.  Applying  the  principles  laid  down  in  these 
precedents,  not  more  than  7  of  the  96  students  who  voted  were  legal 
voters.  The  general  testimony  in  regard  to  the  institutions  attended 
by  these  voters  showed  that  the  students  did  not  in  any  sense  foim  a 
part  of  the  resident  population.  They  were  credited  on  the  cx)llege 
catalogues  to  distant  places.  Many  of  them  had  left  in  the  short  time 
between  the  election  and  the  taking  of  testimony,  and  there  was  every 
reason  to  suppose,  from  the  surrounding  circumstances,  that  students 
in  these  institutions  were  here  for  the  temporary  purpose  of  education 
alone.  They  had  been  addressed  by  outsiders  or  the  faculty-  or  sent 
marked  copies  of  newspapers  containing  articles  on  the  question  of 
the  right  of  students  to  vote.  They  did  not  pay  taxes  or  work  the 
roads.  All  the  testimony  showed  tliat  only  an  extremely  small  pro- 
portion of  the  students  could  be  entitled  to  vote. 

A  number  of  other  votes  were  shown  to  l>e  illegal  on  the  ground  of 
nonresidence,  and  some  votes  of  minors  and  idiots  should  be  deducted. 
Three  aliens  voted  whose  naturalization  papers  were  illegally  procured. 
A  number  of  other  such  cases  was  charged,  but  the  evidence  was  not 
sufficient.  Making  all  the  required  deductions  and  additions  on  both 
sides,  contestant  was  shown  to  have  a  majority  of  44  votes,  and  the 
committee  accordingly  recommended  resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

The  minority  were  of  the  opinion  that  contestee,  instead  of  being 
shown  to  be  not  elected,  was  shown  to  be  elected  by  a  larger  majority 
than  that  given  him  by  the  retunis.  Adding  to  his  majority  on  the 
face  of  the  returns  the  votes  admitted  by  contestant,  contestee  entered 
the  contest  with  an  admitted  majorit}"  of  53  votes.  Adding  to  this 
majority  a  number  equal  to  the  number  of  nonresidents,  idiots,  minors, 
and  illegally  naturalized  aliens  shown  to  have  voted  for  contestant,  the 
majority  would  be  increased  to  125  votes.  From  this  should  be  deducted 
6  student  votes.  None  of  the  charges  of  illegality  on  other  grounds 
made  by  contestant  were  sustained. 

With  six  exceptions  the  minority  found  all  the  student  votes  to  be 
legal.  All  the  voters  were  mature  men,  who  had  been  long  separated 
from  the  homes  of  their  parents,  to  which  they  had  no  intention  of 
returning.  They  were  supported  by  their  own  resources.  All  of 
them  had  been  in  the  precincts  long  enough  to  acquire  a  residence,  and 
many  had  voted  at  one  or  mere  previous  elections.  All  of  them  testi- 
fied that  they  had  no  other  home.  If  they  could  not  vote  in  the  col- 
lege towns  they  could  not  vote  anywhere.  The  impression  conveyed 
by  the  majority  report,  that  the  students  as  a  body  voted,  was  mis- 
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leading.  Only  a  very  small  proportion  voted,  and  only  those  who  after 
a  general  and  careful  examination  of  the  law  were  generally  recognized 
as  legal  voters.  Under  all  the  precedents  the  votes  of  the  students, 
with  the  six  exceptions  above  noted,  were  properly  received  and  ought 
not  to  be  rejected.  To  arrive  at  the  result  reached  by  the  majority  it 
was  necessary  to  throw  out  all  these  votes,  and  to  allow  every  claim 
made  by  contestant  and  none  of  those  made  by  contestee.  The  minority 
could  not  concur  in  such  a  result,  and  presented  a  resolution  declaring 
contestee  elected. 

The  resolutions  recommended  by  the  majority  were  passed  by  a  vote 
of  139  to  62  and  contestant  was  sworn  in. 

[Mobley,  215-363.] 

(10)  Massey  vji.  Wise. 

Nonpayment  of  capitation  tax;  votes  cast  on  receipts  issued  hy  '  *  special 
collectors ;^^  office  of  ^^ special  assistanV'^  to  a  United  States  atstrict 
attomei/  not  a  disguah/ying  office.  Majority  report  for  contestee; 
minority  report  to  aeclare  seat  vacant,     J/o  actton  ty  the  House. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Elliott;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Turner. 

Contestant  and  contestee  were  the  candidates  for  Kepresentative  at 
Large  from  the  State  of  Virginia;  contestee  receivea  a  majority  of 
6,808  votes.  Contestant  charged  that  15,712  illegal  votes  were  cast 
for  contestee.  Nearly  all  these  votes  were  attacked  on  the  ground 
that  the  voters  had  not,  previous  to  the  election,  paid  the  capitation 
tax  required  by  the  laws  of  Virginia.  It  was  shown  that  the  State 
auditor  of  public  accounts  had  appointed  collectors  of  delinquent  taxes 
and  placed  in  their  hands  for  collection  the  delinquent  tax  lists  certi- 
fied to  him  by  the  county  clerks.  These  collectors  had  issued  tax 
receipts  to  the  number  of  15,000  or  16,000,  and  1,200  or  1,500  of  these 
were  either  issued  blank,  without  payment  of  taxes,  or  on  election  day. 
The  rest  were  paid  for  and  issued  before  the  election  and  the  names  of 
the  voters  inserted  before  they  left  the  hands  of  'the  collectors. 

It  was  questioned  whether  the  auditor  had  authority  to  appoint  these 
collectors  or  the  collectors  to  issue  receipts.  But  these  collectors  were 
certainly  acting  under  color  of  authority  and  the  voters  could  not  be 
bound  to  know  any  possible  defect  in  their  title  on  pain  of  losing  their 
votes.  The  system  had  been  inaugurated  by  contestant  himself  when 
he  was  auditor  of  public  accounts.  The  committee  were  of  the  opinion 
that  large  numbers  of  votes,  probably  considerably  in  excess  of  the 
majority  of  contestee,  were  cast  on  receipts  issued  by  these  collectors, 
but  that  where  they  were  paid  for  by  the  voters  themselves  or  other 
persons  for  them  prior  to  the  day  of  election  the  votes  were  legal.  If 
they  were  not  the  proof  did  not  show,  except  in  a  very  few  election 
districts,  for  whom  the  votes  were  cast. 

It  was  claimed  that  contestee  was  disqualified  from  holding  the  oflGice 
of  Representative  in  Congress  by  virtue  of  having  been  employed  as 
specisd  assistant  to  the  United  States  district  attorney  of  Virginia  in 
the  trial  of  certain  cases.  But  the  committee  held  that  this  employ- 
ment did  not  constitute  an  "-oflGice  "  under  the  law.  The  words  "  retain 
and  employ''  were  used  in  the  statute;  the  duties  and  compensation 
depended  on  a  contract  with  the  attorney -general,  and  the  employ- 
ment was  for  special  cases  and  ceased  as  soon  as  they  were  finished. 
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The  committee  accordingly  held  that  Mr.  Wise  was  duly  elected  and 
not  disqualified,  and  reported  resolutions  declaring  him  entitled  to  his 
seat. 

Mr.  Turner  presented  a  minority  report,  signed  also  by  Messrs. 
Converse,  Davis,  Bennett,  Cook,  and  Lowry,  conceding  that  the  tax 
system  of  Virginia  was  somewhat  obscure,  and  that  the  fact  that  the 
system  of  special  collectors  was  originated  by  contestant,  while  not 
bringing  the  case  within  the  principle  of  estoppel,  would  embarrass  a 
decision  on  this  point  in  his  favor.  But  the  position  of  "special 
assistant  to  the  district  attorney  "  ought  to  be  held  to  be  a  disqualifjr- 
ing  oflBce.  It  was  described  as  an  **  appointment"  in  the  statute;  the 
appointee  received  a  commission  and  was  required  to  take  an  oath  of 
office;  he  was  under  the  supervision  of  the  Attornev-General  and  sub- 
ject to  all  the  liabilities  of  a  district  attorney,  and  ne  was  paid  out  of 
the  United  States  Treasury.  This  exhausted  all  the  badges  of  office 
known.  The  minority  accordingly  presented  a  resolution  declaring 
the  seat  vacant  on  account  of  this  disqualification  of  the  sitting 
member. 

This  case  was  never  acted  on  bv  the  House. 

[Mobley,  365-371.] 

(11)  Craig  vs,  Shelley. 

Precinct  returns  rejected  iy  county  hoa/rds  of  superiusors.  Report  for 
contestant,     Contestwnt  seated. 

Report  by  Mr.  Davis. 

According  to  the  returns  as  certified  by  the  secretary  of  state,  con- 
testee  had  a  majority  of  2,724  votes.  To  amve  at  this  result  the 
county  boards  threw  out  the  votes  of  precincts  casting  a  vote  of  8,404 
and  giving  contestant  a  majority  of  6,732.  The  returns  were  thrown 
out  lor  various  informalities  and  technicalities.  The  committee  did 
not  criticise  the  action  of  these  boards,  but  held  that  where  the  elec- 
tion was  fairly  conducted  the  votes  ought  to  be  counted.  Out  of 
extreme  caution  the  committee  counted  only  such  precinct  returns  as 
were  fully  sustained  by  oral  evidence.  These  gave  contestant  a 
majority  of  3,459  votes  (if  the  remainder  of  the  returns  had  been 
counted  his  majority  would  have  been  4,008),  and  the  conunittee  rec- 
ommended that  he  be  given  the  seat. 

The  resolutions  presented  were  adopted  without  division,  and  con- 
testant was  sworn  m. 

[Mobley,  373-376.] 

(12)  BoTKiN  VS.  Magennis. 

PoUing  pla/^es  Ulegalhj  established;  illegal  votes.  Report  for  con- 
testee.     Vontestee  retainea  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Ranney. 

This  election  was  contested  chiefly  on  the  ground  that  the  polling 
places  of  certain  counties  were  ille^llj^  established,  and  that  illegal 
votes  were  cast.  Most  of  the  specifications  in  the  notice  of  contest 
lacked  particularity,  but,  waiving  this  question,  the  committee  held 
that  none  of  the  charges  were  susteined.    The  law  required  the  county 
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commissioners  to  establish  voting  places  at  the  regular  meeting  imme- 
diately preceding  a  general  election.  In  three  counties  they  were 
established  at  a  different  meeting,  but  the  committee  held  the  law  to 
be  directory  merely,  and  as  no  harm  had  been  done,  but  on  the  con- 
trary the  establishment  of  the  precincts  was  in  the  interest  of  a  free 
and  convenient  ballot,  the  votes  ought  to  stand.  There  was  testimony 
that  some  ''soldiers"  voted,  but  this  designation  alone  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  show  the  votes  illegal.  In  some  new  towns  along  the  railroad 
a  large  vote  in  proportion  to  the  population  was  cast,  out  in  a  new 
country  this  was  not  evidence  of  illegal  voting.  There  was  no  evidence 
to  sustain  any  of  the  other  charges,  and  the  committee  unanimously 
reported  resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected.  The  resolutions  were 
passed  by  the  House  without  division,  and  contestee  retained  the  seat. 

[Mobley,  377-379.] 

• 

(13)  McLean  vs.  Broadhead. 

Precinct  returns  not  counted;  unregistered  votes.  Majority  report 
for  contestee;  minorii/y  report  for  contestant.     No  action  oy  the  Souse, 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Elliott;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Hart. 

According  to  the  returns,  Mr.  Broadhead  received  a  majority  of  102 
votes.  There  were  six  precincts  not  counted.  According  to  the 
majority  of  the  committee  these  precincts  gave  a  majority  for  contest- 
ant of  61  votes.  According  to  tne  minority,  five  of  them  gave  him  a 
majority  of  74  votes,  and  the  proof  in  regard  to  the  sixth  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  justify  counting  any  votes.  Contestant  claimed  that  the 
remainder  of  the  majority  of  contestee  would  be  overcome  by  count- 
ing for  contestant  certain  "independent"  tickets  not  received  or  not 
counted  by  the  election  officers,  and  by  counting  for  him  the  votes  of 
62  voters  who  offered  to  vote  for  him  but  were  refused  on  the  ground 
of  nonregistitition. 

It  was  claimed  that  25  "  independent"  tickets  were  thrown  out  under 
a  mistake  in  the  law.  The  majority  of  the  committee  held  that  the 
proof  did  not  definitely  show  their  number,  and  it  only  showed  that 
Mr.  McLean's  name  was  on  three  or  four  of  them.  These  were  counted 
for  him.  These  tickets  were  voted  by  a  class  of  men  who  were  very 
independent  in  their  voting,  and  the  tickets  were  largely  scratched. 
The  mere  fact  that  Mr.  MoLean's  name  was  regularly  printed  on  these 
tickets  was  not  sufficient  to  show  that  they  were  voted  for  him. 

The  minority  held  that  it  was  to  be  presumed  that  the  tickets  were 
voted  as  printed,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contmry. 

The  constitution  of  Missouri  required  the  legislature  to  pass  a  reg- 
istration law  applying  to  all  cities  of  100,000  inhabitants,  and  permitted 
it  to  pass  a  law  in  certain  other  case^.  The  law  as  passed  by  the  legis- 
lature required  registration  and  permitted  no  one  to  vote  except 
in  the  precinct  where  he  was  registered.  A  ''board  of  revision"  was 
empowered  to  strike  names  from  the  registry  list,  under  certain  con- 
ditions. The  committee  held  that  the  law  was  constitutional.  It  did 
not  make  registration  an  additional  qualification,  not  named  in  the  con- 
stitution, but  only  made  it  the  necessary  evidence  of  qualification. 
Such  a  provision  was  necessary  to  the  enforcement  of  a  registration 
law.  Consequently  none  of  these  voters  whose  votes  were  rejected 
had  a  right  to  vote  unless  they  were  in  fact  registered.  Six  of  them 
were  shown  to  be  on  the  "supplemental  lists,"  and  these  the  commit- 
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tee  counted.  There  was  no  competent  evidence  showing  that  the  others 
were  registered.  The  only  competent  evidence  of  the  incorrectness 
of  the  lists  in  the  hands  of  the  election  oflBcers  would  have  been  the 
original  lists,  which  were  not  produced. 

The  majority  of  contestee  not  being  overcome,  the  committee  recom- 
mended resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

The  minority  held  that  at  least  23  of  the  '^  Independent"  tickets  and 
36  of  the  unregistered  votes  should  he  counted.  The  Independent 
tickets  were  counted  for  contestant  because  his  name  was  regularly 
printed  on  them,  as  noted  above.  All  the  unregistered  voters  were 
shown  to  possess  all  the  qualifications  required  by  the  constitution. 
It  was  conceded  that  a  few  of  them  were,  in  fact,  i*egistered,  and  should 
be  counted.  But  the  minority  held  that  the  whole  registration  law 
was  unconstitutional,  and  the  lack  of  registration  consequently  no  bar. 
Any  law  which  in  terms  or  in  effect  requires  qualifications  not  required 
by  the  constitution  is  unconstitutional.  This  law  in  one  section  speci- 
fied certain  qualifications,  omitting  at  least  one  of  the  constitutional 
qualifications  and  adding  one  not  mentioned  in  the  constitution,  and 
tnen  in  another  section  required  the  registration  of  persons  possessing 
the  qualifications  prescribed  in  the  previous  section — not  those  of  the 
constitution.  The  revisory  board  were  to  strike  off  names  of  persons 
disqualified  under  the  provisions  of  the  act — not  under  the  constitu- 
tion. The  law  was  therefore  unconstitutional,  aside  from  the  question 
of  the  requirement  of  registration  itself  as  an  additional  qualification. 

But  taking  the  law  as  constitutional,  it  could  not  be  contended  that 
the  decision  of  the  board  of  revision  in  striking  a  name  from  the  list 
was  a  judicial  one,  from  which  there  was  no  appeal,  and  that  a  person 
whose  name  was  improperly  struck  off  had  no  remedy.  And  conced- 
ing even  this  point,  certainly  voters  whose  names  were  left  off  by 
accident  or  mistake,  without  any  affirmative  action  of  the  board  of 
revision,  were  not  without  remeay.  Thirty-five  of  these  rejected  vot- 
ers had  been  registered  and  voted  at  the  previous  election;  their  pos- 
session of  all  the  constitutional  qualifications  was  affirmatively  shown; 
and  they  were  not  among  those  whose  names  were  struck  off  by  the 
affirmative  action  of  the  board.  Their  names  must  have  been  left  off 
by  accident  or  mistake,  and  the  minority  thought  that  they  at  least 
should  be  counted.  This  would  give  a  majority  to  contestant,  and  the 
minority  accordingly  recommended  resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

This  case  was  never  acted  on  by  the  House. 

[Mobley,  383-399.] 

(14)  Frederick  m,  Wilson. 

Recounts.  Majority  report  fm^  contestant;  minority  report  for  con- 
test te.      Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Bennett;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Miller. 

According  to  the  returns,  contestee  was  elected  by  a  majority  of  23 
votes.  This  included  the  vote  of  a  precinct  which  had  been  thrown 
out  by  the  county  canvassers,  but  was  counted  by  the  State  board 
(it  having  been  irregularly  returned  to  them)  as  giving  a  majority  of 
40  for  contestee.  The  committee  found  that  the  officers  of  election  in 
this  precinct  had  been  guilty  of  a  grave  irregularity  in  opening  the  box 
and  counting  the  votes  before  the  time  prescribed  by  law,  thus  in 
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effect  depriving  the  eight  or  ten  voters  who  subseauently  voted  of  the 
secrecy  of  the  ballot;  but  the  committee  nevertheless  counted  the 
votes. 

The  majority  of  contestee  was  overcome  by  the  committee  by 
accepting  the  result  of  recounts  of  the  ballots  in  a  number  of  pre- 
cincts. The  law  of  Iowa  did  not  specifically  provide  a  manner  of  pre- 
serving the  ballot  boxes  or  conducting  a  recount,  but  the  boxes  nad 
been  safely  kept  by  the  official  custodians,  and  were  shown  not  to 
have  been  tampered  with,  and  the  recounts  were  conducted  with  suffi- 
cient safeguards  against  fraud  or  error.  In  a  number  of  cases  the 
error  was  proved  by  other  circumstances  quite  independent  of  the 
recount.  Illegal  votes  were  charged  by  both  sides,  but  the  committee 
found  that  the  charges  sustained  would  about  balance  each  other,  and 
did  not  discuss  them.  Taking  the  result  of  the  recounts,  the  majority 
of  contestee  was  overcome,  and  the  committee  recommended  resolu- 
tions declaring  contestant  elected. 

The  minority  held  that  the  way  in  which  the  ballot  boxes  had  been 
kept  would  not,  in  most  cases,  justify  accepting  a  recount.  In  two  or 
three  cases,  where  the  error  was  shown  independent  of  the  recount, 
or  where  the  ballot  box  had  not  been  opened  before  the  recount,  the 
minority  accepted  its  results.  But  contestant  had  hired  an  agent  to 
go  through  the  district,  previous  to  the  inception  of  the  contest,  to 
open  the  boxes  and  examine  their  contents.  Nearly  all  the  boxes 
recounted  had  been  privately  opened  and  examined  by  him,  and  some 
of  them  had  been  opened  and  privately  counted  two  or  three  times. 
At  these  private  counts  no  friend  of  contestee  was  present.  Most  of 
the  boxes  were  left  in  rooms  where  they  were  accessible,  and  the  bal- 
lots'of  four  precincts  were  kept  loose  in  an  unsealed  paper  box  in  a 
public  room.  Ballots  exposed  and  handled  as  these  had  been  could 
not  be  received  in  evidence  for  a  recount. 

The  minority  were  also  of  the  opinion  that  a  detailed  examination 
of  the  illegal  votes  would  be  largely  to  the  advantage  of  contestee. 
They  recommended  resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected. 

Tne  resolutions  presented  by  the  majority  were  adopted  without 
division,  and  contestant  was  sworn  in. 

[Mobley,  401-419.] 
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FOKTT-NnrTH  COKOEESS  188&-1887. 

Com/rrdttee  on  Mectiona. 

Mr.  Turner,  Georgia,  Mr.  HaLl,  Iowa, 

LowRY,  Indiana,  Pettibone,  Tennessee, 

Robertson,  Kentucky,  Payne,  New  York, 

Boyle,  Pennsylvania.  Hahn,  Louisiana, 

Henderson,  iNorth  Carolina,  Hopkins,  Illinois, 

Green,  New  Jersey,  Ely,  Massachusetts, 

Cboxton,  Virginia,  Dorsey,  Nebraska, 

Mr.  Mabtin,  Alabama. 

Mr.  Hahn  haying  died,  Mr.  Jonathan  H.  Rowell,  of  Illinois,  was 
appointed  in  his  pl^se. 

Cases. 

[1^  Frank  H.  Hurd  vs.  Jacob  Romeis,  Ohio. 

2)  Frank  G.  Campbell  vs.  J.  B.  Weaver,  Iowa. 

[3)  Charles  H.  Page  vs.  William  A.  Price  (two  cases),  Rhode  Isla/nd. 

US  California  cases. 

[5)  Meredith  H.  Badd  vs.  George  W.  Steele,  IncUcma. 

(1)  HuRD  vs.  ROHEIS. 

Irregvlarities;  hribery:  illegal  votes.  Majority  report  for  oontestee; 
■first  minority  report  to  declare  seat  va^cant;  secona  minority  report  for 
contestant.     Oontestee  retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Turner;  first  minority  report  by  Mr.  Green; 
second  minority  report  by  Mr.  Robertson. 

The  contest  in  this  case  was  confined  entirely  to  the  city  of  Toledo. 
Contestee  had  a  majority,  according  to  the  returns,  of  239  votes. 
Contestant  asked  to  have  two  precincts  in  Toledo  and  the  precinct  of 
Kelly's  Island  thrown  out  and  a  large  number  of  individual  votes 
deducted  as  illegal. 

One  of  the  precincts  was  asked  to  be  thrown  out  on  the  ground  of 
"general  bribery,"  and  for  irregularities.  The  testimony  to  show 
bribery  was  hearsav  entirely,  and  only  showed  that  a  witness  (whose 
character  and  credibility  were  not  of  the  best)  claimed  to  have  talked 
with  persons  in  the  precinct  who  told  him  that  the  general  sentiment 
was  for  contestant,  but  that  it  might  be  changed  by  the  use  of  money. 
He  reported  these  statements  to  tne  chairman  of  the  national  Repub- 
lican committee,  and  was  afterwards  told  that  the  change  in  sentiment 
had  taken  place.  Another  witness  had  heard  a  Republican  say  that  he 
had  paid  nineteen  ticket  peddlers  from  $3  to  $10  each.  Neither  of 
these  witnesses  knew  anytnin^  about  the  facts  except  as  they  had  been 
told;  their  testimony  was  entirely  hearsay,  and  even  if  received  did 
not  show  bribery.  The  irregularities  complained  of  were  that  one  of 
the  judges  was  not  a  resident  of  the  precinct,  and  that  there  was 
a  discrepancy  between  the  number  of  ballots  and  the  number  of 
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names  on  the  poll  list.  The  former,  if  an  irregularity,  was  immate- 
rial, and  the  latter,  although  the  judges  irregularly  made  up  a  defi- 
ciency of  four  votes  on  the  oflScial  count  by  adding  two  votes  to  each 
candidate,  did  not  affect  the  result,  and  ought  not  to  vitiate  the  poll. 
Another  precinct  was  asked  to  be  thrown  out  on  the  ground  that 
tickets  were  handled  during  the  count  by  one  Bell,  a  Republican 
outsider.  The  evidence  was  conflicting  as  to  whether  this  took  place 
at  the  election  in  contest  or  not.  Bell  was  shown  to  be  a  person  of 
good  character,  who  had  often  served  as  election  judge  in  the  precinct, 
and  if  he  did  assist  for  a  time  in  taking  the  ballots  from  the  box,  he 
could  scarcely  have  changed  them  in  the  presence  of  the  other  judges, 
and  the  irregularity  ought  not  to  vitiate  the  return. 

The  precinct  of  Kelly's  Island  was  sought  to  be  thrown  out  on  the 
ground  of  ''intimidation  alleged  to  have  been  attempted  by  one  Kelly 
toward  his  employees."    The  committee  said: 

We  think  the  burden  was  on  the  contestant  to  prove  that  tliifl  attempt  was  effectual. 
To  justify  the  disfranchisement  of  an  entire  precinct  on  this  ground,  there  ou^ht  to 
\)e  some  evidence  to  show  its  influence  on  the  election.    We  fail  to  find  such  evidence. 

The  evidence  of  individual  illegal  votes  consisted  of  the  testimony 
of  old  residents  of  the  various  precincts  who  had  examined  lists  of 
voters  who  voted  at  the  October  election  and  not  at  the  November 
election,  and  who  testified  that  they  were  not  acquainted  with  the 
voters.  The  committee  held  that  this  sort  of  evidence  could  not  estab- 
lish nonresidence  in  crowded  city  precincts,  whatever  its  value  in 
country  places.  Very  many  of  the  voters  were  naturalized  foreigners, 
with  strange  names,  and  the  committee  showed  by  examples  from  the 
poll  lists  now  differently  such  names  might  be  written  by  different 
clerks.  This  might  account  for  the  voters  being  unknown.  But  if 
the  proof  were  taken  as  sufficient,  there  was  no  evidence  to  show  how 
the  voters  voted.  If  such  votes  were  to  be  deducted  at  all,  it  should 
be  proportionally  from  all  the  candidates,  which  would  not  affect  the 
result,  and  not  from  the  candidate  who  received  the  majority  in  the 
precinct  where  they  were  cast,  as  contended  by  contestant. 

Messrs.  Green  and  Hall  were  of  the  .opinion  that  the  return  in  the 
First  precinct  above  discussed  was  successfully  impeached,  and  that 
enough  illegal  votes  were  shown  in  other  precincts  to  affect  the  result 
after  the  elimination  of  this  precinct.  There  being  no  evidence  to 
show  how  these  voters  voted,  the  safest  course  would  be  (according  to 
the  rule  laid  down  in  McCrary)  to  order  a  new  election,  and  tney 
accordingly  recommended  a  resolution  to  that  effect. 

The  minority  (consisting  of  Messrs.  Robertson,  Henderson,  Crox- 
ton  and  Martin)  were  of  the  opinion  that  contestant  was  shown  to  be 
elected.  They  were  of  the  opinion  thatall  the  precincts  attacked  should 
be  excluded.  The  return  m  the  first  one  was  confessedly  false,  the 
judges  having  returned  2  votes  for  each  candidate  in  excess  of  the 
count;  the  manner  of  the  count  was  such  that  it  was  impossible  for 
anyone  to  be  sure  of  the  true  result,  and  the  ballots  had  evidently 
been  tampered  with.  In  addition,  the  election  here  was  vitiated  by 
general  bribery.  The  evidence  was  hearsay  and  would  have  been 
incompetent  to  show  particular  acts  of  bribery,  or  the  guilt  of  a  par- 
ticular person,  but ''general  bribery"  could  be  shown  in  the  same 
wav  as  geneml  character,  by  general  reputation. 

'the  other  precinct  ou^ht  to  be  rejected  because  it  was  clearly  shown 
that  an  outsider,  a  partisan  of  contestee,  had  handled  the  ballots  and 
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could  have  tampered  with  them.  The  burden  was  on  contestee  to  show 
that  this  conduct  had  not  affected  the  result,  and  he  had  not  done  so. 

In  Kelly's  Island  precinct  it  was  clearly  shown  that  intimidating 
influences  were  brought  to  bear  by  Kelly  on  a  sufficient  number  of 
employees  to  affect  the  result.  The  minority  thought  the  burden  was 
on  contestee  to  show  that  this  intimidation  did  not  affect  the  result. 
This  not  having  been  shown,  the  intimidation  was  so  interwoven  with 
the  vote  that  it  was  impossible  to  separate  the  good  vote  from  the  bad 
and  the  whole  must  be  rejected. 

Of  the  347  votes  claimed  to  be  illegal  at  least  212  were  proved  bevond 
question.  To  eliminate  them  bv  d^ucting  them  pro  rata  would  not 
affect  the  result  in  this  case,  ana  rarely  in  any  case,  and  consequently 
the  rule  Qontended  for  was  a  rule  to  allow  illegal  voting  with  impunity. 
If  the  i"ule  of  declaring  the  election  void  was  adopted  it  should  be 
applied  only  to  the  precincts  where  the  illegal  voting  took  place.  The 
true  rule  should  be  to  deduct  the  votes  from  whichever  candidate  had 
a  majority  in  the  precinct  where  they  were  cast,  thus  leaving  "each 
candidate  to  take  care  of  his  own  precmct." 

A  resolution  declaring  contestee  not  elected  was  lost  by  a  vote  of 
105  to  168.  The  resolutions  presented  b^  the  majority  were  then 
passed  without  division,  and  contestee  retained  the  seat. 

[Mobley,  423-463.] 

(2)  Campbell  m.  Weaver. 

Unreglstei'ed  votes;  other  Illegal  votes.  Majority  report  for  contestee; 
tnmorlty  report  for  contestarvt,     Contestee  retavnea  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Hall;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Payne. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  67  votes.  Con- 
testant charged  that  71  votes  were  cast  for  contestee  by  nonresidents, 
aliens,  minors,  convicts,  idiots,  etc. ;  that  some  ten  individual  errors  to 
his  prejudice  had  been  made  by  the  election  officers,  and  that  212  votes 
had  been  cast  for  contestee  in  three  precincts  by  persons  who  were 
not  registered  and  did  not  furnish  the  affidavits  required  by  law.  Con- 
testee made  countercharges  of  illegal  voting.  Tne  case  turned  on  the 
question  of  unregistered  votes,  both  majority  and  minority  agreeing 
tnat  the  other  charges  so  far  as  proved  could  not  affect  the  result 

The  registration  Taw  of  Iowa  applied  only  to  towns  and  townships 
having  a  certain  population.  The  lists  were  to  be  made  out  by  a  board 
of  registry,  who  were  to  make  a  list  of  all  the  qualified  voters^  taking 
the  assessment  lists  and  the  poll  books  of  the  previous  election,  and 
adding  to  the  names  found  on  them  the  names  of  any  other  persons 
whom  they  knew  or  who  might  be  shown  to  be  qualified  electors.  If 
a  person  offered  to  vote  whose  name  was  not  on  tne  list  he  might  vote 
on  presenting  an  "affidavit  showing  that  he  is  a  qualified  elector,  and 
a  sufficient  reason  for  not  appearing  before  the  board  on  the  day  for 
correcting  the  register,"  and  also  presenting  a  confirmatory  affidavit 
from  a  registered  voter  who  was  a  freeholder.  It  was  charged  that 
212  of  these  voters  presented  affidavits  that  did  not  comply  with  the 
law,  or,  more  specifically,  that  38  were  vouched  for  by  one  Charles 
Blatner,  who  was  not  himself  registered;  that  31  affidavits  gave  no 
reason  for  not  being  registered;  that  13  gave  no  other  reason  than 
"  neglect;"  that  103  gave  no  reason  except  "  left  off  the  register;"  that 
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46  did  not  state  the  residence  of  the  voters,  and  3  had  no  jurat  signed, 
and  that  a  few  were  improperly  vouched  for. 

The  committee  first  discussed  the  question  of  the  mandatory  or 
directory  character  of  the  kw,  and  found  that  the  precedents  of  Con- 
gress and  the  courts  in  construing  similar  laws  were  conflicting. 

But  may  not  this  conflict  be  reconciled  in  a  manner  entirely  satLsfactory  and  in 
recognition  of  a  just  rule  of  interpretation?  It  is  difficult  to  escape  the  conclusion 
that  where  a  registry  law  requires  the  production  of  an  affidavit  by  an  unregistered 
elector  as  the  condition  for  his  voting,  it  is  mandatory  to  a  certain  decree  and  for  a 
certain  purpose.  It  is  mandatory  so  far  as  to  require  good  faith  in  its  obeer\'ance 
and  to  prevent  its  willful  evasion.  But  the  whole  scope  and  purpose  of  such  a  law  is 
to  defeat  fraud,  subterfuge,  and  evasion,  and  to  enable  every  lawful  and  qualified 
voter  to  vote  and  have  his  vote  counted  in  a  canvass  purged  of  all  ill^al  votes.  The 
moment  the  operation  of  the  registration  defeats  itself,  operates  to  defraud  the  legal 
elector  and  deiniud  him  of  his  vote,  it  not  only  ceases  to  be  mandatory,  but  is  quSad 
hoc  void.    *    *    * 

When  the  elector  offers  to  vote,  that  offer  is  itself  an  inquiry  whether 
he  is  registered,  and  if  the  oflGicers  accept  his  vote  without  question, 
that  acceptance  is  equivalent  to  an  affirmative  answer  to  his  question. 

A  reg[istrv  law  is  only  reasonable  when  it  puts  the  elector  who  does  not  comply 
with  it  in  the  attitude  of  remaining  awav  from  the  polls  or  refusing  to  vote.  To  reg- 
ister or  furnish  an  affidavit  is  a  reasonable  regulation  accompanying  the  act  of  voting. 
If  this  act  is  omitted  or  refused,  it  is  equivalent  to  remaining  away  and  refusing  to 
vote.  But  when  this  same  statute  deprives  of  his  vote  an  elector  who  comes  in  good 
faith,  and  is  advised  by  the  authorities  and  believes  he  is  registered,  and  whose  vote 
is  received  in  such  manner  as  to  deprive  him  of  his  right  to  rectifv  the  omission  by 
affidavit,  it  violates  directly  the  constitutional  clause  conferring  the  right,  and  is  to 
tiiat  extent  void. 

Hence  we  insist  that  a  vote  deposited  in  good  faith  by  the  elector,  supposing  him- 
self to  be  registered,  can  not  be  rejected  upon  subsequent  discovery  that  ne  was  not. 
But  where  the  elector  is  advised  or  knows  that  he  is  not  registered  no  such  conse- 
quence will  follow.  *  *  *  This  your  committee  believe  to  be  the  true  rule,  and 
annoimce  it  as  a  principle:  Where  the  elector,  acting  in  good  faith  and  honestly 
supposing  himself  to  be  registered,  deposits  his  vote,  and  the  same  is  received  by  the 
judges,  it  is  a  valid  vote.  But  where  the  elector  does  not  act  in  good  faith  and 
knows  he  is  not  restored  his  vote  should  be  rejected. 

The  provision  of  the  statute  in  question,  "  no  vote  shall  be  received," 
etc.,  is  only  mandatory  upon  the  election  officers.  A  vote  received  by 
them  must  be  held  to  be  legal  until  the  voter  is  shown  not  to  have 
possessed  the  required  qualifications. 

But  the  practical  question  in  this  case  was  not  the  reception  of  votes 
without  affidavits,  but  of  imperfect  affidavits.  If  it  should  be  conceded 
that  the  general  requirement  of  an  affidavit  was  mandatory,  still  the 

Srovision  what  declarations  should  be  set  forth  in  the  affidavits  was 
irectory  only. 

The  distinction  between  the  essential  qualifications  of  the  elector  and  the  mere 
methods  or  machinery  of  the  election  must  not  be  confounded.  The  judges  of  election 
can  not  by  receiving  a  ballot  give  qualifications  to  one  who  is  not  a  qualified  elector. 

However  perfect  the  preliminaries,  a  vote  cast  by  a  person  not  in 
fact  qualified  must  be  thrown  out  on  a  contest.  So  if  the  preliminaries 
are  in  some  respects  imperfect,  but  the  judges  of  election,  who,  though 
not  empowered  to  pass  on  the  essential  qualifications  of  the  voter,  are 
empowei'ed  to  judge  of  these  preliminaries,  have  decided  them  suffi- 
cient, the  proof  necessary  to  throw  out  a  vote  is  not  proof  of  the  imper- 
fection of  these  preliminaries,  but  proof  of  the  actual  lack  of  some  of 
the  essential  qualifications.  It  was  not  proved  or  even  charged  that 
the  voters  in  question  did  not  in  fact  possess  every  legal  qualification. 

Most  of  the  particular  cases  were  involved  in  two  groups:  Those 
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vouched  for  by  Charles  Blatner,  and  those  in  which  no  excuse,  or  the 
excuse  "neglect,"  or  "left  off  the  register,"  was  given.  The  evidence 
against  the  first  group  was  merely  the  fact  that  "C.  Blatner"  was 
vouched  for  by  Charles  Blatner,  from  which  it  was  inferred  that 
Charles  Blatner  was  not  registered  and  had  vouched  for  himself.  But 
the  registry  list  was  not  produced  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  "C. 
Blatner"  and  Charles  Blatner  were  the  same  person.  It  was  stated 
outside  the  record  that  they  were  different  persons,  and  the  signatures 
to  their  affidavits  were  in  different  handwritings,  confirming  the 
statement. 

There  were  only  thirteen  affidavits  in  which  no  excuse  was  given, 
not  enough  to  effect  the  result;  and  in  any  case  the  omission  was  the 
mere  accidental  omission  of  a  directory  requirement.  The  words 
"neglect"  or  "left  off  the  register"  were  ample  and  significant 
excuses  in  view  of  the  fact  that  about  200  names,  all  of  Democrats, 
amounting  to  one-fourth  of  the  voters  in  the  precinct,  were  omitted 
froin  the  registry.  So  large  an  omission,  affecting  only  one  party, 
could  not  have  taken  place  honestly;  and  the  words  "neglect"  and 
"left  off  the  register"  referred  to  tliis  conduct  of  the  registering 
officers. 

The  contestee  therefore  retained  his  returned  maiority,  and  as  a 
consideration  of  the  individual  illegal  votes  charged  would  increase 
his  majority  to  117  the  conrntiittee  recommended  resolutions  declaring 
him  elected. 

The  minority  (Messrs.  Payne,  Ely,  and  Pettibone)  reported  in  favor 
of  contestant.  Under  the  plain  wording  of  the  law,  and  the  precedents 
in  interpreting  this  and  similar  laws,  it  was  mandatory  not  only  on 
the  election  officers,  but  on  all  concerned.  The  voters  involved  in  this 
case  were  not  voters  who  voted  believing  that  the}'^  were  registered; 
they  knew  that  they  were  not  registered,  and  presented  affidavits  for 
this  reason.  They  were  bound  S)  know  the  law,  and  hence  to  know 
that  it  required  their  affidavits  to  contain  "a  sufficient  reason"  for  not 
having  appeared  on  the  day  for  correcting  the  registry.  Without 
deciding  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  House  to  reverse  a  decision 
of  the  judges  when  any  excuse  at  all  was  presented,  the  votes  cast  on 
affidavits  in  which  the  excuse  was  entirely  omitted  must  certainly  be 
rejected.  And  the  words  "left  off  the  register"  "furnish  no  excuse 
for  the  nonappearance,  and  there  is  nothing  for  the  judges  to  act  upon. 
It  appears  to  us  impossible  to  spell  out  an  excuse  from  these  words." 
Rejecting  these  two  classes  of  votes  would  show  a  majority  for  contest- 
ant, which  the  minority  claimed  would  be  increased  by  a  consideration 
of  the  individual  illegal  votes.  They  accordingly  recommended  reso- 
lutions declaring  contestant  elected. 

The  -resolutions  presented  by  the  committee  were  passed  without 
division  and  contestee  retained  the  seat. 

[Mobley,  456-474.] 

(3)  Page  vs,  Pirce. 

Two  cases.  First  case:  Testimony  taken  out  of  tiine;  leave  ^iven 
contestee  to  cross-examine  and  rebut.  Second  case:  Bribery;  majority 
report  to  declare  seat  va^carU;  minority  report  for  contestee.  Seat 
declared  vacant. 

Majority  report  on  first  case  by  Mr.  Green;  minority  report  by  Mr. 
Ely.  Majority  report  on  second  case  by  Mr.  Turner;  minority  report 
by  Mr.  Rowell. 
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Contestant  in  this  case  served  notice  of  contest,  which  was  duly 
replied  to,  but  he  did  not  take  any  testimony  during  the  ninety  days 
allowed  by  law.  Some  time  afterwards  he  served  notice  on  contestee 
that  he  would  take  testimony,  alleging  an  oral  agreement  that  testi- 
mony might  be  taken  at  any  time  before  the  beginning  of  the  session 
of  Congress.  Contestee  denied  the  agreement,  and  refused  to  attend 
or  cross-examine  witnesses.  The  committee  reported  that  the  testi- 
mony taken  "  discloses  such  wholesale  and  open  bribery,  implicating 
even  the  contestee  personally,  that  the  House,  in  justice  to  its  own 
dignity,  must,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  take  notice  of  the 
same."  As  the  contestee  had  not  cross-examined  the  witnesses  or 
taken  testimony  in  his  own  behalf,  the  committee  reported  a  resolu- 
tion giving  him  thirty  days  in  whicn  to  summon  and  cross-examine  the 
witnesses  already  examined  and  to  take  any  testimony  he  might  desire, 
and  giving  contestant  ten  days  for  rebuttal  testimony. 

The  minority  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  case  of  contestant  should 
be  dismissed.  They  were  of  tne  opinion  that  the  time  for  taking  testi- 
mony in  a  case  ought  to  be  extended  only  by  leave  of  the  House,  and 
not  by  agreement  of  the  parties;  but  if  an  agreement  was  to  be  accepted 
it  should  be  in  writing.  An  oral  agreement  was  alleged  in  this  case, 
but  it  was  denied,  and  affidavits  of  its  nonexistence  offered.  It  was 
evident  that  contestant  had  abandoned  his  case,  and  only  renewed  it  as 
an  afterthought.  He  had  been  elected  to  the  State  senate  of  Rhode 
Island,  and  nad  served  in  that  body  during  the  time  for  which  he 
claimed  to  have  been  elected  to  Congress.  The  minority  therefore 
recommended  a  resolution  declaring  contestant  not  elected. 

But  this  did  not  involve  an  abandonment  of  the  investigation  of  the 
alleged  corruption  in  the  election,  and  the  minority  recommended  a 
resolution  providing  for  such  an  investigation  by  a  subcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  Elections. 

The  resolution  presented  by  the  majority  was  adopted,  and  testimony 
taken  under  it.  At  the  next  session  the  committee  reported  in  favor 
of  declaring  the  seat  vacant.  According  to  the  face  of  the  returns  Mr. 
Pirce  had  a  majority  of  i6  votes  overall  his  competitors.  The  law  of 
Rhode  Island  required  a  majority  of  all  the  votes  to  constitute  an  elec- 
tion at  the  first  trial.  The  committee  called  attention  to  this  provision 
of  the  law,  and  also  to  an  evident  error  in  summing  up  the  returns, 
which  if  corrected  would  leave  contestee  a  majority  of  only  3  votes 
over  all.  The  conmiittee  then  quoted  without  comment  the  testimony 
of  8  witnesses  who  were  alleged  to  have  been  bribed,  and  of  one  wit- 
ness who  was  alleged  to  have  intimidated  his  employees,  and  reported  a 
resolution  declaring  the  seat  vacant. 

The  minority  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  error  in  summing 
up  mentioned  in  the  majority  report  was  not  an  error,  but  a  misprint, 
so  that  contestee  still  started  into  the  contest  with  16  majority.  The 
8  witnesses  whose  testimony  was  quoted,  even  if  it  were  proved 
that  they  were  all  bribed,  would  not  overcome  this  majority.  The  only 
other  charge  seriously  pressed  was  that  an  overseer  of  highways  had 
intimidated  his  workmen.  But  the  evidence  only  showed  that  he  had 
asked  them  to  vote  as  he  did;  he  had  never  made  any  threats  to  dis- 
charge them  if  they  voted  otherwise,  and  if  they  voted  according  to 
his  request  it  was  not  under  any  fear  of  discharge.  If  this  claim  were 
sustained,  it  would  '^overthrow  all  labor  to  secure  votes  for  one  party 
or  another."    Much  of  the  testimony  was  entirely  inadmissible  under 
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any  rule  of  law.  The  testimony  of  the  8  witnesses  quoted,  so  far 
as  it  attempted  to  go  beyond  their  individual  votes,  was  entirely  hear- 
say and  inadmissible.  Some  of  it  was  ex  pa^te^  the  witnesses  naving 
testified  at  first  without  expectation  of  being  cross-examined,  and 
having  subsequently  refused  to  ^PP^fl'^  for  cross-examination.  Their 
testimonv  was  thus  discredited.  Tnose  who  were  cross-examined  had 
all  testified  at  their  first  examination  that  they  were  Democrats  and 
had  voted  the  Republican  ticket  for  $3.  On  cross-examination  they 
conti-adicted  themselves  on  material  points,  most  of  them  saying  that 
they  had  been  Republicans  at  previous  elections,  and  would  have  voted 
the  Republican  ticket  at  this  election  whether  paid  any  money  or 
not,  ana  that  the  $3  was  not  paid  as  an  inducement  to  vote  for  con- 
testee,  but  to  pay  them  for  their  time  in  coming  to  the  polls.  Some 
of  them  had  to  come  a  long  distance.  Some  of  them  did  not  know  that 
they  were  to  receive  money  until  after  they  had  voted.  All  of  the  8 
witnesses  whose  testimony  was  quoted  by  the  majority  persistently 
refused  to  give  the  names  of  the  persons  who  had  given  them  money. 
A  ninth  witness,  who  did  not  claim  to  have  been  bribed  himself,  did 
give  the  names  of  three  men  who  he  said  were  giving  out  money  at  the 
place- the  other  men  claimed  to  have  received  theirs.  These  three  men 
promptly  swore  that  they  had  ffiven  out  no  money,  and  an  attempt  to 
impeach  one  of  them  was  hastily  given  up  when  tfie  first  witness  called 
spoke  in  his  praise. 

The  other  charges  made  by  contestant  were  not  seriously  pressed, 
and  the  minority  found  that  there  was  nothing  in  them.  TaKing  the 
legal  evidence  for  j^U  that  it  could  possibly  be  held  to  show,  it  would  not 
overcome  the  sitting  member's  majority  of  16  votes,  and  the  minority 
recommended  a  resolution  declaring  him  elected. 

The  resolution  granting  an  extension  of  time  to  take  testimony  was 
carried  by  a  vote  of  117  to  78.  On  the  case  on  the  merits  a  resolution 
declaring  contestee  elected  was  defeated  by  a  vote  of  108  to  130.  The 
resolutions  declaring  the  seat  vacant  were  then  passed  by  a  vote  of  130 
to  33  (not  voting,  156). 

[Mobley,  475-479,  489-511.] 

(4)  California  Case. 

Constitutionality  of  apportiomnerit  lcm\  Report  for  sitting  in^emher; 
no  action  hy  the  House, 

Report  by  Mr.  Lowry. 

The  constitution  of  California  required  everv  bill  to  be  read  three 
times  before  passage.  The  apportionment  bill,  under  which  the  sit- 
ting membei"s  were  elected,  had  been  read  three  times,  but  some 
amendments  had  not.  The  contestants  claimed  that  this  invalidated 
the  law.  The  supreme  court  of  California  had  recently  decided  this 
question,  on  a  petition  by  the  contestants  in  this  case  for  a  writ  of 
mandamus  on  the  secretary  of  state  to  certify  them  as  elected.  The 
full  court  had  decided  that  the  petitioners  were  not  elected,  they 
having  received  only  a  few  votes,  and  three  of  the  judges  had  held 
that  the  law  was  constitutionally  passed.  The  committee  quoted  their 
opinions  with  approval,  and  recommended  resolutions  declaring  the 
sitting  members  elected. 

There  was  no  action  by  the  House  in  these  cases. 

[Mobley,  481-485.] 
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(5)  KiDD  m.  Steele. 

Bribery:  irregvlarities;  illegal  votes.  Report  for  contestee,  Cmi- 
testes  retavned  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Henderson. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  54  votes.  Con- 
testant asked  that  four  precincts  be  thrown  out,  and  also  charged  illegal 
votes.     Contestee  made  countercharges  of  illegal  voting. 

One  precinct  was  asked  to  be  thrown  out  on  the  ground  that  one  of 
the  oflScers  of  election  was  interested  in  a  bet,  and  hence  disqualified. 
But  the  evidence  showed  that  he  had  withdrawn  his  interest  in  the  bet 
before  the  election,  for  the  express  reason  that  he  was  goin^  to  be  an 
inspector.  There  was  no  evidence  of  fraud  or  irregularity  in  the 
election. 

The  other  three  precincts  were  the  three  precincts  of  the  township 
where  contestee  lived,  and  they  were  asked  to  be  thrown  out  because 
''the  proof  of  bribery,  of  the  most  open  and  shameless  purchase  of 
votes  for  money  by  Steele  and  his  agents  is  full  and  conclusive."  The 
committee  quoted  all  the  evidence  on  this  point.  Witnesses  testified 
to  one  or  two  cases  of  bribery  in  each  of  these  precincts,  one  of  the 
cases  being  charged  to  be  by  contestee  in  person.  But  the  testimony 
was  contradicted;  the  witnesses  did  not  testify  in  such  a  way  as  to 
attract  confidence,  refusing  to  answer  questions,  and  contradicting 
themselves  on  material  points;  and  the  witness  who  testified  to  being 
bribed  by  contestee  in  peraon  was  shown  to  have  afterwards  confessed 
that  his  whole  testimony  was  false. 

Numerous  charges  of  illegal  votes  were  made,  but  the  conmiittee 
after  a  careful  examination  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  charges  sus- 
tained would  about  balance  each  other.  They  unanimously  reported 
resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected.  The  House  passed  the  resolu- 
tions without  division,  and  contestee  retained  the  seat. 

[Mobley,  513-520.] 
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nrriETH  congress  (d.)  issr-isse. 

Cormnittee  on  EI^ectioThS. 

Mr.  Crisp,  Georgia,  Mr,  Mooke,  Texas, 

O'Ferrall,  Virginia,  Rowell,  Illinois, 

OuTHWArrE,  Ohio,  Houk,  Tennessee, 

Barry,  Mississippi,  Cooper,  Ohio, 

Maism,  Pennsylvania,  Lyman,  Iowa, 

Heard,  Missouri,  Johnston,  Indiana, 

Johnston,  North  Carolina,  Lodge,  Massachusetts, 

Mr.  O'Neall,  Indiana. 

Owing  to  the  fact  that  a  contest  was  pending  against  his  seat,  the 
Shaker  requested  to  be  relieved  of  the  duty  of  appointing  the  Com- 
mittee on  Elections,  and  it  was  elected  by  the  House. 

Cases, 

1^  George  H.  Thobe  r>8,  John  G.  Carlisle,  Kentucky, 

2)  John  V .  McDuffie  vs,  Alexander  C.  Davidson,  Alabama. 

\zS  Robert  Lowry  ^«.  James  B.  White,  Tndimta, 

f4)  Nicholas  E.  Worthington  vh,  Philip  S.  Post,  IlliTwis. 

\b)  Nathan  Frank  vs,  John  M.  Glover,  Missouri, 

J6)  Joseph  D.  Lynch  vs,  William  Vandever,  California, 

7)  Robert  Smalls  vs.  William  Elliott,  South  Ca/rolinn. 

[8)  Frank  J.  Sullivan  vs,  Charles  N.  Felton,  California. 

(1)  Thobe  vs,  Carlisle. 

Fraud  and  irregularities.  Majority  report  for  contested ;  minoHty 
report  to  reopen  case,      Contestee  retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Crisp;  minor itv  report  by  Mr.  Lyman. 

Contestant  served  a  notice  or  contest,  charging  frauds  and  irregular- 
ities of  various  sorts,  to  which  reply  was  duly  made  by  contestee. 
Contestant  took  only  a  few  depositions,  not  enough  to  establish  any  of 
his  allegations,  and  contestee  took  no  testimony. 

Contestant  moved  the  committee  to  reopen  the  case,  alleging,  and 
furnishing  affidavits  to  show,  that  he  had  oeen  deceived  by  his  attor- 
ney, to  whom  he  had  trusted  the  entire  conduct  of  his  case;  that  the 
returns  and  poll  lists  from  a  number  of  precincts  were  all  in  the  same 
handwriting,  and  consequently  forgeries,  and  that  there  were  certain 
suspicious  circumstances  in  the  conduct  of  contestee.  Contestee  pre- 
sented a  large  number  of  affidavits  in  denial  of  the  allegations  of 
contestant.  The  committee  held  that  as  these  allegations  were  not 
contained  in  the  original  notice  of  contest,  evidence  in  support  of 
them  would  not  be  competent  even  if  the  case  were  reopened.  Under 
the  precedents  a  case  ought  not  to  be  reopened  unless  the  contestant 
showed  that  he  had  used  due  diligence,  and  unless  he  made  a  showing, 
by  the  affidavits  of  witnesses  to  facts  within  their  own  knowledge,  by 
which  it  would  appear  that  on  a  rehearing  he  would  probably  hie  able 
to  make  out  his  case.     Neither  of  the**^  conditions  existed,  and  a  care- 
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ful  examination  of  the  papers  satisfied  the  committee  that  none  of  the 
substantial  allegations  could  be  established  by  proof. 

Taking  the  case,  then,  on  the  pleadings  and  evidence  presented,  the 
only  ground  on  which  contestant  could  rely  was  the  admission  of  con- 
testee  in  his  answer  to  the  notice  of  contest  that  the  officers  of  election 
in  a  number  of  precincts  were  all  Democrats. 

But  the  law  pennitted  the  officers  to  be  all  of  one  party  in  the  con- 
tingency that  there  were  no  qualified  electors  of  the  other  party  resi- 
dent in  the  precinct.  Contestee  had  not  admitted  that  this  contingency 
did  not  exist,  and  the  burden  of  proof  was  on  contestant  to  prove  that 
it  did  not,  which  he  had  failed  to  do. 

Even  if  the  proof  had  been  made,  it  would  not  vitiate  the  election, 
in  the  absence  of  proof  of  fraud  or  intimidation,  as  the  officei's  were 
at  least  de  fucto  officers,  whose  acts  affecting  third  parties  and  the 
public  must  be  held  valid.  The  committee  tnerefore  recommended 
resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected. 

The  minority  (Messrs.  Lyman,  Lod^e,  Houk,  and  Johnston)  favored 
an  investiration  of  the  case.  They  did  not  approve  considering  the 
counter  affidavits  of  contestee,  but  believed  that  when  contestant  had 
made  out  2^  prima  facie  case  by  affidavits  some  way  ought  to  be  pro- 
vided for  permitting  him  to  establish  those  facts,  if  he  could,  by  legal 
evidence.  The  fact  that  contestee  did  not  invite  investigation,  but 
opposed  it,  was  a  suspicious  circumstance.  The  fact  also  that  contest- 
ant was  a  poor  laboring  man,  ignorant  of  the  law,  ought  to  entitle  him 
to  at  least  as  much  consideration  as  other  citizens. 

Mr.  Rowell  concurred  in  the  majority  report,  but  did  not  wish  to  be 
understood  as  approving  a  policy  of  trying  disputed  questions  of 
fact  upon  ex  parte  testimony.  But  the  main  charge  of  contestant  was 
that  the  returns  of  certain  precincts  were  all  in  the  same  handwriting 
and  consequently  forgeries.     The  original  returns  themselves  were 

S resented,  and  effectually  refuted  the  charge.  They  were  plainly  in 
ifferent  handwritings.  The  presentation  of  the  original  returns  was 
^'legitimate,  and  not  of  the  same  character  as  a  counter  affidavit  upon 
disputed  questions  of  fact." 

The  resolutions  presented  by  the  majority  were  adopted  by  a  vote  of 
164  to  7  (not  voting,  152),  and  contestee  retained  the  seat. 
fMobley,  523-676.] 

(2)  MoDuFFiE  m,  Davidson. 

False  counting.  Majority  repoi't  for  contestee;  niimority  report  for 
contestoAit,     Contestee  retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Maish;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Lodge. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  11,487  votes. 
Contestant  claimed  that  this  larffe  majority  was  due  to  widespread  and 
wholesale  fraud  committed  by  tne  election  officers,  consisting  for  the 
most  part  in  fraudulently  counting  for  contestee  ballots  in  fact  cast  for 
contestant.  Seventy  precincts  were  attacked  in  the  notice  of  contest, 
but  testimony  was  taken  in  regard  to  only  forty-four  of  them.  Thirty- 
three  of  these  were  attacked  on  the  same  ground,  i.  e.,  that  the  election 
officers  falsely  counted  the  votes,  and  the  committee  considered .  them 
together.  Under  the  law  of  Alabama  the  ballot  boxes  were  carefully 
preserv^ed  for  the  express  purpose  of  permitting  the  ballots  to  be 
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used  as  evidence  on  a  contest.  The  ballots  were  numbered  to  cx)iTe- 
spond  to  the  names  on  the  poll  list  for  the  same  reason.  Contestant 
did  not  claim  that  the  election  up  to  the  moment  of  closing  the  polls 
was  unfairly  or  fraudulently  conducted,  or  that  the  ballots  had  been  in 
any  way  tampered  with,  but  simply  that  they  had  not  been  counted  as 
cast.  If  this  was  true  it  could  be  conclusively  shown  by  a  recount  of 
the  ballots.  The  ballots  were  the  best  and  only  primary  evidence  of 
the  vote,  and  under  the  universal  rule  of  law  contestant  should  have 
produced  this  evidence,  and  no  other  could  be  received  so  long  as  this 
existed.  Such  evidence  as  was  presented  by  corftestant  was,  more- 
over, inadmissible  even  as  secondary  evidence,  and  utterly  insufficient 
to  establish  the  charges.  But  as  the  House  did  not  always  follow  the 
strict  rules  of  the  courts,  the  committee  examined  and  considered  the 
testimony  as  if  it  were  admissible. 

In  ten  of  the  thirty-three  precincts  of  this  class  only  one  witness 
for  each  precinct  was  relied  upon,  and  the  committee  quoted  the  testi- 
mony of  these  ten  witnesses.  It  was  all  of  substantially  the  same 
character,  and  to  the  effect  that  the  witness  issued  Republican  tickets 
to  colored  voters  at  their  request,  watched  them  vote  them,  and  kept 
a  count  of  the  number,  ana  found  it  very  largely  in  excess  of  the 
number  returned  for  McDuffie  by  the  election  officers.  The  differ- 
ences in  the  testimony  were  chiefly  in  the  varying  degrees  of  care 
taken  by  the  witnesses  to  know  the  vote.  Some  of  them  kept  a  list, 
some  a  tally,  and  some  only  a  mental  count;  some  of  them  took  greater 
and  some  less  pains  to  see  that  the  tickets  given  out  were  actually 
voted.  The  committee  found  such  evidence  utterly  insufficient  to  over- 
throw the  returns.  In  the  other  twenty-three  precincts  under  their 
charge  more  witnesses  were  called,  but  their  eviaence  was  ''  all  of  the 
same  character,  and  simply  cumulative." 

/  There  were  ten  other  precincts  in  regard  to  which  there  were  sepa- 
rate specifications  of  fraud.  The  committee  discussed  each  of  these 
in  detail,  and  found  fraud  established  in  four  of  them.  The  evidence 
in  regard  to  the  others  was  insufficient,  and  these  four  precincts  only 
reduced  the  majority  of  contestee  by  2,597  votes,  leaving  him  still  a 
majority  of  8,890.  If  the  charges  in  all  ten  of  these  precincts  were 
taken  as  sustained,  it  would  not  entirely  overcome  this  majority. 

The  minority  found  that  fraud,  evidently  the  result  of  a  corrupt  con- 
spiracy, was  proved  to  such  an  extent  as  to  vitiate  the  entire  election 
in  all  the  counties  except  Lowndes,  the  home  of  contestant.  On  the 
unimpeached  returns  of  this  county  contestant  had  a  large  majority, 
and  he  should  be  given  his  seat  on  the  vote  of  this  county.  This  dis- 
trict was  one  which  was  purposely  made  to  include  nearly  the  entire 
Republican  vote  of  Alabama,  and  it  was  universally  conceded  to  con- 
tain a  very  large  majority  of  Republican  voters.  Democrats  had, 
however,  been  uniformly  returned  to  Congress  from  this  district,  their 
seats  had  uniformly  been  contested,  and  the  contestants  had  uniformly 
been  seated  by  Democratic  as  well  as  Republican  Congresses.  The 
contestant  in  this  case  was  an  old  and  respected  resident  of  the  district 
and  received  the  cordial  and  united  support  of  his  party.  He  could 
only  have  been  defeated  by  fraud,  and  the  evidence  showed  that  he 
was  defeated  by  fraudulent  counting  of  the  votes.  A  detailed  review 
of  the  testimony  on  which  this  conclusion  was  based  was  given  b}'^  the 
minority,  and  resolutions  recommended  declaring  contestant  elected. 

The  resolutions  presented  })y  the  minority  were  lost  by  a  vote  of  122 
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to  144.    The  resolutions  presented  by  the  majority  were  then  passed 
without  division,  and  contestee  retained  the  seat. 
[Mobley,  577-622.] 

(3)  LowRT  V8.  White. 

CitizeTiship  of  contestee.  Majorii/y  report  to  decla/re  seat  vacarvt; 
mvnority  7*epo7'tfo7'  contestee.     Contestee  retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  BaiTy;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Bowell; 
further  dissenting  report  by  Mr.  O'Neall. 

Contestant  charged  that  contestee  had  obtained  his  party  nomina- 
tion by  bribery,  and  also  that  he  had  not  been  seven  years  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  and  was  consequently  ineligible.  The  former  charge 
the  committee  held  to  be  immaterial;  the  latter  charge  was  sustained 
by  the  committee,  but  not  by  the  House. 

Both  parties  to  the  contest  were  foreign  born,  but  there  was  no 
question  of  the  naturalization  of  contestant.  Contestee  came  to 
America  from  Scotland  in  1864,  and  took  out  his ''first  ipapers"  in 
1858,  as  shown  by  the  record  of  the  court.  He  claimed  to  have  taken 
out  his  '^second  papers"  in  1865,  and  to  have  received  a  certificate  of 
naturalization,  but  he  could  not  find  the  certificate  and  there  was  no 
record  of  the  court  to  show  the  fact.  He  testified  to  it  himself,  and 
it  was  also  testified  to  by  the  two  persons  who  claimed  to  have  been 

E resent  at  the  time.  The  contents  of  the  lost  certificate  were  proved 
y  presenting  copies  of  other  certificates,  all  in  the  same  form,  issued 
bv  the  same  court  at  about  the  same  time.  The  negligence  of  the 
cferk  in  keeping  his  record  of  naturalizations  and  other  important 
matters  was  shown,  and  also  his  habit  of  keeping  the  record  of  natural- 
ization on  the  stubs  from  which  the  certificates  were  torn,  and  his 
failure  in  some  instances  to  fill  up  the  stubs.  The  committee  held 
that  the  case  involved  three  questions:  (1)  Can  naturalization,  in  the 
absence  of  a  couili  record,  be  proved  by  parol  testimony  ?  (2)  If  so,  is 
the  testimony  of  contestee  sufiicient  to  establish  the  fact?  And  (3)  if 
contestee  is  ineligible,  does  this  involve  the  election  of  contestant? 
The  C3mmittee  answered  all  three  questions  in  the  negative. 

A  number  of  cases  were  cited  to  show  that  naturalization  was  a 
judicial  proceeding  and  must  be  entered  of  record,  and  also  to  show 
that  this  and  other  matters  of  record  can  be  proved  by  the  record 
alone.  A  few  cases  might  be  found  where  other  testimony  was  admit- 
ted when  the  record  was  destroyed,  but  no  case  where  oral  testimony 
was  admitted  to  prove  a  record  which  never  existed.  It  was  conceded 
that  the  record  in  this  case  was  intact,  and  that  if  the  naturalization  of 
contestee  did  not  appear  on  it,  it  had  never  appeared.  It  was  claimed 
by  contestee  that  the  certificate  which  he  saia  was  ^iven  to  him  con- 
stituted a  record.  As  this  certificate  was  not  in  evidence,  this  point 
need  not  be  passed  upon. 

But,  if  parol  evidence  was  admissible,  that  presented  by  contestee 
was  insuflBcient  to  show  the  fact  of  naturalization.  Only  two  witnesses 
besides  contestee  claimed  to  have  been  present  at  the  time;  their  mem- 
ories about  the  proceedings  were  very  vague  and  indefinite,  and  neither 
of  them  claimea  to  have  seen  the  certificate  or  to  know  whether  it  was 
issued.  Contestee  did  not  attempt  to  prove  its  contents  except  by  the 
production  of  other  certificates  issued  about  the  same  time,  a  sort  of 
proof  too  speculative  and  inferential  to  be  received.  The  testimony 
of  the  witnesses  referred  to  facts  which  made  it  probable  that  the  occa- 
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sion  they  remembered  was  the  filing  of  declaration  of  intention  in  1858. 
The  fact  that  contestee,  in  a  number  of  interviews  and  public  speeches 
in  which  the  subject  was  referred  to  before  the  election,  did  not  once 
refer  to  this  alleged  naturalization  in  1865  was  a  suspicious  circum- 
stance, and  the  fact  that  he  had  gone  into  an  adjoining  county  during 
the  campaign  and  procured  naturalization  papers  was  still  more 
suspicious. 

Ihere  was  evidence  that  the  question  of  the  citizenship  of  contestee 
was  much  discussed,  pro  and  con^revious  to  the  election  in  the  news- 
papers and  in  public  speeches.  Tne  law  as  laid  down  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Indiana  was  that  where  the  electors  have  notice  of  the  ineligi- 
bility of  the  majority  candidate,  and  in  some  of  the  cases  even  without 
reference  to  the  question  of  notice,  the  candidate  receiving  the  next 
highest  number  of  votes  is  elected.  But  this  doctrine  is  laid  down  by 
the  courts  of  no  other  State.  All  the  precedents  of  Congress  and  the 
opinions  of  the  best  writers  are  against  it,  and  the  committee  held 
that — 

To  suffer  a  member  to  be  seated  from  one  State  in  pursuance  of  this  view,  and 
forbid  the  same  right  on  the  part  of  a  member  from  another  State,  would  destroy 
that  equality  and  Imrmony  in  the  membership  of  our  National  Legislature  which  the 
founders  of  our  Government  obviously  intended  to  establish. 

The  committee  accordingly  recommended  resolutions  declaring  that 
neither  contestant  nor  contestee  was  elected — contestee  because  he 
was  ineligible,  and  contestant  because  he  did  not  receive  a  majority  of 
the  votes. 

The  minority  held  that  the  fact  of  naturalization  might  be  shown  by 
parol  testimony,  and  that  in  this  case  it  was  conclusively  shown.  The 
certificate  of  naturalization  given  to  contestee  constituted  a  record,  if 
a  record  was  needed,  and  it  was  the  only  record  made  by  the  clerk  of 
the  court  in  this  and  many  other  cases.  It  having  been  shown  to  be 
lost  or  destroyed,  it  was  proper  to  prove  its  contents  by  oral  testi- 
mony, and  this  had  been  suflBlciently  done.  Numerous  cases  were  cited 
to  show  that  such  a  certificate  was  original  evidence,  and  conclusive  of 
citizenship,  without  reference  to  any  other  record.  The  fact  of  natur- 
alization having  been  proved,  the  contestee  ought  not  to  be  deprived 
of  his  citizenship  by  any  subsequent  failure  of  a  negligent  cierk  to 
make  a  record.  Contestee  had  been  for  many  years  recognized  as  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  had  been  a  soldier  during  the  war,  and 
had  been  elected  to  Congress  by  a  very  large  majority.  Technical 
rules  ought  not  to  be  applied  to  deprive  him  of  his  seat  and  the  people 
of  their  choice. 

Mr.  O'Neall  filed  a  dissenting  report,  agreeing  with  the  majority 
that  contestee  was  ineligible,  but  holding  that  the  rule  of  the  Indiana 
courts  ought  to  be  followed  and  the  seat  given  to  contestant. 

The  resolutions  presented  by  the  ininorit/y  were  passed  by  a  vote  of 
186  to  105,  and  contestee  retained  the  seat. 

[Mobley,  623-646.  J 

(4)    WORTHINGTON  VS.  Po8T. 

Student  votes;  otlu^r  lU-egal  votes.  Report  fm*  contestee,  Gmtestee 
retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  O'Ferrall. 

A  large  number  of  votes  were  attacked  by  both  parties  as  illegal, 
and  votes  were  also  asked  to  be  deducted  for  irregularities  in  the  bal- 
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lots, and  for  errors  disclosed  by  recounts.  It  was  conceded  that  con- 
testant was  entitled  to  a  gain  of  11  votes  by  recounts.  A  number  of 
ballots  were  thrown  out  under  the  statute  of  Illinois  providing  that 
when  a  ballot  designates  more  persons  for  an  office  than  there  are  can- 
didates to  be  elected  it  shall  be  counted  for  neither  of  the  persons  des- 
ignated. The  committee,  in  accordance  with  the  decisions  of  the 
supreme  court  of  Illinois^  held  the  statute  to  be  mandatory  and  threw 
out  a  number  of  ballots  containing  the  name  of  contestant  written 
under  the  unerased  name  of  contestee.  A  number  of  votes  were  asked 
to  be  thrown  out  on  the  ground  that  the  affidavits  presented  by  the 
voters  in  lieu  of  registration  were  not  in  compliance  with  the  law. 
The  committee  found  them  all  to  be  in  substantial  compliance  with  the 
law  except  6,  which  were  entirely  blank;  these  were  thrown  out.  A 
number  of  other  votes  were  attacked  on  the  grounds  of  nonresidence, 
minority,  conviction  of  crime,  etc.  The  committee  discussed  the  evi- 
dence in  the  individual  cases  and  found  that,  with  the  changes  already 
made,  there  were  not  enough  of  these  votes  to  change  the  result  of  the 
election.  The  only  other  votes  in  question  were  the  votes  of  18  stu- 
dents of  Knox  College  and  Lombard  University. 

The  committee,  in  passing  upon  the  l^ality  of  these  votes,  was  of  the  opinion  that 
where  yomig  men  had  entirSy  severed  their  connection  with  the  home  of  their  parents, 
and  were  relying  upon  their  own  resources,  efforts,  and  means,  and  had  no  fixed 
determination  as  to  their  future  place  of  abode,  they  were  lecal  voters  at  the  point 
where  these  colleges  were  located;  that  to  hold  differently  would  be  to  deprive  many 
worthy  young  men  of  the  right  to  vote,  and  disfranchise  them  during  the  years  they 
might  be  engaged  in  their  laudable  efforts  to  secure  an  education. 

Under  this  principle  only  4  of  the  votes  attacked  were  illegal. 

After  a  full  exanunation  of  the  case  the  committee  found  that  the 
majority  of  contestee  was  larger  than  that  returned  for  him,  and 
unanimously  reported  resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

The  resolutions  presented  were  passed  by  the  House  without 
division,  and  contestee  retained  the  seat. 

[Mobley,  647-653.] 

(5)  Frank  vs.  Glover. 

Cbnstituiiofiality  of  registration  law  and  legality  of  reQCction  of  non- 
registered  voters.     Report  for  contestee,     Contestee  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Heard. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  100  votes. 
Contestant  sought  to  overcome  this  majority  on  various  grounds,  but 
the  only  one  which  involved  enough  votes  to  affect  the  result,  and  the 
only  one  considered  by  the  committee,  was  the  charge  that  249  votes 
had  been  illegally  rejected  for  nonregistration.  Of  this  list  170  names 
had  been  stricken  from  the  registration  list  and  duly  advertised  accord- 
ing to  law,  and  the  parties  named  had  not  applied  to  the  board  of 
revision  for  reinstatement.  It  was  conceded  that  if  this  fact  deprived 
them  of  the  right  to  vote  under  the  Missouri  registration  law,  and  if 
the  law  was  constitutional,  the  contestee  would  be  entitled  to  retain 
his  seat.  As  the  committee  were  unanimously  of  the  opinion  that  the 
facts  were  shown  and  that  the  law  was  constitutional,  they  did  not 
enter  into  an  argument  of  the  question,  but  reported  resolutions 
declaring  contestee  elected. 

The  resolutions  presented  were  passed  by  the  House  without  divi- 
sion, and  contestee  retained  the  seat. 

[Mobley,  655-657.J 
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(6)  Lynch  vs.  Vandever. 

Bribery:  iUegal  rejection  of  votes.  Report  for  contestee.  Cbntestee 
retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Johnston. 

Both  sides  charged  bribery,  but  the  committee  found  that  neither 
charge  was  sustained.  The  only  evidence  on  this  charge  against  con- 
testee was  offered  during  the  time  for  rebuttal.  The  committee  found 
it  insufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  and  protested  against  its  introduc- 
tion as  rebuttal  testimony.  There  were  some  circumstances  tending 
to  show  that  political  f nends  of  contestant  may  have  used  money  to 
infl  uence  the  election .  but  if  so  it  was  without  the  knowledge  of  contestant. 

The  charge  on  wnich  the  case  chiefly  rested  was  that  the  county 
clerk  of  Los  Angeles  had  illegally  refused  to  register  183  names  filed 
with  him  by  the  county  assessor,  which  had  been  enrolled  by  persons 
claiming  to  be  deputy  registering  officers.  The  clerk  claimed  that  the 
appointoients  of  these  deputies  should  have  been  filed  with  him. 
Without  deciding  the  legal  questions  involved,  the  committee  found 
that  there  was  no  evidence  showing  that  enough  of  these  voters  were 
legally  qualified  or  offered  to  vote  for  contestant  to  overcome  the 
returned  majority  of  55  votes  for  contestee.  The  committee  unani- 
mously reported  for  contestee. 

The  resolutions  presented  were  passed  by  the  House  without  divi- 
sion, and  contestee  retained  the  seat. 

[Mobley,  659,  660.] 

(7)  Smalls  vs.  Elliott. 

Illegal  rejection,  of  returns;  fraud;  hoRot-hox  stiMng ;  intimidation. 
Majority  report  for  contestee;  minority  report  fir  contestant.  Con- 
testee retained  the  seal. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Crisp;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Rowell. 

According  to  the  returns  as  canvassed  by  the  county  and  State  can- 
vassing boards,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  532  votes.  These  boards 
reject^  the  returns  of  a  number  of  precincts  giving  large  majorities  for 
contestant  which,  if  counted,  would  have  given  him  a  majority  in  the 
district.  Contestant  claimed  that  all  these  returns  should  be  counted, 
and  that  his  majority  should  be  further  increased  by  counting  votes 
offered  for  him  and  illegally  rejected,  and  votes  proved  to  have  been 
cast  for  him  in  precincts  where  the  returns  were  vitiated  by  ballot- 
box  stuffing  and  other  frauds.  Contestee  conceded  that  a  few  returns 
had  been  improperly  rejected,  but  contended  that  most  of  them  were 
properly  rejected,  and  that  three  additional  returns  should  be  rejected 
tor  intimidation. 

In  two  precincts  the  returns  had  been  rejected  because  the  ballot 
boxes  and  returns  had  been  delivered  to  the  countv  canvassing  board 
by  outside  parties.  In  each  case  it  appeared  that  tney  had  been  given 
to  one  of  tne  managers  to  return  according  to  law,  but  that  the  man- 
agers had  left  them  in  the  possession  of  outsiders,  by  whom  they  were 
delivered.  The  returns  made  by  the  United  States  supervisors  were 
in  evidence,  and  the  committee  counted  the  vote  according  to  these 
returns.  The  returns  of  another  precinct  had  been  rejected  on  the 
ground  that  none  of  the  voters  were  registered.     The  committee  sus- 
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tained  the  rejection  of  this  return  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  new 
precinct  and  that  a  new  registration  was  necessary  for  it.  The 
minority  favored  counting  it  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  a  new  pre- 
cinct^ but  merely  a  separate  polling  place  for  Federal  oflBcers.  The 
term  "'precinct,"  as  defined  in  the  South  Carolina  statutes,  referred  to 
the  territorial  subdivision,  not  to  the  place  where  the  votes  were  cast, 
and  only  one  registration  was  necessary  for  each  precinct.  The  voters 
were  all  registered  and  produced  registration  certificates,  and  they 
should  not  be  disfranchised  merely  because  the  list  of  voters  was  left 
at  the  other  voting  place,  where  the  election  for  State  oflBlcers  was 
held. 

Two  other  precincts,  which  were  rejected  on  the  ground  that  only 
two  qualified  managers  served,  were  counted  by  the  committee,  but  a 
third,  where  onh'^  one  manager  served,  and  he  held  the  election  in  the 
open  air,  under  a  tree,  and  allowed  unregistered  voters  to  vote,  and 
in  other  ways  carried  on  the  election  in  entire  disregard  of  the  law, 
was  rejected.  The  minority  favored  counting  this  precinct,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  nothing  to  impeach  the  fairness  of  the  election; 
it  was  held  by  one  manager,  a  clerk,  and  a  supervisor,  and  the  voters 
ought  not  to  be  disfranchised  because  of  the  lailure  of  two  managers 
to  qualify.  Another  precinct  was  counted  by  the  minority,  but  not 
counted  by  the  majority  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  mentioned  in 
the  notice  of  contest. 

Contestant  asked  that  three  precincts  be  thrown  out  and  only  the 
votes  proved  outside  the  returns  counted,  on  the  ground  that  the  bal- 
lot boxes  were  stuffed.  In  two  of  these  precincts  he  produced  evidence 
to  show  that  there  was  an  excess,  in  one  case  of  80  and  in  the  other  of 
143  votes,  in  the  box.  This  excess  was  drawn  out  under  the  South 
Carolina  law.  He  then  called  individual  voters,  largely  in  excess  of 
the  number  he  claimed  were  returned  for  him,  who  testified  that  they 
voted  for  him.  In  the  third  precinct  the  election  was  held  in  one 
room  and  the  votes  counted  in  another.  When  the  box  was  taken 
into  the  other  room  the  doors  were  closed  and  the  election  officers,  all 
of  whom  were  Democrats,  remained  alone  with  the  box  eight  or  ten 
minutes  before  admitting  the  public.     Voters  were  also  called  here  to 

()rove  the  vote.  The  committee  held  that  in  these  cases  there  was  no 
egal  evidence  what  vote  was  counted  by  the  county  canvassers.  Cer- 
tified copies  of  the  precinct  returns  could  have  been  easily  obtained, 
and  in  their  absence  oral  testimony  was  inadmissible  to  prove  the  vote 
counted.  The  testimony  of  the  voters  to  prove  the  vote  cast  was  also 
immaterial.  These  voters  were  very  ignorant,  and  an  examination  of 
their  testimony  showed  that  most  of  them  did  not  know  for  whom 
they  voted,  and  some  of  them  did  not  know  whether  they  voted  at  all 
for  Congress.  The  excess  of  votes  was  ''purged"  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  law.  How  it  came  in  the  boxes  the  evidence  did  not 
show.  It  might  easily  have  been  put  there  by  the  voters,  and  there 
was  nothing  to  implicate  the  judges. 

The  minority  held  that  these  lx)xes  were  plainly  stuffed.  The  fact 
that  they  were  in  the  sole  charge  of  Democratic  election  officers 
during  the  time  that  they  must  have  been  stuffed  implicated  these 
officisus  in  the  crime.  They  were  evidently  stuffed  for  the  express 
purpose  of  resorting  to  the  ''^purging"  process.  Where  there  was  no 
proof  of  the  vote  they  should  be  entirely  rejected;  otherwise  they 
should  be  counted  according  to  the  proof. 
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Ther6  were  other  charges  of  irregularities  and  illegal  rejection  of 
votes,  affecting  a  smaller  number  of  votes,  and  also  cMrges  that  the 
failure  to  open  certain  polls  was  for  the  purpose  of  depriving  con- 
testant of  votes,  but  the  main  questions  were  the  propriety  of  the 
rejection  of  Brick  Church  precinct,  rejected  by  the  county  canvassers 
for  intimidation,  and  of  tne  rejection  of  the  precincts  of  Beaufort, 
Ladies  Island,  and  Central  Schoolhouse,  asked  for  by  contestee  on  the 
same  ground.  The  ma|ority  of  the  committee  approved  the  rejection 
of  Brick  Church,  and  rejected  Beaufort  and  Ladies  Island;  the  minority 
favored  counting  all  the  precincts. 

At  Brick  Church  three  managei's  were  regularly  appointed — 

but  two  of  them  did  not  serve,  one  because  he  was  sick,  the  other  because  he  was 
afraid  of  being  mobbed.  Only  one  legally  ai>pointed  manager  conducted  the  elec- 
tion. It  furt.her  appears  that  three  times  during  the  day  this  manager  w^as  compelled 
to  close  the  polls  for  a  time  because  of  the  riotous  and  violent  conduct  of  contestant's 
friends;  that  the  poll  remained  closed  in  all  about  thirty  minutes. 

For  these  reasons  both  boards  of  canvassers  rejected  the  poll,  and 
they  were  sustained  in  the  rejection  by  the  committee.  The  committee 
quoted  quite  fully  the  evidence  in  regard  to  this  and  the  other  precincts 
where  intimidation  was  charged.  The  testimony  (juoted  was  to  the  effect 
that  large  numbers  of  colored  voters  were  dissatisfied  with  contestant, 
on  account  of  his  having  been  convicted  of  bribe  taking  in  1876  ana 
on  account  of  the  alleged  irregularity  of  his  nomination,  and  that  on 
these  accounts  they  were  desirous  of  voting  for  contestee,  but  were 
prevented  by  intimidating  pi'actices  instigated  by  contestant  himself. 
These  consisted  partly  of  social  and  religious  ostracism,  turning  Demo- 
cratic negroes  out  of  churches  and  organizations,  refusing  to  associate 
with  them,  and  inducing  their  wives  to  leave  them,  and  partly  of  actual 
violence,  committed  chiefly  by  women  and  girls,  who  attacked  Demo- 
cratic processions  and  gatherings  with  sticks  and  stones  and  stood 
around  the  polls  on  election  day  cursing  and  shouting.  Contestant 
himself  was  said  to  have  advised  these  practices,  especially  the  intimi- 
dation by  the  women,  in  his  speeches.  As  a  result  of  these  practices, 
in  the  opinion  of  witnesses,  many  voters  were  kept  from  the  polls,  and 
many  otnei*s  induced  to  vote  for  contestant  who  would  otherwise  have 
voted  for  contestee. 

In  regard  to  Ladies'  Island  the  committee  summed  up  the  evidence 
as  follows: 

Colored  men  inclined  to  vote  or  expressing  an  intention  to  vote  for  contestee  were 
rudely  assailed  and  violentlv  assaulted;  they  were  threatened  with  expulsion  from 
their  churches;  they  w^ere  threatened  with  expulsion  from  the  island,  where  manv 
of  them  owned  land;  they  were  threatened  with  a  denial  of  sexual  intercourse  witn 
their  wives;  they  were  threatened  with  beating;  they  were  cursed  and  abused;  and 
this  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  followers  of  contestant  began  early  in  the  campaign 
and  continued  uninterruptedly  down  to  the  closing  of  the  polls  on  the  day  of  the 
election.  Smalls  himself  was  a  party  to  these  acts,  indeed  he  incited  his  followers 
to  their  perpetration. 

Rejecting  these  precincts  and  deciding  the  other  questions  as  above 
indicated  would  show  a  majority  for  Elliott  of  323  votes,  and  the  com- 
mittee accordingly  recommended  resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

The  rulings  of  the  minority  in  regard  to  most  of  the  individual 
issues  have  already  been  ^ven.  The  general  argument  of  the  minority 
report  was  that  the  election  was  carried  for  contestee  as  the  result  of 
a  fraudulent  conspiracy.  The  district  was  one  constructed  on  most 
extraordinary  lines,  for  the  avowed  purpose  of  making  it  an  over- 
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wheliningly  Republican  district  and  making  all  the  other  districts 
Democratic.  When,  in  spite  of  this,  a  Democrat  was  returned  as  elected 
from  the  ''black  district,"  it  was  condemned  as  a  wholly  needless  fraud 
by  the  best  Democratic  newspapers  of  the  State.  The  methods  of 
carrying  the  election  were  substantially  these:  All  the  election,  regis- 
tering, and  canvassing  officers  were  Democrats;  they  systematically 
prevented  qualified  voters  from  registering;  rejected  the  votes  of  reg- 
istered voters;  rejected  polls  where  the  election  was  fairly  and  regu- 
larly held;  refused  to  open  polls  where  there  was  a  large  Republican 
majority,  and  stole  two  ballot  boxes  and  stuifed  at  least  three  more, 
removing  the  large  excess  of  ballots  in  a  manner  grossly  unfair  to 
contestant. 

The  rejection  of  Brick  Church  precinct  was  entirely  without  justifi- 
cation. The  minority  cited  evidence  to  show  that  there  was  no  riot, 
no  intimidation,  and  that  the  interruption  of  the  voting  was  only  for 
a  few  minutes,  and  deprived  no  one  of  his  vote.  It  was  caused  by 
good-natured  noise  on  the  outside,  and  also  b}'^  confusion  in  the 
attempt  of  the  voters  to  vote  too  fast.  In  the  other  precincts  where 
intimidation  was  charged  the  weight  of  evidence  was  overwhelmingly 
against  the  idea  of  intimidation,  and  the  witnesses  on  the  other  side 
were  so  inconsistent  as  to  be  unreliable.  A  close  examination  of  all 
the  testimony  showed  that — 

the  only  casualties  that  occurred  in  the  Seventh  Congressional  district  on  account 
of  political  opinion  were  as  follows:  (1)  A  crowd  of  dovh  and  women  chased  three 
men  at  Beaufort  the  evening  of  the  day- of  a  political  demonstration,  and  one  man 
was  slightly  injured  by  a  piece  of  brick  with  which  he  was  struck;  (2)  a  colored 
man  was  lightly  tapped  with  a  switch  by  a  woman;  (3)  a  dog  was  shot — supposed 
on  account  of  the  political  opinions  of  tne  owner;  (4)  a  mule  was  shot — supposed 
for  the  same  reason;  l)oth  shootings  by  unknown  parties;  (5)  Abraham  Weston  was 
turned  out  of  the  church,  but  it  is  not  clear  whether  for  women  or  politics;  (6)  the 
wives  of  Abram  Scott  and  Roland  White,  two  colored  Democrats,  deserted  them  for 
two  or  three  weeks. 

These  facts  were  certainly  not  sufficient  to  be  the  basis  of  a  charge 
of  .general  intimidation  and  to  throw  out  the  returns  of  three  pre- 
cincts where  the  election  was  perfectly  fair  and  peaceable,  and  thus 
change  the  result  of  the  election  in  the  district.  The  minority  counted 
all  the  precincts,  and  as  this,  with  the  illegally  rejected  votes  and  the 
other  votes  counted  according  to  the  findings  already  noted,  showed 
a  majority  for  contestant  of  2,120  votes  the  minority  recommended 
resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

The  resolutions  presented  by  the  minority  were  defeated  by  a  vote 
of  127  to  142.  The  resolutions  presented  by  the  majority  were  then 
passed  without  division,  and  contcstee  retained  his  seat.  [Mobley, 
663-746.] 

(8)  Sullivan  vs.  Felton. 

Fravd;  bribery;  mtiniidatum;  illegal  voting;  irregvlarities.  Major- 
ity rgport  for  contestant;  miiu/rlty  report  for  contestee.  No  action  by 
the  House. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  O'Neall;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Rowell. 

According  to  the  returns  contcstee  had  a  majority  of  119  votes. 
Contestant  claimed  to  have  much  more  than  overcome  this  majority 
by  proof  of  fraud,  bribery,  intimidation,  illegal  voting,  and  various 
irregularities. 
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In  the  eighth  precinct  of  the  Forty-sixth  assembly  district,  in  San 
Francisco,  contestant  received  only  2  majority  on  the  face  of  the 
returns.  The  Democratic  majority  at  previous  elections  had  gener- 
ally been  86  or  more,  even  when  the  general  result  in  the  district  was 
much  more  favorable  to  the  Republicans  than  at  this  election.  A 
recount  of  the  ballots  showed  a  majority  for  contestant  of  94  votes, 
a  change  of  92  votes.  A  watcher  who  attended  the  original  count  in 
the  interest  of  contestant,  testified  that  tickets  having  the  name  of 
contestant  were  read  as  having  the  name  of  contestee,  and  that  he  had 
difficulty  in  securing  permission  to  stand  where  he  could  see  the  tickets 
as  they  were  read.  Two  of  the  inspectors  at  this  precinct  were  non- 
residents, who  had  ^'  boarded  "  in  the  precinct  a  few  days  in  order  to 
be  appointed  inspectors.  It  was  shown  also  that  there  were  three  more 
tickets  in  the  box  than  names  on  the  poll  list  when  the  polls  closed, 
and  that  the  names  of  three  persons  who  had  not  voted  were  then 
added  to  one  of  the  poll  lists.  Three  other  persons  were  recorded  as 
voting  who  did  not  vote.  With  all  these  badges  of  fraud  the  returns 
might  well  Ije  rejected  and  only  the  votes  proved  aliunde  (which  were 
all  for  contestant)  counted.  But  the  committee  thought  that  probably 
the  fairest  course  was  to  accept  the  result  of  the  recount  and  deduct 
92  votes  fi-om  contestee's  majority. 

In  the  city  of  San  Jose  the  local  Republican  manager  was  shown  to 
have  received  money — at  least  $250 — to  be  used  for  election  expenses. 
In  the  Fourth  Ward  two  men  hired  a  room  in  a  building  adjoining 
that  whore  the  election  was  held,  and  less  than  lOi)  feet  away,  and  spent 
the  day  ''influencing''  voters- to  vote  the  Republican  ticket,  or  as  much 
of  it  as  they  could  be  pcisuaded  to  vote.  In  order  to  show  the  success 
of  their  work,  these  men  scratched  off  the  words  ''For  amendment  I" 
at  the  Iwttom  of  most  of  these  ballots  with  a  pencil.  There  were  53 
such  ballots  found  in  the  box,  and  put  in  evidence.  The  statute  for- 
bade issuing  or  exposing  any  tickets  within  100  feet  of  J;he  polls,  and 
also  the  circulation  or  use  of  tickets  "  having  any  mark  or  thing  thereon 
by  or  from  which  it  can  be  as<tertained  what  person  or  class  of  persons 
used  or  voted  it."  If  a  ballot  was  ''scmtcht^d"  with  anythmg  ])ut 
''lead  pencil  or  common  writing  ink'-  the  printi^d  name  enised  was  to 
be  counted,  l-nder  all  of  tTiese  provisions,  which,  being  under  the 
control  of  the  voter,  and  designed  to  secure  honesty  in  elections,  were 
mandatory,  these  58  votes,  the  (nmrniittec  held,  ought  to  be  rejected. 
The  committee  quoti»d  all  the  testimony  showing  the  above  facts.  They 
also  found  that  the  "influencing"' of  voters  in  this  case  consisted  of 
bribing  them  to  vote  for  contestee,  but  none  of  the  testimony  relied  on 
to  establish  bribery,  in  this  or  other  precincts,  is  quoted  or  described 
in  either  majority  or  minority  report,  except  that  it  is  generally 
described  in  the  minority  report  as  *' purely  hearsiiv."  There  were  18 
red  marked  tickets  voted  at  another  precinct  which  the  committee 
rejected. 

In  two  counties,  25  or  30  paupers  voted  for  contestee  in  the  pre- 
cincts where  the  almshouses  were  situated.  Under  the  statutes  of  Cali- 
fornia the  residence  of  a  pauper  remained  in  the  precinct  from  which  he 
came  to  the  almshouse.  These  voters  were  registered  as  residing  in 
the  almshouse;  but  under  the  law  this  could  not  be  their  residence,  and 
the  committee  held  that  they  could  not  be  presumed  without  evidence 
to  have  come  to  the  almshouse  from  the  precinct  in  which  it  was 
located. 

II.  Doc.  510 28 
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The  second  precinct  of  the  Forty -eighth  'assembly  district  was  not 
returned  according  to  law,  but  was  counted  by  the  board  of  election 
commissioners,  they  deciding  that  the  error  was  a  mere  irregularity. 
The  evidence  taken  before  this  board  was  before  the  committee,  and 
was  considered  by  them  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  objected  to. 
This,  with  other  evidence  not  before  the  board,  showed  that  of  the 
three  envelopes,  "No.  1,"  ''  No.  2," and  ''  No.  3,"  re(juired  to  contain 
the  various  election  papers  and  to  be  signed  by  a  majority  of  the  pre- 
cinct board,  "No.  1"  and  "No,  2"  (the  only  ones  required  to  be 
returned)  had  been  signed  by  the  full  board.  The  clerk  of  the  board 
took  the  envelopes  to  his  room  at  night  and  the  next  day  returned 
"No.  1,"  properly  signed,  and  an  envelope  marked  "  No.  8"  and  not 
signed.  This  was  refused,  and  he  took  the  contents  of  the  second  of 
these  envelopes  out,  broke  the  seal  of  "  No.  2"  envelope,  put  them  in 
it,  and  signed  his  own  name  to  it.  He  then  attempted  to  get  other 
persons  to  sign  the  names  of  the  rest  of  the  })oard,  nut  failed.  The 
committee  found  that  these  circumstances  showed  that  the  original 
envelope  in  which  the  second  package  was  contained  had  been  destroyed 
and  another  one  substituted  before  the  first  offer  of  return  was  made. 
These  facts  showed  that  the  papers  had  been  fraudulently  tampered 
with.  Other  evidence,  which  nad  not  been  before  the  toard,  showed 
that  this  clerk  had  afterwards  boasted  of  tampering  with  the  papers, 
and  complained  of  not  having  received  the  money  agreed  to  be  paid 
him  for  it.     The  committee  threw  out  the  whole  vote  of  the  procmct. 

There  waiJalso  general  evidence  of  bribery  in  the  Forty -sixth  assembly 
district  and  in  two  other  districts,  especially  by  agents  and  members 
of  the  firm  of  Spreckels  Brothers.  The  employees  of  the  Almaden 
Mining  Company  were  intimidated  by  their  employers,  being  carried 
to  the  polls  in  a  wagon  of  the  company,  stopped  within  100  feet  of  the 
polls,  and  given  folded  tickets  and  told  to  "vote  them  and  get  back  to 
their  work."     Similar  methods  were  used  by  other  employers  of  labor. 

The  minority  of  the  committee  held  that  the  chaises  of  intimidation 
and  bribery  were  entirely  disproved.  All  the  officers  and  employeas 
of  the  companies  charged  with  intimidation  were  called  as  witnesses 
and  denied  its  existence.  The  circumstances  claimed  to  show  intimi- 
dation were  fully  explained.  All  the  testimony  to  the  buying  of  votes 
was  hearsay,  frequently  two  or  three  times  ren:ioved.  All  the  specific 
charges  of  indirect  bribery  were  fully  contmdicted  and  disproved. 
The  question  of  the  precinct  where  the  returns  were  irregularly 
enveloped  had  been  fully  passed  on  by  the  board  of  election  commis- 
sioners, and  they  had  properly  received  them.  The  ballots  scratched 
with  red  ink  or  pencil  were  not  required  to  be  thrown  out  under  the 
statute,  but  merely  to  be  counted  as  if  not  scratched.  The  precinct 
recounted  might  be  counted  according  to  the  recount  without  overcom- 
ing contestee's  majority,  but  the  minority  held  that  the  fairness  of  the 
recount  was  not  sufficiently  shown.  The  original  count  was  closely 
watched  by  friends  of  contestant,  and  the  attempt  to  show  that  it  was 
fraudulent,  or  that  the  watchers  for  contestant  did  not  have  sufficient 
facilities,  was  unsuccessful.  The  recount  did  not  take  place  until  the 
last  day  for  taking  rebuttal  testimony,  when  there  was  no  opportunity 
to  produce  evidence  against  it.  The  same  ballots  had  already  been 
recounted  in  a  local  contest,  with  no  representiitives  of  the  parties  to 
this  contest  to  guard  against  fmud,  and  there  was  no  testimony  to 
show  that  they  had  not  been  tampered  with  at  this  or  some  other  J^me. 
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The  manner  of  the  ^^ scratching"  found,  as  described  in  the  testimony, 
showed  haste  and  the  work  of  a  single  individual.  Contestant  had 
endeavored  to  prove  the  vote  by  calling  the  voters,  but  could  only  find 
127  who  voted  for  him — 3  less  than  were  given  him  by  the  original 
count. 

The  minority  found  that  all  the  charges  of  fraud,  bribery,  and 
intimidation  on  the  part  of  friends  of  contestee  were  disproved  or  not 
sustained.  The  only  bribery  in  the  case  was  the  buying  of  some  70 
votes  by  contestant. 

When  this  case  was  called  up,  the  question  of  consideration  being 
raised,  the  House,  by  a  vote  of  115  to  102,  agreed  to  consider  the 
case.  A  motion  was  made  to  reconsider  this  vote.  On  a  motion  to 
lay  this  latter  motion  on  the  table  there  was  at  first  no  quorum  voting. 
After  a  number  of  votes  a  quorum  was  secured  and  the  motion  to 
table  was  passed.  Many  motions  were  made  and  voted  upon,  but  the 
House  finally  proceeded  to  other  business  and  this  case  was  never 
acted  upon. 

[Mobley,  747-782.] 
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FIFTT-FIE8T  GOITGEESS,  1889-1891. 

Committe4i  on  Elections, 

Mr.  RowELL,  Illinois,  Mr.  Comstock,  Minnesota, 

HouK,  Tennessee,  Crisp,  Georgia, 

C'/OOPER,  Ohio,  O'Ferrall,  Virginia, 

Haugen,  Wisconsin,  Outhwaite,  Ohio, 

Lacey,  Iowa,  Maish,  Pennsylvania, 

Dalzell,  Pennsylvania,  Moore,  Texas, 

Bergen,  Now  Jersey,  Wilson,  Missouri, 

Mr.  Greenhalge,  Massachusetts. 

Cases. 

(1)  Charles  B.  Smith  ^vs.  James  M.  Jackson,  West  Virginia, 

(2)  George  W.  Atkinson  ?w.  John  O.  Pendleton,  WM  Virginia, 
(8)  L.  P.  Featherston  vs,  W.  H.  Cate,  Arkansas. 

(4)  Sidney  E.  Mudd  vs,  Barnes  Compton,  Maryland, 

(5)  Frank  II.  Threet  7%v.  Richard  H.  Clarke,  Alahanui, 

(6)  Francis  B.  Posey  rs,  William  F.  Parrctt,  Indiana, 

(7)  Henry  Bo  wen  vs,  John  A.  Buchanan,   Virginia, 

(8)  Edmund  Waddill,  jr.,  vs,  George  I).  Wise,  Virginia, 

(9)  John  V.  McDuftie  vs,  Louis  W.  Turpin,  Alahatna. 

(10)  James  R.  Chalmers  vs.  James  B.  Morgan,  Mln-sUslppl, 

(11)  John  M.  Lan^ston  vs,  E.  C.  Venable,   Virginia, 

(12)  Thomas  E.  Miller  rx.  William  Elliott,  South  Carolina. 

(13)  Fred  S.  Goodrich  vs,  Robert  Bullock,  Florida, 

(14)  James  H.  McGinnis  i'^.  John  D.  Alderson,  IfW  Virginia, 

(15)  John  M.  Clayton  vs,  Clifton  R.  Breckinridge,  Arkansas. 
(1())  Henry  Kernaghan  rs,  Charles  E.  Hooker,  MlxslKslj^pl. 
(17)  James  Hill  vs,  T.  C.  Catchings,  Mississippi, 

(1)  Smith  vs.  Jackson. 


Irregular  HI ei<  and   Illegal  votes,      Maj^rltg   rcjxprt    for  ennhxtanf; 
m  I  nor 


egnlarltlei<  and   lllrgid,   votes.      Majorlfg   nixtrt    f 
rltf/  rcpiyrt  fin*  eoideatee,      Cott testa nt  glrtn  the  ,s^(/t. 


Majority  report  by  Mr.  Dalzell;  minority  report  by  Mr.  (^risp. 

The  issues  in  this  case  are  of  three  sorts:  (1)  Which  candidate  was 
elected  on  the  face  of  the  returns  and  ought  to  have  received  the  cer- 
tificate; (2)  certain  precincts  which  contestce  sought  to  have  thrown 
out  for  irregularities,  and  (8)  illegal  votes,  charged  by  both  sides. 

Contestant  claimed  to  have  a  majority  of  12  votes  on  the  face  of  the 
returns  as  made  to  the  governor.  The  returns,  as  counti^d  by  the  gov- 
ernor, showed  a  majority  of  8  votes  for  contestce,  and  contestee  claimed 
that  this  count  was  correct.  The  counties  whose  returns  were  in  issue 
were  Ritchie,  Calhoun,  and  Pleasants.  In  Ritchie  (-ounty  the  county 
court  made  two  returns,  the  second  based  on  a  recount  made  at  the 
instance  of  contestee  under  the  State  law  providing  for  a  recount  on 
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the  demand  of  any  candidate.  It  showed  a  gain  of  3  votes  for  con- 
testant. The  county  court  of  Calhoun  County  also  made  two  returns, 
the  second,  showing  a  gain  of  2  votes  for  contestant,  made  to  correct  a 
clerical  error  in  the  first.  The  governor  counted  the  first  returns  from 
these  two  counties  and  ignored  the  second.  This  action  was  sustained 
by  contestee  on  the  ground  that  the  county  court,  after  the  adjourn- 
ment of  the  special  session  at  which  it  was  required  to  canva.ss  the 
result  of  the  election,  vf^i^  functus  qjpcio  and  had  no  power  to  recon- 
vene for  any  pui'pose  connected  with  the  election.  This  point  wa.s 
overruled  by  the  committee.  The  law  providing  for  a  recount  on  the 
demand  of  anv  candidate  could  not  be  construed  to  retjuire  that  the 
demand  should  })e  made  on  the  day  of  the  first  count.  It  would  not 
in  the  nature  of  things  be  made  until  the  first  count  was  finished,  and 
to  require  that  it  be  made  on  the  day  of  that  first  count  would  be  to 
require  a  candidate  to  be  present  at  the  same  time,  in  person  or  by 
proxy,  in  every  county  in  the  district.  Similarly  as  to  the  correction 
of  a  clerical  error:  the  power  is  inherent  in  every  body  chargtMi  with 
the  ascertainment  of  the  result  of  an  election  to  correct  an  error  when 
discov(>red  and  make  its  conclusions  conform  to  the  facts.  Mort^over, 
as  is  shown  in  the  discussion  of  the  next  issue,  the  county  court  in 
West  Virginia,  in  its  jurisdiction  in  i*egard  to  elections,  is  more  than 
a  mere  returning  board. 

The  returns  from  Pleasants  Count}^  showed  for  Smith  six  hundred 
and  ninety-seven  votes  and  for  Jackson  eight  hundred  and  tire.  The 
law  required  the  numl)er  of  votes  to  be  set  forth  ''*  in  words  at  length." 
The  governor  in  a  sj)ecial  proclamation  quoted  from  cases  in  which 
the  words  ^'thoiiH^^  and  '' hfmd'^^  had  been  construed  to  mean  ''thou- 
sand" and  '"hundred.""  and  concluded  that  it  would  be  "more  in 
consonance  with  adjudged  cases'"  to  add  the  letters  'Mve"  to  the  "twe" 
of  the  return  than  to  change  the  "e"  to  "o."  Counting  the  vote  as 
eight  hundred  and  'twe/vv  Jtnd  counting  the  first  and  not  the  second 
returns  from  Ritchie  and  Calhoun  counties,  gave  conte^t^e  a  maiority 
of  3  votes,  and  the  governor  issued  the  cei*tihaite'to  him. 

The  committee  held  that  the  governor  must  have  known  that  the 
word  intended  was  "two."  The  fact  that  the  law  required  the 
return  to  be  "in  words  at  fe?i{/th^''^  added  to  the  fact  that  "twe'' 
was  an  unheard  of  abbreviation  for  twelve  or  any  other  number, 
made  no  other  conclusion  possible;  but  if  there  really  was  any 
doubt,  the  governor  should  have  obtained  evidence  to  explain  the 
ambiguity,  or,  failing  in  that,  should  have  struck  out  the  word  as 
meanmgless  and  counted  the  vote  as  800.  The  evidence  before  the 
committee  showed  that  the  vote  was  in  fact  80*^,  and  the  governor 
could  and  should  have  procured  the  same  evidence.  The  evidence  wjus 
a  copy,  certified  hy  the  clerk  of  the  county  court,  of  the  duplicate 
return  on  file  in  his  office.  It  was  claimed  on  behalf  of  the  contestee 
that  this  duplicate  return  was  a  record  which  the  county  court  had  no 
power  to  make.  A  recent  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  West  Vir- 
ginia was  claimed  to  have  established  this  pomt,  but  the  point  in  ques- 
tion the  committee  found  to  be  stated  as  a  mere  dictum^  and  on  close 
examination,  not  to  be  applicable  to  the  issues  of  this  case.  The 
county  court  was  required  to  make  out  "separate  certificates"  of  the 
result,  one  of  which  was  to  be  forwarded  to  the  secretary  of  state.  As 
no  provision  was  made  for  the  other,  it  was  presumably  to  be  kept  by 
the  clerk  of  the  court  with  his  other  records.  The  county  court,  in 
dealing  with  election  matters,  was  the  same  body  as  in  other  matters. 


438  DIGEST    OF   CONTESTED   ELECTION    CASES. 

If  it  was,  as  claimed  by  contestee,  a  mere  returning  board,  B,r\dy\cnctits 
officls  when  its  work  was  completed,  it  would  not  nave  been  required 
to  convene  "in  special  session,"  for  a  mere  returning  board  can  have 
but  one  kind  of  session.  Further,  it  was  shown  to  be  the  uniform 
construction  put  on  the  law  of  1882  ever  since  its  passage,  by  all 
officers  having  to  do  with  its  execution,  that  the  county  courts  should 
keep  records  of  their  proceedings  in  regard  to  elections,  and  that  the 
duplicate  certificates  not  required  to  be  otherwise  disposed  of  should 
be  retained  by  the  clerk  as  a  part  of  that  record;  and  on  general  prin- 
ciples any  bod}^  with  powers  like  those  of  the  count}'^  couii;  in  West 
Virginia  must  have  ''the  power  to  make  such  record  as  will  perpetu- 
ate and  make  available  its  legitimate  action." 

Contestant  being  thus  shown  to  have  a  majority  of  12  votes  on  the 
face  of  the  returns,  the  burden  of  proof  shifted  to  the  contestee  to 
show  that  he  had  received  a  majority  of  the  votes  actually  cast  by 
qualified  voters.  This  he  sought  to  do  by  asking  that  the  votes  of 
eight  precincts  be  rejected  for  mformalities,  and  by  charges  of  illegal 
Votes  cast  for  contestiint. 

Three  precincts  were  attacked  because  the  certificate  of  the  oath  on 
the  returns  was  informal.  In  one  case  the  oath  was  administered  by 
a  commissioner,  and  in  another  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  who  neglected 
to  subscribe  their  official  titles  after  their  names.  In  the  other  case 
the  three  judges  signed  the  oath,  })ut  in  the  printed  blank  certifying 
to  the  administration  of  the  oath  one  of  the  names  was  signed  in  the 
wrong  place,  so  that  the  certifiaite  only  showed  on  its  face  that  the 
oath  was  administered  to  two  of  the  three  judges  who  signed  the  oath. 
The  committee  held  that  these  informalities  were  not  fatal  to  the 
returns,  as  even  if  the  oath  were  held  to  be  insufficiently  proved,  the 
officers  were  at  lea,st  officei's  ih' facto.  But  it  was  claimed  that  the  gen- 
eral rule  could  not  ]>e  applied  in  West  Virginia,  because  the  commis- 
sioners of  the  county  court  were  forbidden  to  count  any  return  on 
which  the  taking  of  the  oath  did  not  i)roperly  appear  until  they  had 
satisfied  themselves  l)v  other  evidence  that  it  was  in  fact  taken.  The 
committee  presumed  that  they  had  satisfied  themselves  of  the  fact  in 
regard  to  these  precincts  before  counting  them. 

Another  precinct  was  attacked  on  the  ground  that  no  returns  had 
been  made.  The  certificate  of  the  vote  made  by  the  precinct  officers 
omitted  the  vote  for  Representative  in  Congress,  but  the  tally  sheet 
showed  the  vote,  and  a  recount  of  the  ballots  by  the  count}'^  court,  at 
the  instance  of  contestee,  showed  the  same  result  as  shown  by  the 
tallv  sheet. 

Two  precincts  were  attacked  on  the  charge  that  the  ballot  box  had 
been  left  unsealed  in  the  custody  of  only  one  judge.  In  one  case  the 
Democmtic  judge  had  been  asleep  for  a  short  time.  A  Democratic 
outsider  took  his  place  while  he  was  asleep,  and  the  box  was  in  the 
custody  of  the  other  two.  In  another  case  tlie  box  had  been  for  a  few 
moments  in  the  possession^f  one  of  the  judges,  with  a  seal  over  the 
aperture,  but  the  sliding  lia  not  so  fastened  but  that  he  might  have 
got  into  the  box  without  breaking  the  seal.  During  the  count  the 
officers  stopped  a  short  time  to  rest  and  the  Republican  judges  went 
out  for  a  few  minutes,  leaving  the  box  unsealed  in  the  custody  of  the 
Democmtic  judge  and  two  Republican  clerks.  When  they  returned 
they  found  that  the  Democratic  judge  had  also  gone  out,  leaving  the 
box  with  the  clerks.  In  neither  of  these  precincts  was  there  any  evi- 
dence of  fraud  nor  any  circunistarH  es  calculated  to  arouse  suspicion. 
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The  other  precincts  were  attacked  because  the  election  was  not  held 
in  the  places  established  by  law.  In  each  case  it  aflSrmatively  appeared 
that  the  place  of  holding  the  election  was  generally  understocKi,  and 
that  no  one  had  been  prevented  from  voting  by  the  change. 

None  of  these  informalities  being  sufficient  to  throw  out  the  pre- 
cincts attacked,  the  only  question  remaining  was  whether  the  contestee 
had  shown  enough  illegal  votes  cast  for  contestant  in  excess  of  those 
shown  to  have  oeen  cast  for  himself  to  overcome  the  contestant's 
majority  of  12  votes.  This  was  the  only  point  on  which  the  major- 
ity and  minority  differed  as  to  the  count  of  the  votes  which  should  be 
made  by  the  committee  in  judging  the  merits  of  the  case.  The  minor- 
ity agreed  with  the  majority  m  regard  to  all  the  technical  points  on 
wThich  it  was  sought  to  throw  out  precincts — indeed,  these  points  were 
not  seriously  pressed  by  the  contestee  before  the  committee — and  on 
the  question  of  the  rulings  of  the  governor,  by  which  the  certificate 
was  given  to  the  contestee,  the  minorit}^  while  sustaining  the  legality 
of  the  governor's  acts,  agreed  that  the  evidence  in  the  record  in  this 
case,  none  of  which  was  before  the  governor,  showed  that  the  actual 
vote  in  each  case  was  as  claimed  by  contestant. 

The  issue  being  reduced  to  individual  illegal  votes,  the  committee 
report  laid  down  various  propositions  of  law  ^  in  regard  to  residence, 
paupers,  persons  of  unsound  mind,  and  minors,  and  the  evidence  by 
which  votes  could  be  shown  to  be  illegal  on  these  grounds.  The  minor- 
ity in  general  agreed  to  these  propositions,  but  in  applying  them  to  the 
evidence  in  regard  to  illegal  votes  there  were  serious  differences. 

Contestant  charged  102  illegal  votes  against  contestee  and  contestee 
127  against  contestant.  Of  the  102  charged  by  contestant  the  com- 
mittee found  that  the  charges  were  establisned  in  47  cases,  the  minority 
that  they  were  establishea  in  31  cases.  Of  the  127  votes  charged  by 
contestee  the  committee  found  that  the  charges  were  established  in  19 
cases,  the  minority  that  they  were  conclusively  established  in  66  cases 
and  less  dearly  established  in  21  others.  Eliminating  these  votes 
according  to  the  statement  of  the  committee  would  increase  the  major- 
ity of  the  contestant  to  39;  according  to  the  statement  of  the  majority 
it  would  give  the  contestee  a  majority  of  23. 

The  case  was  debated  for  several  days.  The  resolutions  presented 
by  the  committee  were  passed  by  a  vote  of  166  to  0  (many  members 
not  voting),  and  Mr.  Smith  was  sworn  in.  It  was  in  connection  with 
this  case  that  the  parliamentary  ruling  of  "counting  a  quorum"  was 
made  for  the  first  time.  When  the  case  was  called  up  the  question  of 
consideration  was  raised  against  it.  The  question  being  put,  there 
appeared  ayes  161,  noes  2,  less  than  a  quorum  voting.  The  Speaker 
announced  the  names  of  a  large  number  of  members  who  were  present, 
but  had  not  voted,  counted  them  as  part  of  a  quorum  present^  and  ruled 
that  Xk\^  presence  of  a  auorum  was  sufficient.  The  House  was  at  the 
time  without  rules,  and  the  ruling  was  made  under  general  parlia- 
mentary law.  The  ruling  naturally  excited  prolonged  discussion,  and 
most  of  the  time  intervening  between  the  calling  up  of  the  election 
case  and  its  final  disposition  was  taken  up  with  the  discussion  of  this 
parliamentary  question.  On  the  final  vote,  it  will  be  noticed,  just  a 
quorum  voted. 

[Rowell,  9^1.] 

^  Note<l  under  the  projKjr  headingn  in  Part  II. 
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(2)  Atkinson  vs.  Pendleton. 

Frmtd  and  illegal  votes.  Majority  report  for  contestant ,*  minority 
report  fo7'  ajntestee.     Contestant  given  the  seal. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Rowell;  minority  report  by  Mr.  O'Ferrall. 

On  the  face  of  the  returns  as  at  first  made  contestant  had  a  majority 
of  7  votes,  but  a  recount  of  the  votes  showed  in  two  precincts  in  Wet- 
zel County  a  change  of  20  votes  in  favor  of  contestee,  giving  him  a 
majority  of  19  votes.  Contestant  claimed  that  the  ballots  of  these  two 
precincts  had  been  f  raudujently  tampered  with  pending  the  recount,  and 
that  the  original  count  correctly  represented  the  votes  as  cast  by  the 
voters. 

The  committee  found  this  claim  to  be  sustained  by  the  evidence. 
The  recount  of  the  various  precincts  in  this  county  had  lasted  a  num- 
ber of  da3%s.  After  the  package  in  >vhich  the  ballots  were  was  opened 
on  the  first  day  it  was  not  afterwards  sealed,  but  was  kept  in  the  safe 
in  the  clerk's  ofiice.  The  combination  to  this  safe  was  known  to  a 
large  number  of  pei'sons  having  access  to  the  office,  and  bottles  of  beer 
were  kept  in  it  tor  the  convenience  of  these  persons.  When  all  the 
precincts  in  the  county  except  those  two  had  been  recounted  the  pre- 
siding judge  asked  that  the  court  adjourn  for  a  few  days  on  account  of 
a  telegram  which  he  had  received  saying  that  liis  wife  was  sick.  His 
wife  was  not  sick;  the  telegram  was  not  sent  by  the  person  whose 
name  was  signed  to  it,  and  the  judge  afterwards  testified  that  he  had 
known  these  facts  at  the  time.  When  the  court  reconvened  these  two 
precincts  were  recounted,  and  24  Republican  tickets  (in  addition  to 
those  so  counted  by  the  precinct  officers)  were  found  to  have  the  name 
of  contestant  scmtehed  off  in  lead  pencil  and  2  to  have  the  name  of 
contestee  written  in.  The  testimony  was  conflicting  as  to  whether 
these  marks  were  strikingly  distinct  or  apparently  made  by  one  person 
with  one  pencil  or  not.  The  officers  of  election  all  testified  that  they 
did  not  believe  it  was  possible  for  so  large  a  number  of  ^Sscratehed" 
ballots  to  have  escaped  their  attention. 

After  the  result  of  the  recount  had  become  known,  one  Lee  Snod- 
giti js,  the  deputy  clerk  in  whose  custody  the  ballots  had  been,  entered 
mto  negotiations  with  the  Republican  committee,  offering  for  $3,000 
cash  to  tell  all  he  knew  about  the  scratching  of  the  ballots,  and  to  fur- 
nish evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  sUitement  he  should  make.  The 
negotiations  fell  through,  and  Snodgrass  then  testified  that  he  knew 
nothing  at  all  about  tne  scmtching  of  the  ballots,  and  that  he  had 
intended  to  deceive  the  Republican  committee  into  paying  him  for 
telling  what  he  knew,  under  the  impression  that  he  did  know  some- 
thing. There  was  also  evidence  that  one  Grail  had  been  in  the  safe 
while  intoxicated. 

The  committee  held  that  tlie  suspicious  adjournment  of  the  court 
and  the  fact  that  the  ballots  had  been  left  unsealed  in  an  exposed 
place  and  in  the  custod}^  of  a  man  of  the  character  of  Snodgrass  was 
sufficient  to  destroy  the  validity  of  the  recount.  Even  if  the  evidence 
was  insufficient  positively  to  establish  the  crime  or  identify  the  crim- 
inals, it  was  certainly  sufficient  to  destroy  all  certainty  that  the  bal- 
lots were  the  same  and  in  the  same  condition  as  those  originally 
counted.  Without  such  certainty  no  recount  can  be  received  te  change 
the  result  of  the  original  count. 

The  minority  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  circumstances  of  the 


FIFTY -FIRST   CONGRESS.  441 

first  count  in  these  two  precincts  were  such  as  to  make  it  very  prob- 
able that  mistakes  such  as  those  indicated  by  the  recount  should  have 
been  made.  Of  course,  the  election  officers  believed  that  their  count 
was  correct  and  would  naturally  testify  to  it.  But  the  election  officers 
were  mostly  old  men,  unaccustomed  to  such  work,  and  with  poor  eye- 
sight. The  count  had  been  long  and  tedious,  lasting  more  than  two 
days  and  nights,  and  the  light  at  night  had  not  always  been  sufficient. 
The  evidence  by  which  it  was  sought  to  show  that  fraud  had  been  com- 
mitted by  or  with  the  connivance  of  the  presiding  judge  and  the  deputy 
clerk  was  insufficient  for  that  purpose.  The  conauct  of  the  deputy  clerk 
was  reprehensible,  but  it  did  not  take  place  until  some  time  after  the 
recount.  A  recount  could  not  be  impeached  on  the  ground  of  fraud 
l)y  evidence  that  one  of  the  officers  connected  with  it  nad  been  guilty 
of  censurable  conduce  some  time  afterwards. 

According  to  the  finding  of  the  committee  on  this  question,  the  con- 
testant was  elected,  on  the  face  of  the  returns,  by  a  majority  of  7 
votes,  and  the  burden  of  proof  was  on  the  contestee.  According  to 
the  minority,  the  burden  of  proof  remained  with  the  contestant. 

A  large  number  of  illegal  votes  was  charged  b}'^  l)oth  sides.  Part  of 
these  were  votes  cast  in  precincts  claimed  not  to  have  been  legally 
orgfinized,  or  w^here  l)oundary  lines  were  doubtful.  In  all  these  cases 
the  voters  voted  just  jus  they  had  been  in  the  habit  of  doing  for  years, 
and  there  was  no  claim  of  fraud  or  harm.  The  majority  and  minority 
agreed  in  counting  all  these  votes  without  inquiring  into  the  technical 
questions  raised.  Eliminating  these  votes,  there  remained  178  indi- 
vidual illegal  votes  charged  by  contestant  against  contestee,  and  102 
charged  })y  contestee  against  contestant.  The  charges  were  of  the 
same  chai*acter  as  those  in  the  previous  case  of  Smith  vs,  Jackson,  and 
the  rules  of  law  laid  down  by  the  committee  in  that  case  were  accepted 
by  both  sides  in  this,  except  that  the  minority  were  of  the  opinion 
that  general  proof  that  a  man  was  a  Repu})lican  or  Democrat,  without 
proof  indicating  his  political  preferences  at  the  time  of  this  particular 
election,  was  not  sufficient  to  show  how  he  voted,  because  of  the  large 
number  of  (changes  in  political  views  that  had  taken  place  since  the 
previous  election. 

Of  the  178  votos  charged  by  contestimt,  the  majoritv  found  the 
charges  sustained  in  78  cases,  the  minoritv  in  28.  Of  the  102  votes 
charged  by  contestee,  the  iiiajority  found  the  charges  sustained  in 
86  cases,  the  minority  in  54.  The  minority  also  presented  a  statement 
showing  that  under  their  statement  of  the  individual  votes  the  charges 
as  to  Wetzel  County  could  be  admitted  without  changing  the  result. 
The  findings  of  the  committee  would  give  contestiint  a  majority  of  49, 
those  of  the  minority  would  give  contestee  a  majority  of  85. 

The  case  was  debated  for  seveml  days,  and  the  resolutions  presented 
by  the  committee  were  adopted  by  a  vote  of  162  to  0  (the  Speaker 
announcing  the  names  of  72  members  present  and  not  voting),  and  Mr. 
Atkinson  was  sworn  in. 

[Rowell,  43-74.] 

(3)  Featherston  vs.  (^ate. 

Conspiracy^  frauds  fj/o/r/iCi\  and  !nthnidati/m.  Majority  report  for 
contestant  y    minority  report  for  c(fnte^'4ee,      Conimtant  given  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Houk;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Outhwaite. 

Contestant  charged  that  the  election  or  contestee  was  obtained  by 

the  carrying  out  of  a  fraudulent  conspiracy  in  Crittenden  County  and 
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by  fraud  in  certain  precincts  in  other  counties.  Contestee  received  a 
majority  of  1,342  votes  on  the  face  of  the  returns  as  certified  to  the 
governor.  This  majority  would  be  partly  overcome  bv  counting  the 
returns  of  certain  precincts  which  the  county  clerks  refused  to  cei'tify 
to  the  governor  on  account  of  irregularities.  The  remainder  of  the 
majority  the  committee  found  to  be  overcome  and  a  majority  shown 
for  contestant  by  rejecting  the  returns  of  certain  precincts  where  fraud 
was  proved  and  counting  only  such  votes  as  were  proved  aliundi\  As 
the  majority  thus  shown  for  contestant  is  only  86  votes,  any  precinct  in 
which  the  change  made  is  greater  than  86  votes  may  be  considered  a 
decisive  issue,  and  it  is  accordingly  necessary  to  examine  each  precinct 
in  detail,  stating  the  number  of  votes  changed  in  each  case.  Taking 
the  charges  by  counties: 

Crittenden  County. — In  this  countv  a  general  conspiracy  was  charged 
and  testimony  also  offered  to  show  tne  manner  of  carrying  out  the  con- 
spiracy in  certain  specified  precincts. 

In  support  of  the  general  charge  of  conspiracy  the  evidence  (as  stated 
in  the  majority  report)  showed  the  following  facts:  Prior  to  July, 
1888,  the  county  clerk  and  one  other  county  oflicer  had  been  indicted 
for  drunkenncvss,  probably  under  the  statute  providing  for  the  removal 
of  oflScials  shown  to  be  drunkards.  The  cases  were  set  to  be  tried  on 
Julv  12,  1888.  On  the  morning  of  that  day  a  body  of  100  men,  armed 
with  Winchester  rifles,  appeared  at  the  county  seat,  took  forcible  pos- 
session of  all  the  county  oflScei's,  except  the  sheriff  (who  was  himself 
one  of  the  armcd.band),  and  forced  them  to  go  across  the  river  to  Mem- 
phis, outside  the  State,  threatening  them  with  death  if  they  attempted 
to  return.  The  ejected  officials  protested  that  if  there  were  any  charges 
against  them  they  were  willing  to  stand  trial  for  them,  but  they  were 
told  that  ''this  is  a  white  man's  country,"  and  that  the  people  were 
tired  of  ''  negro  domination."  There  were  no  indictments  against  any 
of  the  oflBcers  except  the  two  mentioned  above,  and  no  charges  except 
a  suspicion  that  they  were  the  authors  of  certain  anonymous  lettei's 
sent  to  negroes  and  purporting  to  have  been  written  by  white  Demo- 
crats. This  charge  was  deniea,  and  no  attempt  was  made  to  prove  it. 
The  contestee  was  present  while  these  events  were  taking  place,  and 
his  attorney,  as  well  as  the  persons  afterwards  appointed  to  fill  the 
place  of  the  removed  officials,  were  members  of  the  armed  body. 

The  officers  deposed  were  all  Republicans,  and  the  testimony  showed 
that  the  count}"  was  strongly  Republican  at  all  times,  and  especially 
so  in  the  year  1888,  on  account  of  large  defections  from  the  Demo- 
cratic party  to  the  ''Wheel "  or  Farmers'  Alliance,  of  which  the  con- 
testant in  this  case  was  State  president.  Democrats,  members  of  the 
mob  which  had  ejected  the  regular  officers,  were  appointed  in  their 
places,  and  immediately  began  making  plans  to  retain  possession  of 
the  offices  for  themselves  or  their  part3^  Great  efforts  were  made  to 
prevent  the  Republicans  from  nominating  a  county  ticket,  and  then 
to  prevent  the  candidates  from  accepting  tne  nominations.  Failing  in 
both  of  th(\se,  threats  were  made  that  the  election  would  be  carried  by 
them  at  all  hazards. 

Under  the  laws  of  Arkansas  the  election  judges  were  to  be  appointed 
by  the  county  judge  at  the  July  term,  and  both  parties  were  to  oe  rep- 
resented on  each  election  l)oard.  The  county  clerk  created  the  county 
canvassing  lx)ard,  and  certified  the  returns  to  the  governor.  The 
county  court  procured  ballot  boxes  and  poll  books,  and  the  sheriff 
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delivered  them  to  the  election  officers.  The  Democrats,  having  obtained 
forcible  possession  of  these  three  offices,  had  obtained  substantial  con- 
trol of  all  the  election  machinery  of  the  county.  The  Republican 
county  judge  had,  previous  to  his  removal,  appointed  all  the  election 
judges  in  the  county,  giving  both  parties  representation  as  required 
by  the  law.  The  new  county  judge  revokea  all  these  appointments, 
and  appointed  boards  composed  entirely  of  Democrats.  The  county 
court  neglected  to  procure  ballot  boxes  or  poll  books,  and  the  sheriff 
did  not  in  all  cases  deliver  poll  books  to  the  election  officers.  He  did 
procure  and  deliver  ballot  boxes  (one  of  which  was  in  evidence  in  the 
case  and  exhibited  in  the  House)  provided  with  a  double  slot,  so 
arranged  that  a  ticket  could  apparently  be  deposited  in  the  box  bv  the 
judge,  but  in  reality  might  enter  the  box  or  not,  according  to  the  choice 
of  tne  judge.  The  new  judges  of  election  appointed  failed  to  serve  in 
two  or  three  strong  Republican  precincts,  and  no  election  was  held  in 
them.  When  the  returns  were  made  the  county  clerk  refused  to  cer- 
tify 7  of  them  to  the  governor  on  account  of  irregularities  in  the  poll 
books,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  statute  required  the  county  ain- 
vassers  to  count  and  the  county  clerk  to  certiiy  all  returns  received, 
without  reference  to  any  irregularities.  These  circumstances  the 
committee  found  to  be  conclusive  of  the  existence  of  a  conspiracy  to 
carry  the  election  by  fraudulent  means. 

Coming  to  the  particular  precincts,  the  committee  first  counted  the 
returns  of  the  precincts  not  certified  by  the  county  clerk  (excluding 
Scanlan  precinct,  to  be  hereafter  mentioned).  These  precincts  gave 
contestant  a  majority  of  531  votes,  and  deducting  that  number  fi'om 
contestee's  returned  majoritv  of  1,342  votes,  would  leave  him  a  major- 
ity of  811. 

In  Scanlan  precinct  the  returns  showed  61  votes  for  contestee  and 
only  2  for  contestant.  The  testimony  showed  that  the  usual  Repub- 
lican vote  for  the  precinct  was  112  or  113,  the  Democnitic  vote  S  or 
9,  except  in  some  county  elections,  when  it  was  sometimes  as  high 
as  25.  A  witness  testified  that  some  Republicans  were  afraid  to 
vote,  but  he  saw  a  large  number  vote  the  Republican  ticket.  He 
counted  73  as  the}'^  voted,  and  then  stopped  counting.  Another  wit- 
ness counted  8  or  10  as  they  voted.  The  fraudulent  tin  l)ox  was  used, 
and  the  judges  were  all  Democrats.  The  committee  held  that  this 
evidence  was  sufficient  to  reject  the  return,  and  count  only  the  votes 
proved.  The  return,  not  having  been  certified  by  the  county  clerk, 
was  not  included  in  contestee's  majority,  as  above  stated.  Counting 
the  73  votes  for  contestant,  and  none  for  contestee,  he  having  proved 
none,  requires  a  deduction  of  73  from  the  811  majority  remaining  for 
contestee,  leaving  738. 

In  Cat  Island  precinct  the  returns  showed  120  votes  for  Featherston 
and  88  for  Cate.  The  testimony  showed  that  there  were  ISO  or  182 
Republican  voters  in  the  township,  and  only  14  or  15  Democrats.  The 
Republicans  turned  out  well,  and  cast  a  full  vote.  The  judges,  all  of 
whom  were  Democrats,  were  not  sworn,  and  the  ballot  box  was  where 
the  voters  could  not  see  it.  Of  the  208  votes  cast,  contestee  could  not 
have  received  more  than  15,  and  contestant  must  have  received  at  least 
193.  Making  the  required  deduction  of  146  from  contestee's  remain- 
ing majority  of  738  leaves  592. 

In  Crawfordsville  the  returns  showed  Featherston  147,  Cate  8S, 
Barrett  160.    The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  contestant  had  received 
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a  larger  proportion  of  the  vote  than  was  shown  by  the  returns,  but  as 
the  evidence  did  not  show  the  number  of  votes,  and  to  throw  out  the 
return  would  merely  aggravate  the  evil,  the  return  was  allowed  to  stand. 

In  Idlewild  and  Furgeson  no  election  was  held.  These  two  precincts 
usually  gave  a  Republican  majority  of  about  250.  But  no  election 
having  been  held,  the  votes  could  not  be  counted,  and  the  failui*e  to 
hold  an  election  could  merely  be  cited  as  an  additional  evidence  of 
conspiracy. 

Ail  the  evidence  in  regard  to  Crittenden  County  was  taken  in  Mem- 
phis, Tenn.,  without  mrltten  notice  to  contestee,  and  without  being 
cross-examined.  It  was  objected  to  by  contestee  before  the  committee 
on  this  ground,  and  the  objection  was  sustained  by  the  minority.  The 
majority  held  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  w^ere  such  as  to  justify 
its  acceptance.  According  to  the  testimony,  contestant  and  his  attor- 
neys went  to  Crittenden  County  to  take  testimony,  and  there  met 
Mr.  Berry,  the  attorney  for  contestee,  who  agreed  to  act  as  notary. 
This  agreement  he  afterwards  refused  to  cany  out;  the  only  other 
officers  competent  to  take  testimony  refused  to  serve;  contestant  and 
his  attorney  were  refused  accommodations;  threats  were  made  indi- 
cating that  there  would  be  bloodshed  if  an  attempt  was  made  to  take 
the  testimony  at  that  time;  and  contestant  gave  up  the  attempt, 
giving  contestee's  attorney  oral  notice  that  the  testimony  would  be 
biken  at  a  specified  time  and  place  in  Memphis,  Tenn.,  just  across  the 
river.  Contestee  presented  an  ex  parte  affidavit  from  his  attorney, 
den^nng  that  he  had  ever  been  notitied  of  the  taking  of  the  Memphis 
testioiony,  and  claiming  that  he  wiis  only  employed  as  the  attorney  to 
take  testimony  in  Crittenden  County,  and  that  notice  to  take  it  in 
Memphis  could  not  have  been  legally  served  on  him. 

Contestee  did  not  enter  any  objection  to  the  reception  of  this  testi- 
mony until  more  than  sixty  days  after  the  printing  of  the  record,  when 
he  filed  his  brief,  and  did  not  then  oifer  to  produce  any  proof  that  the 
facts  shown  by  the  testimony  were  not  true.  The  committee  held  that 
his  failure  to  object  at  the  first  opportunity,  or  to  allege  any  substan- 
tial defense,  amounted  to  a  waiver  of  the  whole  question  of  notice. 
And  the  eflFort  on  the  part  of  the  attorney  and  friends  of  contestee  to 
prevent  the  taking  of  testimony  in  Crittenden  County  was  also  reason 
for  not  requiring  of  the  contestant  strict  and  technical  proof  in  regard 
to  some  of  the  precincts  of  this  county  (e.  g.,  Cat  Islana).  It  was  true 
that  the  record  of  the  Clerk  of  the  House  showed  that  the  package  of 
testimony  in  question  had  not  been  received  when  the  testimony  was 
opened,  and  that  contestant  was  given  further  time  to  procure  it,  but 
it  was  at  least  probable  that  contestee  was  notified  of  its  character  and 
contents. 

Phillips  County, — There  was  an  agreement  between  the  parties  in 
regard  to  the  vote  of  this  county,  by  which  182  votes  were  to  be 
deducted  from  Cate's  majority.  Deducting  these  from  the  592  remain- 
ing after  the  deductions  made  in  Crittenden  County  leaves  460. 

Cross  County, — In  Smith  Township  the  returns  showed  84  votes  for 
Cate  and  15  for  Featherston.  The  testimony  of  individual  voters 
showed  that  Featherston  had  received  29  votes.  This  vitiated  the 
returns.  Cate  not  having  proved  any  votes,  lost  those  returned  for 
him,  and  Featherston  gained  the  14  proved  for  him  above  the  num- 
ber returned.  Deducting  this  diflerence  of  98  from  the  460  majority 
remaining  to  contestee  leaves  362. 
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^i^.  Francis  County, — In  Franks  Township  Gate  was  returned  as 
receiving  269  votes  and  Featherston  131.  The  officers  of  election 
were  all  Democ^rats,  and  the  ballot  box  was  removed  from  the  presence 
of  the  United  States  supervisor  for  an  hour  at  noon  and  an  hour 
after  the  polls  closed.  Contestant  called  195  voters  whose  namo>? 
appeared  on  the  poll  list  as  voting,  and  who  testified  that  they  voted 
for  him.  This  vitiated  the  returns.  Contestee  proved  112  votes,  and 
by  hearsay  testimony  some  others.  Only  the  112  were  counted  for  him. 
Making  the  required  corrections  makes  a  deduction  of  221  from  con- 
testee's  remainmg  majority  of  362,  leaving  141. 

In  Blackfish  Township  no  election  was  neld.  Twenty-nine  persons 
attended  for  the  purpose  of  voting  for  contestee,  but  the  committee 
did  not  count  their  votes. 

L^^i  County, — In  Independence  Township  the  returns  showed  89  for 
Featherston  and  224  for  Cate.  The  vote  for  President  was:  Harrison, 
435;  Cleveland,  196,  showing  319  votes  not  counted  for  anyone  for 
Congress.  Only  one  witness,  Milton  Powell,  was  examined  in  this 
township.  He  testified  that  all  the  judges  of  election  were  Democrats. 
He  was  at  the  polls  working  for  Mr.  Featherston;  gave  out  120  or  125 
tickets  with  his  name  on,  and  went  to  the  window  with  92  voters  whom 
he  kept  count  of  and  saw  them  vote  the  ticket.  The  precinct  was 
strongly  Republican,  and  there  was  a  good  turn-out  of  the  vote,  in 
spite  of  the  lact  that  it  was  a  rainy  day. 

Immediately  at  the  close  of  this  witness's  testimony  he  was  arrested  for 
perjury  in  testifyingthat  hesaw  92  votes  cjist  for  contestant,  in  the  faceof 
the  returns  showing  only  89,andput  under$l,000  bonds.  Theattorney 
for  the  contestee  proclaimed  that  he  would  similarly  cause  the  arrest 
of  any  other  witnesses  testifying  falsely.  No  more  testimony  was 
taken  in  this  township,  but  witnesses  were  examined  in  other  places 
showing  a  state  of  intimidation,  and  that  the  an*e.st  of  Milton  Powell 
had  deterred  others  from  testifying.  The  committee  held  that  con- 
testee's  attorney  by  his  own  act  having  prevented  the  tc\stimony  of  the 
voters,  or  other  witnesses,  from  being  ttiken,  contestee  could  not  be 
heard  to  object  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  testimony.  The  testimony 
showed  that  more  votes  were  cast  for  contestant  than  were  returned 
for  him,  and  the  returns  were  consequently  impeached.  Giving  to 
conte.stant  the  3  votes  proved  above  the  number  returned,  and  deduct 
ing  from  contestee  the  votes  returned  for  him  (he  having  proved 
none),  would  make  a  deduction  of  227  votes  from  the  141  majority  still 
remaining  for  contestee,  and  show  a  majority  for  coutestent  of  86 
votes. 

It  was  objected  that  contestant  had  conceded  in  his  notice  that  con- 
testee had  received  224  votes,  and  consequently  contestee  could  not  be 
required  to  produce  any  proof  of  his  having  received  that  number. 
This  point  was  overruled  by  the  committee.  The  so-called  concession 
in  the  notice  of  contest  was  coupled  in  the  same  clause  with  a  claim 
that  contestant  had  received  397  votes,  and  contestant  tusserted  that 
but  for  the  suppression  of  testimony  he  would  have  been  able  to  prove 
the  whole  397.  Contestant  could  not  be  bound  by  the  statement  of 
the  vote  of  contestee  in  his  notice  without  also  conceding  to  him  the 
vote  claimed  for  himself  in  the  same  clause.  Moreover,  contestee 
had  denied  both  items  of  the  clause  in  question,  claiming  that  he  had 
received  244  votes  instead  of  224.  The  pleadings,  therefore,  did  not 
amount  to  a  stipulation  of  the  vote.     Besides,  even  if  the  clause  in 


446  DIGEST    OF    CONTESTED    ELECTION    CASES. 

ciuestion  were  to  be  constraed  as  a  concession,  it  wbjs  not  a  concession 
tnat  contestee  had  received  ^24  legal  votes. 

In  the  minority  report  argiimehts  were  advanced  to  show  the  insuf- 
ficiency of  the  evidence  in  regard  to  several  precincts  where  the 
majority  report  did  not  claim  that  it  was  sufficient.  (It  is  stated  in 
the  minority  report  that  the  members  signing  it  had  had  no  oppor- 
tunity of  seeing  the  majority  report  before  preparing  their  own.) 
These  precincts  will  not  be  noticed.  Taking  up  tne  other  charges  in 
the  order  in  which  they  are  treated  in  the  above  outline  of  the  majority 
report: 

Orittendm.  County. — All  the  testimony  taken  in  Memphis  in  regard 
to  Crittenden  County  was  held  by  the  minority  to  be  inadmissible  for 
the  reasons  noted  above.  The  contestee  had  had  no  opportunity  to 
object  to  it  before  filing  his  brief,  as  the  package  containing  it  had  not 
been  received  at  the  time  the  testimony  was  opened  in  the  presence  of 
the  parties,  and  was  af tei^wards  printed  without  his  knowledge.  There 
was  no  pretense  that  the  written  notice  required  by-law  had  been 
given,  and  the  attorney  for  contestee  denied  that  he  had  been  ^iven 
any  notice.  The  testimony  was  ex  parte  of  the  worst  sort.  Pi  very 
advantage  had  been  taken  by  leading  questions  and  otherwise  of  the 
absence  of  contestee,  and  the  whole  testimony  was  of  a  character 
utterly  unworthy  of  credit,  even  if  admitted.  But  taking  it  as  if  it 
were  admissible,  the  testimony  in  regard  to  several  precincts  not 
claimed  in  the  majority  report  was  quoted  and  discussed,  and  most 
of  the  testimony  in  regard  to  Scanlan  and  Cat  Island  precincts,  where 
the  majority  found  the  charges  sustained,  was  quoted  with  the  com- 
ment that  it  was  utterly  insufficient. 

Phillips  County, — There  was  an  agreement  in  regard  to  this  county, 
as  stated  above. 

Cross  County, — No  foundation  was  laid,  by  proving  fraud  or  sus- 
picious circumstances,  for  calling  the  individual  voters  of  Smith  Town- 
ship to  prove  the  vote.  The  29  voters  called  were  examined  outside 
the  county,  though  there  was  no  proof  that  they  could  not  as  well  have 
been  examined  in  the  county.  Most  of  them  could  not  read,  and  an 
examination  of  their  testimony  showed  that  most  of  them  did  not  know 
for  whom  they  voted  for  Congress. 

St,  Franck  Cmmty, — In  Franks  Township  the  individual  voters 
were  also  called  without  laying  a  proper  foundation.  The  reason  the 
judges  were  all  Democrats  was  that  the  regularly  appointed  officer 
failed  to  appear  in  time,  and  the  officers  were  selected  from  such 
electors  as  were  present.  The  box  was  removed  from  the  presence  of 
one  of  the  United  States  supervisors  at  noon,  but  he  had  the  key,  and 
it  would  have  been  practically  impossible  under  the  circumstances  to 
tamper  with  it.  Its  whereabouts  was  ac»counted  for  during  every 
moment,  and  all  the  officers  of  election  testified  that  no  fraud  was 
committed.  The  supeiTisor  testified  that  the  election  was  auiet  and 
fair,  and  no  fraud  was  committed  in  receiving  or  counting  the  votes. 
An  examination  of  the  testimony  of  the  195  individual  voters  called 
by  contestant  showed  that  many  of  them  had  no  knowledge  for  whom 
they  voted  for  Congress.  Eliminating  those  whose  testimony  was  not 
clear  and  definite  there  would  remain  even  less  than  were  credited  to 
contestant  by  the  returns. 

In  Blackfish  Township  the  testimony  showed  that  the  failure  to  hold 
an  election  was  not  due  to  any  fraudulent  purpose. 
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Lee^  County, — In  regard  to  Independence  precinct,  only  one  witness, 
Milton  Powell,  was  examined  under  notice.  His  testimony  did  not 
show  anything  suspicious  in  regard  to  the  conduct  of  the  election,  and 
did  show  that  prominent  Republicans  at  this  precinct  were  working  for 
Mr.  Cate,  thus  accounting  for  the  discrepancy  between  the  Presiden- 
tial and  Congressional  vote.  The  circumstances  surrounding  the  elec- 
tion were  such  as  to  make  it  easy  for  witness  to  have  made  a  mistake 
of  3  votes  in  his  count  of  the  number  of  votes  cast  for  contestant. 
He  was  arrested  at  the  close  of  his  testimony  for  pei^jury,  and  it  was 
announced  that  any  other  witnesses  testifying  falsely  would  bo  simi- 
larlv  arrested.  But  surely  it  would  not  be  claimed  that  witnesses 
could  not  testify  freely  unless  they  were  given  to  understand  that  it  was 
no  crime  to  commit  perjury  in  a  contested-election  case.  Moreover, 
the  notice  to  take  testimony  did  not  include  any  other  name  than  Mil- 
ton Powell's,  and  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  contestant  had 
intended  to  examine  any  other  witnesses.* 

The  other  witnesses,  examined  out  of  the  county  and  without  notice, 
did  not  attempt  to  show  anything  against  the  election,  but  confined 
themselves  to  describing  a  stote  oi  intimidation  on  account  of  Milton 
Powell's  arrest,  which  would  prevent  witnesses  from  testifying.  The 
testimony  of  Alilton  Powell  was  certainly  not  enough  to  overthrow  the 
returns,  and  they  should  stand. 

Allowing  all  that  the  contestant  claimed  in  Phillips  County,  and 
counting  the  uncertified  returns  from  Crittenden  County,  would  still 
lea,ve  a  majority  of  596  for  contestee,  which  could  not  be  overcome 
even  by  the  most  extreme  concessions  in  regard  to  other  charges. 

A  discussion  of  the  testimony  in  a  somewliat  different  manner  from 
that  of  the  report,  and  showing  a  larger  majority  for  contestant,  will 
be  found  in  a  speech  by  Mr.  Dalzell,  on  page  1912  of  the  Record.  The 
case  was  debated  from  March  1  to  5, 1890,  and  the  resolutions  presented 
by  the  committee  were  adopted  by  a  vote  of  145  to  135  and  Mr. 
Featherston  was  sworn  in. 

[Rowell,  75-146.] 

(4)  MUDD  V8.  COMPTON. 

Irregularities^  ilhgal  votes^  and  intimidation.  Majority  nymrt  for 
contestant;  minority  report  for  cmitestee,     Cont<'stant  given  trie  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Cooper;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Moore. 

Contestant  claimed  to  have  been  elected  on  the  face  of  the  returns, 
and  that  his  majority  would  be  increased  by  counting  for  both  par- 
ties the  votes  of  Qualified  voters  who  had  offered  to  vote  for  tnem 
and  been  ref  usexl  by  the  election  officers.  He  also  claimed  to  have 
been  deprived  of  175  votes  in  one  precinct  by  violence  and  intimida- 
tion. The  last  charge,  if  sustained,  would  be  decisive  of  the  case  in 
his  favor;  if  it  were  not  sustained,  the  decisive  issue,  as  claimed  in 
debate,  was  the  charge  that  an  error  of  28  votes  had  been  made  in 
summing  up  the  returns  from  Calvert  County. 

*  This  is  a  mistake  (as  was  shown  in  debate) .  In  the  original  manust'ript  of  the  tes- 
timony this  notice  to  take  testimony  is  the  usual  printed  fonn;  that  the  testimony  of 
the  **  jjereons  whose  names  appear  on  the  attach^  sheet"  would  be  taken.  But  the 
"attached  sheet"  is  missing,  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  whether  it  contained  the 
names  of  othera  than  Milton  Powell  or  not.  The  notary  taking  this  testimony  had 
been  killed,  and  the  testimony  was  forwarded  by  his  administrator,  which  probably 
accounts  for  the  loss  of  this  sheet. 
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The  county  returns  of  Calvert  County,  as  certified  to  the  governor, 
showed  a  total  of  1,138  votes  for  contestant.  Certified  copies  of  the 
precinct  returns,  on  which  the  county  return  was  based,  showed  in 
the  aggregate  1,166  vote^  for  contestant.  The  return  judges  of  all 
the  precincts  were  called,  and  testified  that  the  certified  copies  of  the 
precinct  returns  in  evidence  were  correct  copies  of  the  returns  as 
made  out  and  delivered  by  them.  A  newspaper  editor  testified  that 
he  had  copied  the  returns  for  his  paper  on  the  day  they  were  made, 
and  they  footed  up  1,166  for  contestant.  The  deputy  clerk  who 
footed  up  the  returns  for  the  county  canvassers  testified  that  he 
had  made  a  mistake.  The  county  clerk  testified  that  as  soon  as  he 
noticed  in  the  papers  that  the  county  returns  gave  only  1,138  votes 
for  contestant  he  wrote  to  the  governor,  saying  he  believed  a  mistake 
had  been  made  and  asked  permission  to  correct  it.  No  attempt  was 
made  toprove  that  anv  of  the  precinct  returns  had  been  tampered 
with.  Tne  committee  held  that  the  action  of  the  county  canvassers  in 
footing  up  the  totals  of  the  precinct  returns  and  certifying  the  result 
to  the  governor  was  a  purely  ministerial  act.  It  was  presumed  that 
the  addition  would  be  performed  correctly,  but  if  a  mistane  was  shown, 
as  in  this  case,  by  the  precinct  returns  themselves,  the  presumption  of 
correctness  was  rebutted,  and  the  vote  should  be  counted  as  shown  by 
the  precinct  returns. 

The  minority  held  that  the  result  as  found  by  the  county  canvassers 
was7/r///^a./J?6v<  correct,  arid  must  stand  until  overthrown  bv  competent 
evidence.  The  evidence  in  this  c*ase  was  insuflBcient.  "the  correct- 
ness of  the  copies  of  the  precinct  returns  was  oTily  shown  liy  the 
memory  of  the  judges  of  election  some  months  afterwards.  The  law 
required  two  set^^  of  returns  to  be  made  out  by  different  clerks;  one 
set  to  be  deposited  with  the  county  clerk  and  the  other  sent  to  the 
governor.  Ortified  copies  of  only  one  set  in  the  county  clerk's  oflice 
were  produced.  In  one  of  these  returns  the  vote  was  written  in  figures, 
instead  of  words  as  required  bv  law.  It  would  have  been  easy  to 
tamper  with  this  return.  The  minority  accordingly  found  that  there 
was  nothing  to  impeach  the  correctness  of  the  total  of  the  votes  in  this 
countv  as  ascerbiined  and  certified  by  the  county  canvassing  board. 

(Certain  precinct  returns  had  not  been  certified  to  the  governor, 
because  they  were  locked  in  the  ballot  })oxes,  where  the  county  canvassers 
could  not  get  th(»m.  The  committee  were  unanimous  in  counting  these 
returns.  Counting  these  returns,  and  the  vote  of  Calvert  County 
according  to  the  precinct  returns,  and  giving  to  contestee  1  vote  cast 
for  'Hbmpton"  and  to  contestant  votes  cast  for/'S.  E.  Mudd,"  ^'S.  N. 
Mudd,"  *'Mudd,"  and  1  ballot  on  which  his  name  appeared  twice, 
would  give  the  contestant  a  plurality  of  2  votes  on  the  face  of  the 
returns  and  shift  the  burden  of  proof  to  contestee.  The  minorit}',  not 
counting  the  hust-mentioned  l)allot  for  contestant  nor  the  28  votes  in 
Calvert  County,  left  the  majorit}^  on  the  face  of  the  returns  with 
contestee 

The  votes  of  certain  precincts  had  been  recounted  by  contestee  in 
the  contest  under  the  provisions  of  the  State  law.  Contestant  lost  21 
votes  by  the  recount.  The  majority  were  dou])tful  as  to  the  certainty 
of  the  identity  of  the  ballots,  but  accepted  the  results  of  the  recount. 
The  minority  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  identity  of  the  ballots  was 
conclusively  shown. 

The  individual  votes  in  issue  were  of  three  classes:  (1)  Voters  whose 
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votes  were  refused  on  the  ground  that  some  one  else  had  previously 
voted  on  the  same  name;  (2)  voters  who  had  been  registered  and 
whose  names  were  on  the  original  registry  list,  but  omitted  from  or 
incorrectly  copied  on  the  copy  of  the  list  furnished  to  the  election 
judges,  and  (3)  those  whose  votes  had  been  rejected  because  of  real  or 
assumed  doubts  as  to  their  identity.  The  committee  held  in  regard  to 
(1)  that  it  was  bad  enough  for  a  person  who  had  no  right  to  vote  to 
get  his  vote  in;  it  would  be  worse  if  thereby  a  legal  voter  was  pre- 
vented from  voting;  (2)  qualified  and  registered  voters  should  have 
their  votes  countedon  a  contest,  even  where  the  judges  under  the  law 
were  required  to  reject  their  votes  on  account  of  the  omission  of  their 
names  irom  the  copy  of  the  registry  at  the  polls;  (3)  where  the 
identity  of  the  voter  was  clearlv  proved,  his  vote  should  be  counted. 
The  minority  held  that  votes  of  tne  first  class  could  not  be  counted; 
that  only  such  votes  of  the  second  class  as  should  have  been  received 
by  the  election  officers — i.  e.,  those  whose  names  appeared  either  cor- 
rectly or  idcTii  807ians  on  the  copy  of  the  registry  list  in  the  hands  of 
the  judges — could  be  counted;  and  that  the  proof  in  regard  to  the  third 
class  was  in  most  cases  insufficient. 

Applying  the  rules  adopted  })y  the  committee,  but  deciding  every 
doubtful  point  in  favor  of  contestee,  would  leave  contestant  a  plurality 
of  18  votes.  This  plurality  would  not  be  overcome  if  all  the  votes 
claimed  by  contestee  and  not  conceded  as  even  doubtful  by  the  committee 
were  counted  for  him.  Applying  the  rules  adopted  by  the  minority 
(and  not  counting  the  28  votes  in  Calvert  County),  would  leave  contestee 
a  plurality  of  37  votes. 

In  the  third  district  of  Anne  Arundel  County  contestee  received  168 
votes  and  contestant  32.  Contestant  examined  175  colored  voters  of 
this  precinct,  161  of  whom  were  at  the  polling  place  desiring  to  vote 
for  contestant,  and  the  remainder  of  whom  had  started  to  the  polls  to 
vote,  but  turned  back  on  learning  of  the  occurrences  at  the  polls.  The 
evidence,  as  stated  in  the  committee  report,  showed  that  most  of  the 
colored  voters  had  gathered  at  the  polls  early  in  the  morning  under 
the  leadership  of  one  of  their  numl)cr,  an  old  man  of  prominence  and 
a  large  property  owner.  They  formed  in  line  to  vote,  and  after  four 
of  them  had  voted  the  next  three  or  four  in  line,  including  the  leader, 
were  violently  pushed  out  of  line  by  a  number  of  roughs  who  had 
come  out  from  Baltimore  pretending  to  be  United  States  deputy  mar- 
shals. These  Baltimore  roughs  were  armed  with  pistols,  and  were 
firing  them  near  the  polls  during  the  day.  There  were  guns  in  their 
wagon.  After  being  dragged  from  the  line  the  most  influential  colored 
man  asked  if  the  negroes  were  not  going  to  be  allowed  to  vote,  and 
being  told  that  ''not  a  damn  nigger  shall  vote  unless  he  votes  for 
Cleveland,"  he  turned  to  the  others  and  advised  them  not  to  attempt  to 
vote.  Most  of  them  remained  around  the  polls  all  day,  and  whenever 
any  of  them  attempted  to  vote  he  was  violently  prevented  and  threat- 
ened. The  story  was  circulated  that  more  men  were  coming  from 
Baltimore  on  the  next  train,  and  a  Democrat  went  around  among  the 
negroes  telling  them  that  it  would  be  dangerous  to  vote;  that  he  was  a 
deputy  sheriff  (which  he  was  not)  and  could  not  protect  them,  and 
advised  them  to  go  home. 

Contestee  did  not  call  any  of  the  persons  identified  as  taking  part  in 
the  intimidation,  though  some  of  them  were  present  while  the  testi- 
mony was  being  taken,  and  the  witnesses  he  did  call  only  testified  that 
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they  believed  that  the  negroes  could  have  voted  if  they  had  made  an 
earnest  effort.  The  committee  held  that  a  voter  could  not  be  com- 
pelled to  fight  his  way  to  the  polling  window,  especially  when  to  do 
so  he  must  come  in  conflict  with  persons  claiming  to  be  officers  of  the 
law. 

The  minority  held  that  no  such  intimidation  was  proved  as  ought  to 
have  intimidated  men  of  ordinary  finimess.  There  was  no  proof  that 
the  disorder  was  committed  by  more  than  three  or  four  men;  only  one 
of  the  witnesses  claimed  to  have  seen  a  pistol  in  the  pocket  of  one  of 
them;  the  guns  in  the  wagon  were  for  the  purpose  of  hunting;  the 
pistol  shooting  was  at  a  mark  and  some  distance  from  the  polls,  and 
all  the  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  voters  refrained  from  voting 
not  because  they  had  reason  to  be  afraid,  but  because  they  were 
"ordered"  to  do  so  by  their  leader  or  c^iptain. 

The  committee  held  that  these  175  votes  could  not  be  counted,  jut 
that  the  whole  vote  cast  should  be  rejected.  Making  the  requisite 
deductions  would  increase  the  majority  of  contestant  from  18  to  154. 

The  case  was  full}'  debated,  the  resolutions  presented  by  the  com- 
mittee were  adopted  by  a  vote  of  159  to  145,  and  Mr.  Mudd  was 
sworn  in. 

[Rowell,  147-171.] 

(5)  Thref:t  yvv.  Clarke. 

False  counting/.  Cmnmittee  imanhnoiisly  reported  in  favor*  of  con- 
testee^  icJuj  retained  his  seat,  Tlve  minority  disagreed  to  the  reasmiing 
of  the  7najo7Hty. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Haugen;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Crisp. 

Contestant  charged  that  in  a  large  number  of  precincts  ballots 
cast  for  him  were  fraudulently  counted  for  conte^tee  by  the  election 
officers.  This  charge  the  committee  found  to  be  sustained  in  regard 
to  some  precincts,  but  in  regard  to  many  of  them  the  evidence  was 
not  sufficient  to  overthrow  the  returns.  The  evidence  in  some  cases 
was  based  on  estimates  of  the  vote,  and  was  rebutted  by  the  testimony 
of  the  election  officers  and  other  witnesses  swearing  to  the  fairiffess  of 
the  election,  and  by  proof  of  the  good  character  of  the  election  officers. 
Where  the  proof  consisted  of  the  testimony  of  witnesses  who  issued 
tickets  and  saw  them  voted,  it  was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  overcome 
\ki^ pinvia  facie  validity  of  the  returns  and  throw  the  burden  of  proof 
on  contestee.  In  some  cases  the  evidence  was  not  sufficiently  rebutted 
by  contestee,  and  in  others  it  was.  In  one  case  only  one  of  the  elec- 
tion officers  appeared;  he  organized  a  board  under  the  statute  and  an 
election  was  held.  In  the  evening  it  was  discovered  that  none  of  the 
election  officers  could  read  the  ballots,  and  they  were  carried  off  by 
the  returning  officer.  The  only  proof  of  the  vote  was  testimony  that 
most  of  the  voters  were  colored.  This  was  held  to  be  insufficient.  In 
another  case  voters  were  refused  registration,  the  registering  officer 
alleging  that  he  had  run  out  of  paper.  The  voters  had  done  all  that 
was  required  of  them  and  the  committee  counted  their  votes.  . 

Making  all  allowances  for  the  frauds  proved,  they  were  still  insuffi- 
cient to  overthrow  the  returned  majority  of  contestee.  The  minority 
agreed  in  the  conclusion,  but  announced  their  dissent  from  some  of 
the  reasoning  on  which  it  was  based.  The  resolutions  presented  were 
adopted  without  debate  or  division. 

[Rowell,  173-185.] 
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(6)  Posey  7w.  Paurktt. 

llh'ijal  iHtteH,  iknn m itte*'  iinan imi/Hnhj  rejH^rti'd  In  fa tyor  of  con tri^tt**^ 
and  he  reiain^d  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Bergen. 

Charges  of  bribery  were  made  by  both  sides,  but  they  were  not 
sustained  by  evidence.  The  majority  of  contestee  was  only  20  votes, 
and  contevstant  sought  to  overcome  this  by  proof  of  illegal  votivs.  A 
considerable  part  of  this  testimony  was  taken  during  the  time  for 
rebuttal,  and  in  regard  to  votes  not  attacked  in  the  testimonv  in  chief 
nor  in  the  testimony  for  contestee.  The  committee  excluded  all  of 
this  testimony.  The  voters  against  whom  evidence  was  brought  within 
the  legal  time  were  all  charged  to  be  illegal  on  the  ground  of  non- 
residence.  They  were  mostly  of  two  classes — students  in  college,  and 
Sersons  who  haa  come  from  Kentucky  to  work  in  Indiana.  The  stu- 
ents  were  30  in  number  and  all  voted  for  contestee.  They  were 
Catholic  theological  students  preparing  for  the  priesthood.  They 
were  all  of  age  and  had  all  left  the  homes  of  their  mrents  anhno  mm 
Tevei'tendL  They  were  supported  chiefl}'^  by  the  oishop.  The}^  all 
testified  that  the}'  considered  the  college  town  their  home  and  that 
they  had  no  other.  The  committee  held  that  the  presumption  was 
against  the  residence  of  a  student  in  a  college  town,  but  these  voters 
having  testified  that  they  had  made  it  their  home,  and  there  being  no 
proof  b}'  cross-examination  or  otherwise  that  they  had  not  done  so  in 
good  faith,  and  in  a  sense  which  would  make  it  their  legal  residence, 
the  committee  held  that  under  the  state  of  the  evidence  in  this  case 
the  votes  could  not  be  rejected.  The  case  of  the  Kentucky  voters  was 
substantially  similar. 

Eliminating  such  votes  as  were  proved  to  be  illegal,  the  majority  of 
contestee  was  reduced  from  20  to  10,  but  not  overc(mie,  and  the  com- 
mittee reported  that  he  was  entitled  to  retain  his  seat.  The  case  was 
briefly  debated  and  the  resolutions  presented  were  adopted  by  a  vote 
of  125  to  4  (on  division). 

[Rowell,  187-191.] 

(7)  I^WEN  TR,  Buchanan. 

Bribery,,  vudence  and  intimidation^  lllegrd  rotej<^  and  Irrequhirltles. 
Committee  xinaninumj^ly  reported  in  favor  of  contestee^  and  he  retained 
the  seat.     The  minority  disagreed  to  portions  of  the  majority  repoji. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Rowell;  minority  report  by  Mr.  O'Fermll. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  478  votes. 
This  contestant  sought  to  overcome  by  charges  of  bribery,  violence, 
illegal  voting,  and  irregularities.  Contestee  made  countercharges  of 
illegal  voting  and  irregularities.  The  conmiittee  found  some  illegal 
votes,  but  not  enough  to  atfect  the  result.  Ten  voters  were  shown  to 
have  been  bribed  to  vote  for  contestee  or  not  to  vote,  and  about  10 
others  were  induced  not  to  vote  for  contestant  by  promises  of  imnm- 
njty  from  prosecution.  These  votes  were  deducted.  In  one  county 
the  canvassing  oflScers  by  mistake  omitted  the  return  of  a  precinct. 
After  they  had  adjournei  they  discovered  the  mistake  and  reassem- 
bled and  corrected  it.  The  contestant  asked  that  the  vote  of  the 
countv  be  thrown  out,  but  the  committee  held  that  the  canvassers  had 
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done  just  what  they  ought  to  have  done.  The  statute  required  that  in 
all  towns  of  over  2,000  inhabitants  a  transferred  voter  must  have  his 
transfer  re(^orded  at  least  ten  days  before  the  election,  but  in  other 
places  he  might  vote  without  such  registry.  The  election  officers  of  a 
town  which  had  grown  up  since  the  last  census  enforced  this  statute  on 
the  assumption  that  the  town  contained  more  than  2,000  inhabitants. 
The  committee  held  that  they  had  no  right  to  make  this  Jissumption  in 
the  absence  of  a  legal  determination  of  the  population,  and  counted 
the  rejected  votes. 

In  another  precinct  the  box  was  removed  at  noon  and  in  the  evening 
from  the  presence  of  the  United  States  supervisor.  But  for  the  strong 
affirmative  proof  that  no  wrong  was  intended  or  done  the  committee 
would  have  rejected  this  return-  It  was  asked  that  the  precincts 
where  the  employees  of  the  Stewart  Land  and  Cattle  Company  voted 
be  rejected  on  account  of  the  coercion  of  its  emplovees  practiced  by 
that  company.  It  was  shown  that  there  was  and  ha3  been  a  prevalent 
belief  that  voting  the  Democratic  ticket  was  a  condition  of  employ- 
ment by  this  company,  but  there  was  no  definite  proof  how  many 
voters  were  influenced  by  this  belief  and  nothing  to  implicate  any  of 
the  members  of  the  company  except  the  fact  that  one  of  them  dis- 
tributed tickets  at  the  polls. 

In  three  or  four  precincts  there  were  scenes  of  violence  at  the  polls, 
but  no  one  seems  to  have  been  intimidated  except  in  one  precinct,  and 
there  the  number  was  small  and  definitely  proved,  so  that  the  votes 
could  be  eliminated  without  rejecting  the  poll.  A  large  numlier 
of  voters  were  prevented  from  voting  by  not  receiving  transfers 
which  they  had  trusted  some  one  else  to  get  for  them,  but  they  did 
not  tender  their  votes,  and  their  failure  to  receive  transfers  was  the 
result  of  their  own  neglect.  Altogether  the  majority  of  contestee  was 
reduced  by  the  proof,  as  found  by  the  majorit^^  by  about  200  votes. 
The  minority  agreed  that  the  contestee  was  elected,  but  believed  that 
the  large  reduction  in  his  majority  found  by  the  committee  was  not 
sustained  by  the  evidence.  They  agreed  that  there  was  some  bribery 
and  some  violence  and  intimidation,  but  protested  that  the  people 
among  whom  these  wrongs  were  committed  were  not  responsible  for 
them  and  should  not  be  censured. 

The  resolutions  presented  were  adopted  by  the  House  without 
debate  or  division. 

[Rowell,  198-201.] 

(8)  Waddill  vii.  Wise. 

Constinietire  rejection  of  rot e^  hy  undue  delay.  Majority  report  for 
cont^^tant;  minority  reina^t  fin*  vacating  the  seat  and  ord^^ring  a  new 
election,      Gontentant  gtven.  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Lacey;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Crisp. 

The  decisive  issue  in  this  case,  and  the  only  one  discussed  in  either 
report,  was  the  question  of  the  disposition  to  be  made  of  the  votes  of 
a  large  number  of  voters  who  attempted  to  vote  for  contestant  in 
Jackson  Ward,  Richmond.  Some  of  the  facts  in  the  case  were  not 
controverted.     Contestee  received  a  majority  of  261  votes.     In  the 

f)recincts  of  Jackson  Ward  722  voters  were  claimed  to  have  been  in 
ine  at  the  close  of  the  polls,  not  having  yet  had  an  opportunity  to 
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vote.  Of  these  voters,  467  were  examined  as  witnesses,  and  testified 
to  the  fact  that  thev  had  been  in  line,  most  of  them  all  day,  and  some 
of  them  most  of  tte  previous  night,  waiting  to  vote.  They  had  not 
j'et  reached  the  window  at  sundown,  and  deposited  the  ballots  they  had 
intended  to  vote  in  boxes  provided  by  United  States  commissioners, 
each  making  affidavit  to  the  circumstances.  The  ballots  they  would 
have  cast  were  for  contestant.  If  these  votes  were  counted  they  would 
give  the  majority  to  the  contestant. 

The  conmiittee  differed  as  to  the  responsibility  for  the  delay  which 
prevented  th^se  voters  from  voting.  The  majority  found  that  the 
prepondeitince  of  the  evidence  showed  that  the  delay  was  intentional 
and  fraudulent,  the  result  of  a  conspii'acy  between  the  Democratic  offi- 
cers of  election  and  the  Democratic  workers  and  challengers.  Voters 
were  asked  frivolous  questions,  long  explanations  were  made  to  them 
concerning  ceilain  constitutional  amendments  to  be  voted  on,  whether 
they  chose  to  listen  or  not,  and  in  every  possible  way  the  time  con- 
sumed in  passing  on  and  receiving  each  vote  was  made  as  long  as  pos- 
sible. The  voters  were  in  two  lines,  white  and  colored,  voting  alter- 
nately, and  as  the  white  line  was  much  the  shorter  all  the  white  votes 
were  easily  cast,  and  the  votes  excluded  by  the  delay  were  all  colored. 

The  minority  found  that  the  charge  of  conspiracy  was  not  sus- 
tained. Much  of  the  'delay  was  necessary,  and  whatever  was  unnec- 
essary was  caused  in  one  precinct  by  the  slowness  of  the  Republican 
judge,  who  had  the  colored  registration  books,  in  tinding  the  names 
on  the  list,  and  in  the  other  two  precincts  by  the  offensive  and 
disorderly  action  of  the  Republican  United  States  supervisors.  The 
large  number  of  colored  voters  having  the  same  name  and  the  well- 
known  difficulty  in  recognizing  colored  men  made  it  necessary  to  ques- 
tion each  voter  carefully  in  order  to  identify  him.  By  the  laws  of  the 
State  conviction  of  felony  or  petit  larceny  was  punished  by  disfiun- 
chisement.  A  large  number  of  names  were  on  the  disf  i^anchised  list, 
and  it  was  necessary  to  compare  it  carefully  to  guard  against  illegal 
voting.  Voters  had  a  right  to  know  the  nature  of  the  constitutional 
amendments  to  be  decided,  and  the  judges  were  only  doing  their  duty 
in  explaining  them. 

In  the  application  of  the  law  to  these  facts  the  committee  also  dif- 
fered. The  majority  held  that  the  rule  was  well  established  that  the 
vote  of  a  legal  voter,  tendered  and  illegally  rejected,  should  be  counted 
on  a  contest;  They  held,  also,  that  the  action  of  the  voters  in  this 
case  in  standing  in  line  and  making  every  effort  to  reach  the  window 
amounted  in  law  to  a  tender  of  their  votes,  and  that  the  action  of  the 
judges  in  intentionally  delaying  the  vote  amounted  in  law  to  a  rejec- 
tion of  the  votes  prevented  irom  being  cast.  The  action  of  the  voters 
in  depositing  their  votes  in  boxes  provided  by  United  States  commis- 
sioners was  neld  not  to  constitute  a  castino;  of  the  votes.  Without 
deciding  the  exact  number  of  votes  rqected,  if  the  smallest  number, 
the  457  called  as  witnesses,  was  taken,  and  the  votes  counted  as  if  cast, 
it  would  be  more  than  enough  to  give  the  majority  to  contestant. 

The  minority  held  that  the  law  as  found  in  court  decisions  was  that 
a  vote  not  cast  could  not  be  counted.  But  the  precedents  of  the  House 
seemed  to  establish  the  rule  that  if  the  vote  of  a  legal  voter  was  actu- 
ally tendered,  and  unlawfully  rejected  by  the  election  officers,  and  it 
was  shown   for  whom  the  voter  offered  to  vote,  the  vote  could  be 
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counted  by  the  House  on  a  contest.  This  was  as  far  as  the  rule  could 
safely  go,  and  further  than  it  had  been  carried  by  the  courts.  In  this 
case  the  votes  had  not  been  actually  tendered  and  not  rejected. 

The  rule  of  the  courts,  as  applied  to  this  case,  would  thus  leave  con- 
testee  in  his  seat.  But  if,  for  tne  sake  of  the  argument,  it  were  conceded 
that  the  voters  were  prevented  from  voting  by  the  deliberate  and 
fraudulent  act  of  the  judges,  the  most  that  could  be  claimed  would  be 
that  there  was  no  fair  election  and  the  seat  ought  to  be  declared 
vacant.  But  there  being  no  fraud  in  this  case,  the  minority  were 
somewhat  embarrassed  to  determine  what  recommendation  to  make  to 
the  House.  They  were  not  satisfied  of  the  justice  of  the  established 
rule,  which  would  leave  contestee  in  his  seat,  and  concluded  that  the 
fairest  course  would  be  to  vac^ite  the  seat  and  submit  the  matter  to  a 
new  election. 

The  case  was  debated  at  some  length  and  the  resolutions  presented 
by  the  committee  were  adopted,  the  first  without  division  and  the  sec- 
ond by  a  vote  of  134  to  120,  and  Mr.  Waddill  was  sworn  in. 

[Rowell,  203-253.] 

(9)   McDuFFIE  t'^.  TURPIN. 

False  coxuHing,  Majority  report  for  amtesi'arvt ;  minority  report  for 
contestee.      Contestant  given  tJte  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Rowell;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Crisp. 

There  was  but  one  issue  in  this  case — the  charge  that  thousands 
of  votes  cast  for  contestant  had  been  fraudulently  counted  for  con- 
testee— but  this  issue  involved  the  separate  consideration  of  evidence 
in  regard  to  nearly  every  precinct  in  the  district,  and  some  70 
separate  precincts  were  discussed  in  detail  in  the  reports. 

On  the  face  of  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  13,153  votes. 
The  majority  of  the  committee  found  that  the  eviaence  in  regard  to 
individual  precincts  and  votes  required  changes  in  favor  of  contestant 
amounting  m  the  aggregate  to  17,634  votes,  showinga majority  for  con- 
testjint  of  the  votes  as  actually  cast  of  4,481  votes.  The  minority  found 
fraud  proved  in  only  eight  or  nine  precincts.  Counting  these  aex^ording 
to  the  proof  of  the  vote,  and  counting  some  pi'ecmct  returns  not 
counted  by  the  county  canvassers,  made  a  change  in  favor  of  contest- 
ant of  4,049  votes,  leaving  contestee  still  a  majority  of  about  9,000. 

From  the  enormous  majority  returned  for  contestee  and  sought  tx) 
be  overcome  by  conU^stant,  it  was  evident  ''either  that  this  contest  is  a 
huge  farce,  or  that  this  whole  district  is  honeycombed  with  fraud."  To 
show  that  the  claims  of  contestant  were  probable  and  reasonable,  the 
majority  of  the  committee  in  their  report  first  discussed  the  general 
features  of  the  case,  and  the  "  recent  political  history  of  the  district." 
It  appeared  from  the  census  that  about  four-fifths  of  the  population 
of  the  district  was  colored,  and  from  the  evidence  that  most  of  the 
colored  voters  were  Republicans,  and  in  this  district  took  an  active 
interest  in  politics.  But  if  the  returns  were  true  contestee  must  have 
received  the  vote  of  every  white  voter  in  the  district,  43  per  cent  of 
the  colored  voters  must  have  failed  to  vote,  and  two-thirds  of  the 
remainder  must  have  voted  for  contestee.  Such  a  result  was  almost 
self -evidently  false. 
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At  the  elections  prior  to  that  of  1878  this  district  had  uniformly 
given  large  Republican  majorities.  At  the  election  of  1880  and  every 
subsequent  election  it  had  been  returned  as  giving  large  Democratic 
majorities,  but  all  these  elections  but  one  had  been  contested,  and  in 
each  case  the  committee  and  the  House  had  found  fraud  amounting  to 
thousands  of  votes.  In  every  case  but  one  the  Republican  contestant 
had  been  seated;  in  one  case  by  the  unanimous  vote  of  a  Democratic 
House.  The  delay  in  deciding  the  case  in  the  Forty-eighth  Congress 
had  prevented  the  contestant  from  prosecuting  his  case  in  the  Forty 
ninth  Congress.  In  the  Fiftieth  Congress  the  majority  of  the  committee 
had  found  fraud  reaching  into  the  thousands  of  votes,  but  not  enough 
to  overcome  the  returned  majority.  The  minority  had  reported  in 
favor  of  contestant.  The  law  of  Alabama  required  that  where  practi- 
cable each  party  should  be  represented  on  the  election  boards.  In 
nearly  every  precinct  in  four  of  the  counties  in  this  district  the  inspect- 
OYS  were  either  all  Democrats  or  the  Republican  inspector  appointed 
was  illiterate  and  incompetent  to  guard  against  frauds.  In  LK)wndes 
County  intelligent  Republicans  had  been  appointed  for  each  of  the 
nineteen  precincts,  but  shortly  after  a  visit  or  contestee  their  appoint- 
ments were  revoked  and  other  appointments  made.  The  probate  judge 
testified  that  he  had  been  informed  that  the  first  appointees,  being 
school-teachers,  did  not  wish  to  serve,  and  that  so  far  as  he  knew,  the 
second  appointees  were  as  intelligent  as  the  first.  The  change  was  not 
made  at  the  request  of  contestee,  and  the  appointments  were  satisfac- 
tory to  contestant. 

A  detailed  examination  of  the  testimony  showed,  however,  that 
12  of  the  original  appointees  either  actually  served  or  attempted  to 
serve,  and  that  8  of  tne  new  appointees  could  neither  read  nor  write. 
In  each  of  the  precincts  where  the  original  appointees  did  serve,  the 
vote  as  counted  was  in  exact  accordance  with  the  relative  strength  of 
the  two  parties  in  the  precinct;  in  the  other  precincts  it  was  just  the 
reverse. 

The  minority  of  the  committee  did  not  reply  to  that  portion  of  the 
report  of  the  majority  which  treated  of  "the  recent  political  history 
of  the  district,"  believing  that  every  case  should  stand  on  its  own 
merits  and  be  tried  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  evidence.  In  answer  to 
the  charge  that  the  change  in  the  Republican  election  officers  in 
Lowndes  County  was  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  fraud,  the  minority 
quoted  the  testimony  of  the  prolmte  judge,  a  witness  for  contestant, 
showing  that  the  new  appointments  were  made  for  a  legitimate  reason, 
without  suggestion  by  tne  contestee,  and  were  satisfac»tory  to  contestant. 

Substantially  all  of  the  minority  report,  and  a  large  part  of  the 
majority  report,  was  taken  up  with  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  evidence 
in  regard  to  each  of  some  70  precincts.  No  general  description  of  the 
evidence  was  given  in  either  report,  and  no  general  rules  of  inter- 
pretation were  stated.  It  will  be  impossible  to  condense  the  outline  of 
the  reports  except  by  a  very  general  description,  but  it  is  to  be  under- 
stood that  the  compiler  and  not  the  committee  is  responsible  for  the 
description.  It  is  believed,  however,  that  a  careful  and  impartial 
examination  of  the  reports  will  confirm  all  the  statements  made. 

The  testimony  of  contestint  was  of  substantially  the  same  sort  in 
nearly  all  the  precincts.  Before  the  election  the  Republican  voters  in 
the  various  precincts  had  been  organized  into  clubs,  and  plans  had 
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been  made  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  it  possible  to  prove  the  vote 
without  reference  to  the  returns.  These  plans,  when  perfectly  carried 
out,  were  substantially  as  follows: 

Under  the  law  no  person  except  the  voter  in  the  act  of  voting  and 
two  challengers  was  allowed  within  30  feet  of  the  polls.  At  the 
most  convenient  point  at  this  distance  two  or  more  persons,  previously 
selected  as  clerks  and  ticket  distributers,  would  station  themselves,  the 
voters  f onnin^  a  body  behind  them.  One  voter  would  come  forward, 
take  a  Republican  ticket,  show  it  to  the  clerk,  have  his  name  recorded, 
and  go  to  the  polling  window,  holding  the  ticket  out  from  his  bodv  so 
that  it  could  be  seen  that  he  did  not 'change  it.  On  his  return,  ii  he 
had  been  seen  to  deposit  the  ticket,  his  name  would  be  checked,  and 
another  voter  woula  vote  in  the  same  way.  When  the  votes  were 
counted,  it  was  generally  found  that  from  two-thirds  to  nine-tenths  of 
these  voters  were  returned  as  voting  the  Democratic  ticket.  Contest- 
ant claimed  that  the  evidence  of  the  ticket  distributers  and  clerks, 
testifying  to  these  facts  and  presenting  ^he  lists  kept  by  them,  was 
proof  that  the  returns  were  fraudulent,  apd  also  proof  of  the  number 
of  votes  received  by  him.  Both  the  majority  and  minority  of  the  com- 
mittee agreed  that  such  testimony  was  admissible  for  what  it  was 
worth,  but  the  majority  found  it  sufficient  to  overthrow  the  returns  in 
a  much  larger  number  of  cases  than  did  the  minority.     The  typical 

filan  above  described  was  not  perfectl  v  carried  out  in  all  the  precincts, 
n  some  cases  no  list  was  kept,  but  only  a  tally  or  count;  in  some  cases 
the  polling  window  was  so  situated  that  it  was  impossible  to  see  the 
ticket  in  trie  hand  of  the  voter  all  the  time  while  he  was  going  to  the 
window,  and  in  some  cases  sufficient  pains  were  not  taken  to  do  so 
when  it  would  have  been  possible;  in  some  cases  the  tickets  were  dis- 
tributed more  than  30  feet  from  the  polls,  and  in  some  cases  they  were 
not  separately  read  by  the  clerk  who  kept  the  list. 

Contestee  took  no  testimony  in  regard  to  some  precincts,  but  in 
regard  to  the  larger  number  he  took  the  testimony  of  one  or  more  of 
the  officers  of  election,  who  testified  that  they  saw  no*fraud  committed. 
He  also  showed,  wherever  possible,  by  cross-examination  or  separate 
testimony,  that  some  of  the  details  of  the  typical  plan  above  described 
were  not  carried  out,  so  as  to  leave  the  chain  of  circumstantial  evi- 
dence incomplete. 

The  majority  of  the  committee  applied  the  testimony  substantially 
as  follows:  Where  there  was  no  testimony  for  the  contestee,  or  the 
testimony  was  not  such  as  to  amount  to  a  denial  of  the  fraud,  being 
the  testimony  of  an  illiterate  inspector  who  could  not  have  known 
whether  the  votes  were  correctly  counted  or  not,  or  of  one  of  the 
other  inspectors,  when  the  circumstances  were  such  that  the  fraud 
could  have  been  committed  by  the  third  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
other  two,  or  where  the  election  inspectors  were  impeached  either  by 
testimony  or  circumstances,  and  where  the  testimony  for  contestant 
was  clear  and  definite,  even  though  all  the  details  of  the  above- 
described  typical  plan  were  not  carried  out,  the  returns  were  rejected 
and  the  vote  counted  ac<?ording  to  the  proof.  Where  there  was  a 
direct  conflict  of  unimpeached  testimony  the  returns  were  generally 
allowed  to  stand. 

The  minority  found  the  testimony  in  most  cases  insufficient  to  over- 
throw the  returns.  Where  there  was  no  testimony  at  all  for  the  con- 
testee, and  the  precautions  taken  by  the  Republican  voters  were  such 
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as  to  leave  the  chain  of  circumstantial  evidence  unbroken,  the  returns 
were  rejected  and  the  vote  restated  according  to  the  proof.  But 
where  any  of  the  election  officers  testified  to  the  honesty  of  the  elec- 
tion, or  where  the  testimony  for  contestant  was  not  perfectly  clear 
and  definite,  they  allowed  the  returns  to  stand. 

The  case  was  fully  debated,  and  the  resolutions  presented  hy  the 
committee  were  adopted  by  a  vote  of  130  to  113,  and  Mr.  McDuffie 
was  sworn  in. 

[Kowell,  255-327.] 

(10)  Chalmers  vm.  Morgan. 

Conspiracy^  frmuJ^  inthtudation^  illegal  votimj.  Majority  report 
for  conteatee;  report  of  Mr.  Ilouk  for  amtestant,  Omteiitce  retained 
tJui  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Dalzell;  minorit}^  report  by  Mr.  Houk. 

Contestee  received  a  plurality  of  8,161  votes  on  the  face  of  the 
returns,  which  contestant  sought  to  overcome  by  charges  of  conspirac}", 
fraud,  and  intimidation.  The  committee  found  that  the  charges  were 
sustained  as  to  at  least  twenty-three  precincts,  and  that  a  restatement 
of  the  v^ote  in  these  precincts,  according  to  the  proof,  would  overcome 
at  least  three-fourths  of  the  plurality  returned  for  contestee.  But  no 
evidence  was  taken  by  contestant  in  regard  to  a  large  number  of  pre- 
cincts, and  the  evidence  in  regard  to  others  was  insufficient.  The 
charges  of  fraud  were  confined  to  seven  of  the  nine  counties  in  the 
district.  The  election  in  the  other  two  counties  was  honest,  and 
while  wholesale  fraud  was  shown  in  each  of  the  seven  counties,  only 
those  precincts  could  be  thrown  out  which  were  assailed  bv  evidence, 
and  these  constituting  but  one-fourth  of  the  district,  and  the  fraud 
shown  in  them  not  being  sufficient  to  overcome  the  entire  returned 
majority,  the  presumption  of  fairness  in  favor  of  the  unassailed  boxes 
and  the  unimpeached  vote  of  two  counties  must  save  contestee  his 
title  to  his  seat. 

But,  while  reporting  in  favor  of  contestee,  the  committee  severely 
condenmed  the  fraud  to  which  at  least  three-fourths  of  this  returned 
majority  was  proved  to  be  due.  These  frauds  were  of  various  sorts. 
In  some  places  aimed  militia  companies,  composed  entirely  of  Demo- 
crats, were  organized  and  drilled  just  previous  to  the  election.  By 
their  presence,  and  in  some  cases  by  their  acts,  many  Republican  vot- 
ers were  intimidated  from  voting.  The  election  officers  in  nianj' 
precincts  were  all  Democrats,  in  violation  of  law,  and  where  Republi- 
cans were  appointed  they  were  generally  selected  because  of  their 
illiteracy  and  inability  to  guard  the  interests  of  their  party.  In  some 
precincts  the  judges  of  election  were  caught  changing  ballots,  and  in 
others  the  box  was  removed  from  the  presence  of  the  United  States 
supervisor  at  noon  and  in  the  evening,  and  when  the  ballots  were 
counted  out  of  it  the  result  differed  very  greatly  from  the  vote  as 
proved  to  have  been  cast.  In  some  strong  Republican  precincts  no 
election  was  held,  and  in  a  number  of  others  the  box  was  stolen  after 
the  votes  had  been  cast.  The  county  registering  officers  arbitrarily 
struck  from  the  lists  the  names  of  a  large  number  of  Republican  voters, 
and  when  these  voters  presented  themselves  at  the  polls  their  votes 
were  refused.     There  was  also  testimony  from  members  of  both  par- 


458  DIGEST    OF    CONTESTED    ELECTION    CASES. 

ties  showing  that  the  general  sentiment  of  the  Democrats  of  the  dis- 
trict was  favorable  to  carrying  the  election  by  fraudulent  means  if 
necessary. 

Mr.  Houk  filed  a  minority  report,  contending  that  contestant  was 
elected.  He  claimed  that  a  conspiracy  to  carry  the  election  by  fraud 
was  proved  to  have  been  formed  by  all  the  officers  connected  with  the 
election  machinery,  and  that  in  those  counties  where  the  conspiracy 
was  proved  to  have  been  carried  out  in  a  number  of  precincts  there 
could  be  no  presumption  of  fairness  in  favor  of  the  precincts  in  regard 
to  which  no  testimony  was  taken.  Under  the  conditions  shown  to 
exist  in  Mississippi,  counties  should  be  taken  as  units  and  the  votes 
of  the  unassailed  boxes  thrown  out.  If  this  course  were  followed  as 
to  the  counties  where  the  conspiracy  was  most  completely  proved,  the 
majoritv  returned  for  the  contestee  would  be  overcome  and  a  majority 
shown  tor  contestant,  even  on  the  findings  in  regard  to  individual  pre- 
cincts indicated  in  the  majority  report.  But  on  the  findings  of  Mr. 
Houk  in  regard  to  individual  precincts,  the  majority  would  be  over- 
come even  without  throwing  out  the  unassailed  boxes. 

The  case  was  briefly  debated  (contestant  speaking  in  his  own  behalf), 
and  the  resolutions  presented  by  the  committee  were  adopted  by  a  vote 
of  116  to  15  (on  division,  the  Speaker  ''counting  a  quorum"),  and  the 
title  of  contestee  to  the  seat  was  thus  confirmed. 

[Rowell,  329^33.] 

(11)  Langston  v8.  Venable. 

JFrmid,  Majority  report  for  contestant;  miiwrity  report  for  con- 
testee.    Contestant  given  tlie  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Haugen;  minority  report  by  Mr.  O'Ferrall. 

Contestant  claimed  that  the  plurality  of  641  votes  returned  for  con- 
testee was  due  to  fraud  and  false  counting  on  the  part  of  the  election 
officers.  A  large  number  of  precincts  were  brought  in  issue,  but  only 
five  were  considered  in  the  reports — the  Third  and  bixth  wards  of  Peters- 
burg and  three  outside  precincts.  The  principal  changes  made  in  the 
vote  were  in  the  two  wards  of  Petersburg,  and  on  them  the  case  turned. 

Outside  of  Petersburg  the  returns  of  one  precinct  had  been  rejected 
entire  b}^  the  county  commissioners  on  account  of  irregularities  in  the 
returns  of  the  Presidential  vote.  The  committee  unanimously  counted 
the  vote  of  the  precinct  for  Congress.  The  return  from  another  pre- 
cinct was  not  signed  or  certified,  and  no  testimony  was  oflFered  to  show 
its  correctness.  The  majority  of  the  committee  stated  that  this  pre- 
cinct was  attacked  in  the  notice  of  contest,  and  rejected  the  so-called 
return^  The  minority  stated  that  the  precinct  was  not  mentioned  in 
the  notice  of  contest,  and  on  this  account  refused  to  reject  the  return. 
In  another  precinct  new  election  officers,  all  political  opponents  of  con- 
testant, were  appointed  on  the  morning  of  the  election.  The  election 
was  held  in  a  less  commodious  room  than  the  one  usually  used.  At 
noon  an  adjournment  for  dinner  was  had,  and  the  box  left  m  the  room, 
the  door  being  locked.  A  bundle  of  tickets  containing  contestee's 
name  was  on  the  table  near  the  box.  No  friend  of  contestant  was 
allowed  to  witness  the  count.  The  clerks  of  the  election  had  gone  out 
of  the  room  at  the  close  of  the  polls,  and  on  returning  had  difficulty  in 
gaining  admission.  During  their  absence  the  ballots  had  been  taken 
out  of  the  box  and  arranged  on  the  table  in  separate  piles  for  the  three 
candidates.     There  were  found  to  be  "IkS  more  ballots  than  persons  vot- 
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ing  (in  a  total  vote  of  about  200),  and  the  ballots  were  returned  to  the 
box  and  the  excess  drawn  out  by  a  blindfolded  judge.  One  of  the 
judges  of  election  swore  to  the  honesty  of  the  count,  and  explained 
the  change  in  the  election  oflScers  and  the  delay  in  admitting  the  clerks. 
The  majority  concluded  that  these  circumstances  were  suflicient  to  call 
for  the  rejection  of  the  return.  The  minority  held  that  the  excess  of 
ballots  was  not  sufficient  proof  of  fraud,  ana  that  the  other  circum- 
stances said  to  be  suspicious  were  satisfactorily  explained;  and  in  any 
case  the  whole  return  ought  not  to  be  rejected,  as  the  utmost  advantage 
contestant  could  claim  would  be  to  have  counted  for  himself  the  high- 
est number  of  votes  estimated  by  his  followers  to  have  been  cast  f or 
him. 

In  the  Third  Ward  of  Petersburg  the  returns  gave  contestant  174 
and  contestee  518  votes.  Contestant  claimed  to  nave  proved  by  the 
evidence  of  two  witnesses  that  he  had  in  fact  received  284  instead  of 
174  votes,  thus  showing  the  falsity  of  the  returns.  These  two  wit- 
nesses testified  that  they  stood  at  the  polling  window  all  day  and  took 
down  the  names  of  all  the  colored  voters  who  voted;  that  284  voters 
voted  an  open  ticket  with  contestant's  name  on  it,  and  that  they  read 
each  of  these  tickets,  saw  them  voted,  and  took  down  the  names  of  the 
voters.  The  lists  were  put  in  evidence  by  contestant,  and  the  com- 
mittee called  attention  to  the  fact  that  none  of  the  voters  whose  names 
appeared  on  them  had  been  called  by  contestee  to  testify  that  they  had 
not  voted  as  claimed  in  the  testimony  of  these  witnesses. 

Contestant  began  taking  testimony  in  this  precinct  twenty-three 
days  before  the  expiration  of  his  time,  in  pui'suance  to  a  notice  con- 
taining the  names  of  292  persons  who,  he  claimed,  would  have  testified 
that  they  voted  for  him.  The  first  two  witnesses,  whose  testimony  is 
noted  above,  were  cross-examined  by  contestee  throughout  the  entire 
twenty-three  days,  and  hence  the  testimony  of  the  individual  voters 
could  not  be  taken.  The  committee  held  that  the  contestee  was  estop- 
ped from  claiming  that  the  testimony  of  the  two  witnesses  was  insuffi- 
cient unless  corroborated  by  that  of  the  individual  voters,  he  having 
by  his  own  act  prevented  the  latter  testimony  from  being  taken.  The 
committee  rejected  the  returns  of  this  ward,  and  counted  only  the 
votes  proved  outside  the  returns. 

The  testimony  in  regard  to  the  Sixth  Ward  was  similar,  except  that 
the  testimony  of  the  individual  voters  was  also  taken.  In  this  ward 
contestant  was  returned  as  receiving  139  votes  and  contestee  352. 
The  officers  of  election  were  all  political  opponents  of  contastant. 
Two  hundred  and  eighty-three  voters  testified  that  they  had  voted  for 
contestant.  Two  witnesses  who  had  stood  at  the  window  and  read  the 
tickets  of  the  voters  testified  that  they  had  seen  377  of  them  vote  for 
contestant,  and  had  kept  a  list  of  the  names.  Six  da3\s  before  the 
expiration  of  his  time  contestant  began  taking  the  testimony  of  149 
voters  named  in  a  notice,  in  addition  to  the  2S3  who  had  already  testi- 
fied. The  fii*st  witness  was  cross-examined  l)y  the  contestee  through- 
out the  entire  six  days,  and  was  then  arrested  at  the  instance  of  con- 
testee's  counsel  on  the  ground  that  he  had  refused  to  testify  in  the 
case.  The  other  voters  named  in  their  notice  were  not  examined. 
The  committee  rejected  the  return  as  fraudulent,  and  counted  for  con- 
testant the  377  votes  proved  to  have  been  cast  for  him. 

At  this  poll  there  were  two  lines  of  voters,  one  composed  of  white 
men  and  the  other  of  colored.  The  colored  registration  book  was 
placed  in  the  hands  of  the  judge  least  familiar  with  the  work,  and 
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there  was  some  delay  in  finding  the  names  of  colored  voters.  Votes 
wei  v  received  from  the  two  lines  alternately.  The  colored  line  bein^ 
much  the  longer,  there  were  still  124  voters  in  it  who  had  not  voted 
when  the  polls  closed.  These  voters  all  deposited  the  tickets  they 
had  intenaed  to  vote  in  a  box  provided  at  tne  instance  of  contestant 
after  the  polls  had  closed.  Nearly  all  of  the  ballots  were  for  contest- 
ant. No  affidavits  were  made  by  the  voters,  no  list  of  their  names 
was  kept,  and  they  were  not  called  as  witnesses.  The  committee  held 
that  under  this  state  of  the  evidence  their  votes  could  not  be  counted 
for  contestant  (for  a  diflFerent  ruling  under  a  different  state  of  facts, 
see  Waddill  vs.  Wise),  but  that,  had  their  nunA)er  been  sufficient  to 
change  the  result,  the  election  should  on  this  account  alone  have  been 
declared  void  and  a  new  election  ordered. 

The  minority  found  that  the  testimony  was  not  sufficient  to  show 
fraud  or  overthrow  the  returns  of  either  of  these  wards.  In  the  Sixth 
Ward  one  of  the  judges  of  election  and  the  United  States  supervisor 
swore  positively  to  the  honesty  of  the  count.  The  story  told  by  the 
two  outside  list  keepers  was  inherently  improbable,  as  it  would  have 
been  a  phvsical  impossibility  for  them  to  stand  all  day  where  they 
claimed  to  liave  stood  and  keep  so  close  a  scrutiny  on  the  vote.  They 
were,  moreover,  contradicted  oy  a  witness  who  said  that  one  of  them 
had  been  away  from  the  polls  two  or  three  times  instead  of  once  as  he 
had  testified,  and  by  a  number  of  witnesses  who  had  not  noticed  them 
at  the  polls  at  all.  The  two  men  who  distributed  the  tickets  for  con- 
testee  did  not  mention  these  list  keepers.  Neither  of  the  ticket  dis- 
tributers could  read  the  tickets  thej^  gave  out,  and  they  only  knew 
their  contents  from  the  fact  that  they  got  them  from  the  leading  man- 
ager of  contestant's  canvass  in  the  district.  The  voters  could  not  read, 
and  could  only  testify  that  they  voted  the  tickets  given  them  by  these 
illitemte  ticket  distributers.  It  would  be  out  of  the  question  to  reject 
a  return  on  such  testimony. 

The  grounds  on  which  it  was  sought  to  throw  out  the  returns  of  the 
Third  Ward  were  still  weaker.  Here  the  testimony  of  the  voters  was 
not  taken  at  all,  and  the  only  testimony  relied  on  was  that  of  the  two 
witnesses  who  claimed  that  they  saw  a  much  larger  number  of  tickets 
voted  openlv  for  contestant  than  was  returned  for  him.  Three  wit- 
nesses testified  that  these  two  men  were  not  present  so  continuously  as 
they  claimed  to  have  been,  and  that  it  would  have  been  impossible  for 
them  to  have  scrutinized  the  ballots  of  the  voters  in  the  manner  claimed 
in  their  testimony.  A  United  States  supervisor  testified  to  the  fairness 
of  the  election  and  count.  The  importance  of  the  testimony  of  these 
witnesses  justified  a  most  thorough  cross-examination,  and  the  attempt 
on  the  part  of  the  contestant  to  strengthen  the  testimony  of  these  wit- 
nesses by  claims  of  what  he  would  have  shown  if  he  had  more  time 
was  only  a  confession  of  the  weakness  of  his  testimony. 

The  case  was  fully  debated  and  hotly  contested  in  the  House  (it 
being  under  consideration  most  of  the  time  from  September  6  to  Sep- 
tember 28,  18D0).  The  resolutions  presented  by  the  committee  were 
adopted,  the  first  by  a  vote  of  151  to  1  (the  Speaker  *' counting  a 
quorum"),  and  the  second  without  division,  and  Mr.  Langston  was 
sworn  in.' 

[Rowell,  435-503.] 


*  It  was  in  connection  with  this  caw*  that  the  minority  party  adopted  for  the  first 
time  the  plan  of  withdrawing  in  a  bo<ly  from  the  Hall  of  the  House,  to  avoid  being 
counted  as  part  of  a  quorum. 
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(12)  Miller  vs.  Elliott. 

Fraudulent  refvsal  of  registration  and  exclusion  of  hallots:  hallot- 
box  stuffincf;  etectiim,  and  registration  hmn  xincoixjstitutional.  Majority 
report  f(yr  contestant;  minority  report  for  crmtestee.     Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Rowell;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Wilson. 

On  the  vote  as  returned  contestee  had  a  majority  of  1,355  vot^^s. 
C/ontestant  charged  that  by  the  statutes  of  South  Carolina  and  the 
partisan  manner  of  executing  them  many  voters  possessing  all  the 
constitutional  qualifications  for  voting  were  prevented  from  register- 
ing and  refused  the  right  to  vote.  He  also  charged  that  the  judges  of 
election  in  a  number  of  precincts  repeatedly  shifted  the  ballot  boxes 
for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  the  voters  and  causing  them  to  deposit 
their  ballots  in  the  wrong  boxes,  and  that  by  this  proceeding,  as  well 
as  by  ballot-box  stuffing  and  other  frauds,  he  was  deprived  of  a  large 
number  of  votes  honestly  cast  for  him  bv  legal  voters.  All  these 
charges  the  committee  found  to  be  sustained  by  the  evidence. 

The  committee  first  reviewed  the  registiution  law  of  the  State,  and 
found  that  it  was  unconstitutional  because  it  was  not  a  reasonable  reg- 
ulation of  the  right  to  vote,  but  was,  under  the  pretense  of  regulation, 
an  abridgment,  subversion,  and  restraint  of  that  right.  Its  unreason- 
able or  restrictive  features  were:  (1)  That  it  did  not  provide  sufficient 
facilities  for  registration,  and  left  to  the  registering  officer  a  danger- 
ous discretion;  (2)  that  it  attjiched  the  penalty  of  permanent  disfran- 
chisement for  failing  for  any  cause  to  register  for  the  first  election  at 
which  the  citizen  would  be  entitled  to  vote  if  registered;  (8)  that  it 
affixed  a  like  penalty  for  parting  with  or  destroying  a  registration 
certificate;  (4)  that  all  applications  for  transfer  or  renewal  of  certifi- 
cates must  be  made  at  the  county  seat  of  the  county  where  the  original 
certificate  was  issued;  (5)  that  when  the  board  of  appeals  had  decided 
against  an  applicant  for  registration  he  might  appeal,  but  must  give 
notice  in  writing  within  five  days  and  commence  proceedings  in  court 
within  ten  days  thereaft<3r.  This  was  a  special  remedy  witn  a  fifteen 
days'  statute  of  limitations;  (♦>)  that  the  supervisor  was  given  arbitrary 
power  to  strike  names  from  the  registry  list  without  posting  the  names 
and  without  notice  to  anybody.  In  addition  to  the  difficulties  thrown 
by  the  law  in  the  way  of  registration,  the  committee  found  that  the 
manner  of  executing  it  was  such  as  to  make  it  still  more  difficult  and 
often  impossible  for  persons  politically  opposed  to  the  registering 
officer  to  secure  registration. 

The  minority,  without  entering  into  a  detailed  examination  of  the 
law,  held  generally  that  its  provisions  were  reasonable  and  constitu- 
tional, and  that  tliere  was  nothing  in  the  testimony  indicating  that  it 
was  executed  in  a  partisan  or  illegal  manner. 

The  issue  in  which  the  most  votes  were  involved,  and  on  which  the 
case  chiefly  turned,  was  the  (juestion  of  counting  a  large  numl)er  of 
ballots  for  contestant  found  in  the  boxes  intended  for  the  reception  of 
ballots  for  Presidential  electors.  Under  the  law  of  the  Stite  the  boxes 
for  State  officers  and  those  for  Federal  officers  were  presided  over  by 
diflFerent  sets  of  election  officers,  and  the  elections  were  often  held  at 
different  places.  At  the  State  election  poll  six,  and  sometimes  seven, 
boxes  were  required  to  be  used;  at  the  Fedeml  poll  two.  The  boxes 
were  required  to  be  labeled  in  plain  roman  letters,  and  the  voter  was 
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required  to  deposit  his  own  ballots  in  the  boxes.  No  ballot  found  in 
the  wrong  box  eould  be  counted.  The  judges  were  required,  on 
demand,  to  road  the  names  on  Jbhe  boxes.  An  inclosure  was  to  be 
'^  railed  off  or  otherwise  provided."  No  person  except  the  voter  in  the 
act  of  voting  was  permitted  inside  the  inclosure,  and  no  one  except  the 
officers  of  election  was  permitted  to  speak  to  the  voter  while  m  the 
inclosure.  • 

The  inclosures  provided  were  generally  close  fences,  which  shut  oflf 
the  view  from  the  outside.  Large  numbers  of  the  voters  for  contestant 
could  not  read,  and  were  consequently  obliged  to  rely  on  the  position 
of  the  boxes  to  know  in  which  box  to  deposit  their  ballots.  Tne  man- 
agers in  many  precincts  shifted  the  position  of  the  ballot  boxes  from 
time  to  time,  with  the  result  that  large  numbers  of  tickets  were  depos- 
ited in  the  wrong  boxes.  One  of  the  managers  testified  that  he  shifted 
the  boxes  for  the  purpose  of  "carrying  out  the  spirit  of  the  law,  and 
testing  the  intelligence  of  the  voters.'^  Another  testified  that  he  did 
it  in  order  to  defeat  the  illegal  action  of  the  United  States  supervisors 
in  surreptitiously  sending  out  notes  stating  the  relative  positions  of  the 
boxes.  All  the  election  officers  throughout  the  district  were  political 
partisans  of  contestee,  the  governor  having,  upon  application,  refused 
to  accord  to  the  party  of  contestant  the  right  of  representation  on  the 
boards. 

The  committee  held  that  this  provision  of  the  election  law  was  prac- 
tically an  educational  cjualification,  and  such  qualification  being  for- 
bidden by  the  constitution  of  the  State,  the  law  was  unconstitutional. 
The  provision  that  the  election  officers  should  read  the  labels  on  the 
boxes  was  easih^  evaded  and  of  no  practical  effect,  as  there  was  no 
requirement  that  they  should  in  any  wav  designate  the  boxes  while 
reading,  or  read  the  labels  in  any  particular  oraer.  The  practice  of 
shifting  the  ballot  boxes  was  not  expressly  forbidden  by  the  law,  but 
it  was  avowedly  done  for  the  fraudulent  purpose  of  deceiving  the  vot- 
ers and  caasing  them  to  cast  their  ballots  in  the  wrong  boxes.  The 
act  was  made  fraudulent  by  its  fi-audulent  purpose. 

In  the  various  precincts  of  the  district  contestant  sustained  a  net  loss 
of  1,049  votes,  which  were  cast  in  the  wrong  boxes  as  a  result  of  this 
conduct  of  the  judges  and  were  destroyed  by  them.  The  United 
States  supervisoi*s  present  at  every  poll  testified  to  the  number  of 
ballots  thus  destroyed  for  each  candidate,  and  on  their  testimony  the 
committee  counted  for  contestant  1,000  additional  votes. 

The  minority  held  that  the  provisions  of  the  law  were  constitutional 
and  salutary,  and  that  the  shifting  of  the  ballot  boxes  was  a  proper 
proceeding.  The  law  contained  many  features  of  the  "Austmlian 
system,"  and  served  much  the  same  purpose.  Its  purpose  was  to 
carry  out  the  provision  of  the  constitution  of  the  State  protecting  the 
voter  from  ''an  undue  influence  from  power,  bribery,  tumult,  or 
improper  conduct."  It  provided  that  the  voter  should  Ixi  separated 
from  all  others  while  voting,  should  deposit  his  own  ballots  in  the 
boxes,  and  that  he  should  receive  any  information  he  desired  from  the 
election  officers  alone.  If  the  law  was  being  violated  by  the  reception 
of  information  by  the  voters  from  others  than  the  flection  officers;  "if 
the  wise  provisions  of  this  law  were  being  interfered  with  and  ren- 
dered nugatory  by  any  outsider  at  any  poll;  or  if  it  came  under  the 
observation  or  those  selected  to  supervise  the  execution  of  this  law 
that  its  letter  or  intention  or  spirit  was  being  violated,  we  submit  it 
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was  the  duty  of  the  managers  to  shift  the  boxes  or  perform  any  other 
legal  act  to  subserve  its  proper  execution." 

The  evidence  by  which  the  number  of  votes  thiis  lost  was  sought  to 
be  shown  was  inconclusive,  consisting  chiefly  of  the  memory  of  the 
United  States  supervisors,  assisted  by  leading  questions  from  con- 
testant's counsel.  The  proposition  to  count  for  contestant,  in  violation 
of  the  State  law,  1,000  votes  cast — if  cast  at  all — in  the  wrong  boxes 
could  not  be  sustained  by  any  principle  of  law  or  reason. 

In  seven  precincts  the  committee  found  that  the  ballot  boxes  had 
been  stuflFed  in  the  interest  of  contestee.  Under  the  law  of  the  State 
if  more  ballots  were  found  in  the  boxes  than  there  were  names  on  the 
poll  list  it  was  the  duty  of  one  of  the  judges,  blindfolded,  to  di-aw  out 
the  excess  of  ballots.  In  each  of  these  precincts  there  was  an  excess, 
in  one  case  of  nearly  400  votes,  and  in  the  other  cases  of  from  75  to 
100.  The  law  in  regard  to  "purging"  the  boxes  had  been  complied 
with. 

The  committee  held  that  the  fact  of  the  existence  of  so  large  an 
excess  of  ballots  was  proof  that  the  boxes  had  been  stuffed  by  some 
one.  That  they  must  have  been  stuffed  in  the  interest  of  contestee 
was  proved  in  every  case  but  one  by  the  testimony  of  a  much  larger 
number  of  voters  than  were  returned  as  voting  for  contestant,  who 
testified  that  they  had  voted  for  him.  In  three  precincts,  including 
the  one  where  the  voters  were  not  called  as  witnesses,  there  was  evi- 
dence indicating  that  the  managers  of  election  placed  the  excess  of 
ballots  in  the  box.  In  two  of  these  cases  the  managers,  who  were  all 
partisans  of  contestee,  refused  to  exhibit  the  inside  of  the  box  to  the 
United  States  supervisor  or  the  voters  present  at  the  opening  of  the 
polls,  as  requirea  by  the  law,  alleging  that  the  polls  had  been  already 
opened  and  votes  received,  though  no  proclamation  had  been  made 
and  no  opportunity  given  for  voting.  In  the  third  case  the  boxes 
were  emptied  on  the  heads  of  barrels  standing  behind  a  counter,  where 
the  United  States  supeiTisor  had  not  been  permitted  to  go  during  the 
day.  More  votes  were  found  in  the  piles  of  ballots  thus  made  than 
had  been  voted  by  the  voters. 

The  committee  held  that  the  statute  for  "  purging"  the  ballot  box 
had  been  provided  for  mistakes  and  not  for  frauds.  The  boxes  in 
each  of  these  cases  having  been  proved  to  have  been  fraudulently 
stuflFed,  the  legal  course  would  be  to  exclude  the  entire  returns  and 
count  only  sucn  votes  as  were  proved  aliunde.  But  contestant  having 
in  the  claims  of  his  original  brief  conceded  to  contestee  all  the  votes 
in  each  of  these  precincts  not  proved  to  have  been  cast  for  himself, 
and  it  being  now  only  a  question  of  the  size  of  contestant's  majority, 
and  not  of  the  result  of  the  election,  the  committee  counted  the  vote 
according  to  the  statements  in  contestant's  brief.  According  to  this 
method  of  counting  contestant  was  shown  to  have  a  majority  of  757 
votes.  According  to  the  strictly  legal  method  his  majority  would  be 
1,448. 

The  minority  held  that  the  testimony  in  all  these  cAses  Was  insuffi- 
cient. The  mere  fact  of  the  excess  of  ballots  was  not  sufficient  cause 
for  the  rejection  of  the  returns,  as  the  law  of  the  State  providing  for 
such  contingencies  had  been  strictly  followed.  There  was  no  proof 
that  the  boxes  had  been  stuflfed  by  the  managers,  and  in  the  case  of  the 
largest  excess  there  were  grounds  for  believing  that  it  had  been  done 
by  the  voters  for  contestant;  one  or  more  of  the  managers  in  each  pre- 
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cinct  testified  to  the  honesty  of  the  election;  some  of  the  testimony  for 
contestant  was  impeached;  and  the  testimony  by  which  the  amount  of 
excess  was  sought  to  be  shown  was  inconclusive,  and  in  one  case  con- 
flicting. No  suflicient  foundation  for  calling  the  votei's  themselves  was, 
in  most  of  the  cases,  laid  by  first  overthrowing  the  presumption  of  the 
correctness  of  the  returns.  Large  numbers  of  the  voters  called  as 
witnejBscs  for  contestant  could  not  read,  and  could  not  know  with  cer- 
tainty for  whom  they  voted.  Part  of  the  testimony  in  chief  was  taken 
during  the  time  for  rebuttal,  and  part  of  it  was  taken  without  notice. 

The  case  was  not  debated.  The  resolutions  presented  bv  the  com- 
mittee were  adopted  by  a  vote  of  157  to  1  (on  division,  the  Speaker 
"counting  a  quorum",)  and  Mr.  Miller  was  sworn  in. 

[Rowell,  605-580.] 

(13)  Goodrich  vs.  Bulix)ck. 

llhgal  refusal  of  registration  and  rejection,  of  votes;  stealing  of  ballot 
hoxes;  a  fid  fraud.  Majority  report  for  amtifStant;  inijwTity  report  foi* 
contestee.     No  action  hy  the  House, 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Rowell;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Maish. 

On  the  face  of  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  8,195  votes. 
The  committee  found  that  this  majority  was  overcome  and  a  majority 
shown  for  contestant  by  counting  for  him  the  votes  of  a  large  number 
of  qualified  voters  who  tendered  their  votes  to  the  oflScers  of  election 
and  were  illegally  refused  the  right  to  vote,  by  counting  ballots  illegally 
rejected  on  uie  ground  that  they  had  distinguishing  marks  on  them, 
and  by  counting  the  votes  provea  te  have^  been  cast  in  certain  precincts 
where  the  ballot  Ijoxes  had  been  stolen,  or  for  other  reasons  no  returns 
had  been  made. 

Under  the  law  of  Florida  voters  were  required  to  be  registered  to 
entitle  them  to  vote.  The  registration  was  a  permanent  one,  but  in 
1887,  under  a  new  law,  a  new  registration  had  oeen  made.  A  certifi- 
cate of  registration  was  given  to  each  voter,  and  if  his  name  for  any 
reason  did  not  appear  on  the  registry  list  in  the  hands  of  the  judges 
this  certificate  was  evidence  of  his  right  to  vote.  Voters  changing 
their  residence  could  procure  transfer  certificates,  and  if  the  change 
was  from  one  precinct  to  another  they  could  not  vote  without  such 
transfers. 

The  committee  found  that  this  law  had  been  so  executed  by  many 
of  the  registering  officers  as  to  deprive  large  numbers  of  qualified 
voters  of  their  votes,  and  also  that  l)y  misinterpretations  of  the  law 
the  election  officers  had  deprived  many  more  voters  of  their  votes. 
''The  misconduct  of  registering  oflSccrs  consisted  in  unlawfully  strik- 
ing from  the  books  large  numbers  of  duly  registered  voters;  in  refusing 
or  neglecting  to  restore  the  names  ordered  to  be  restored  by  county 
commissioners;  in  keeping  their  oflSces  closed  on  days  of  registration;  in 
unreasonably  delaying  applicants;  in  unlawfully  requiring  colored  appli- 
cants to  prove  their  places  of  residence  by  white  witnesses  known  to 
the  registering  oflScers;  in  unlawfully  refusing  or  neglecting  to  make 
transfers  on  due  application;  in  furnishing  unequal  facilities  for  regis- 
tration as  between  their  party  friends  and  their  party  opponents;  and 
in  fraudulently  registering  persons  not  qualified.  By  these  means  many 
voters  were  prevented  from  being  registered,  and  many  others  who  had 
been  registered  were  struck  from  the  lists.     The  election  officers  refused 
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their  vote«  when  tendered.  The  election  officers  in  many  places 
rejected  the  votes  of  persons  whose  names  appeared  on  the  list,  but 
who  did  not  present  registration  certificates,  and  also  of  persons  whose 
names  had  been  struck  from  the  list,  but  who  did  present  registration 
certificates.  Under  the  law  either  evidence  was  sufficient.  They  also 
refused  the  votes  of  voters  who  had  changed  their  residence  within 
the  voting  precincts  without  procuring  transfers.  All  such  votes  were 
counted  by  the  committee,  and  390  of  them,  in  regard  to  which  the 
ininorit}^  found  the  evidence  to  be  sufficient,  were  counted  by  the 
minority.  The  committee  also  counted  the  votes  of  a  large  number  of 
voters  who  had  been  prevented  from  registering  by  the  action  of  the 
registering  officers  or  whose  names  had  been  illegally  struck  from  the 
lists  and  who  tendered  their  votes.  The  minority  did  not  count  this 
class  of  votes,  with  a  few  exceptions,  holding  that  there  was  not  suffi- 
cient proof  of  misconduct  on  tne  part  of  the  election  officers,  and  that 
in  most  cases  the  voters  had,  through  ignorance,  failed  to  perform  all 
the  acts  necessary  to  make  them  voters  under  the  law.  The  evidence 
of  the  qualifications  of  these  voters  the  minority  held  to  be  in  most 
cases  inconclusive,  and  in  many  cases  the  evidence  of  their  number 
was  inadmissible  or  insufficient.  Detailed  statements  of  these  votes 
were  given  in  both  reports.  A  large  number  of  ballots,  nearly  all  for 
contestant,  had  been  rejected  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not  in  the 
form  provided  by  the  statute.     The  statute  was  as  follows: 

The  voting  shall  be  by  ballot,  which  ballot  shall  be  plain,  white  paper,  clear  and 
even  cut,  without  ornaments,  desif^nation,  mutilation,  symbol,  or  mark  of  any  kind 
whatever,  except  the  name  or  names  of  the  person  or  persons  voted  for  and  the 
office  to  which  such  person  or  persons  are  intended  to  be  chosen,  which  name  or 
names  and  office  or  officers  shall  be  written  or  printed,  or  partly  written  and  partly 
printed,  thereon  in  black  ink  or  with  black  pencil,  and  such  ballot  shall  be  so  folded 
as  to  conceal  the  name  or  names  thereon,  and  so  folded  shall  be  deposited  in  a  1m)x 
to  be  constructs,  kept,  and  disposed  of  as  hereinafter  provided,  and  no  ballot  of 
any  other  description  found  in  any  election  box  shall  be  counted. 

Under  this  statute  the  committee  counted  votes  which  had  been 
rejected  for  the  following  reasons:  An  extremely  small  asterisk, 
printed  in  the  lower  comer  of  the  ticket;  names  "scratched"  in  red 
or  pui*ple  ink;  slight  specks  on  the  paper;  a  printer's  dash  in  a  place 
where  no  person  was  named  for  an  office;  printer's  dashes  separating 
the  names  on  the  ticket;  the  name  pf  a  candidate  for  justice  of  the 
peace  written  in  with  red  pencil;  and  pencil  marks  on  the  tickets  made 
by  the  judges  in  pushing  them  into  the  boxes  with  a  pencil.  The 
minority  agreed  in  countmg  ail  these  votes  except  those  on  which  red 
ink  or  pencil  had  been  used,  in  direct  violation  of  the  terms  of  the 
statute.  The  committee  counted  those  where  the  red  ink  had  l)cen 
used,  in  spite  of  the  statute,  on  the  ground  that  this  being  the  pnly 
ink  to  be  had  in  the  only  store  in  the  place  itw  use  was.  in  a  manner, 
pompulsor^'. 

In  one  county  no  registration  had  been  had,  the  governor  having 
failed  to  appoint  a  supervisor  of  registration.  The  election  had  been 
held  under  the  old  registration;  no  harm  appeared  to  have  been  done, 
and  the  committee  unanimously  counted  the  vote. 

In  Madison  County  the  ballot  boxes  in  several  precincts  had  been 
stolen  bv  a  band  of  armed  men  on  the  evening  of  tne  election,  and  in 
some  others  the  election  officers  refused  to  count  the  votes  on  various 
grounds.  Testimony  wjis  offered  to  show  the  votes  cast,  and  the  com- 
mittee counted  the  votes  according  to  this  testimony.     The  minority 
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found  that  the  testimony  was  not  sufficient  to  show  conclusively  the 
votes  cast,  being  in  some  cases  based  on  memory,  in  others  on  esti- 
mates, and  in  others  on  counts  of  the  ballots  made  after  the  boxes  had 
been  exposed  to  the  possibility  of  being  tampered  with.. 

Under  the  findings  of  the  minority  only  part  of  the  majority  of  con- 
testee  was  overcome;  under  those  of  the  committee  it  was  all  overcome 
and  a  majority  of  337  shown  for  contestant.  The  case  was  not  reached 
by  the  House. 

[Rowell,  581-629,] 

(14)  McGiNNis  vii.  Alderson. 

Omjliet  as  to  nuijority  mi  face  of  returns^  and  cJuxrges  of  illegal 
votea.  Majority  report  jiyr  contestant;  minority  reprn't  for'  contestee, 
N(p  act i mi  hy  the  Iloase, 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Lacey;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Outhwaite. 

The  governor  of  West  Virginia  declared  the  result  of  the  election  in 
this  district  and  issued  the  certificate  to  Alderson  on  the  basis  of  the 
returns  from  all  the  counties  except  Kanawha,  omitting  the  latter 
i-eturn  on  account  of  a  writ  of  certio7*ari  awarded  by  the  circuit  court 
of  Kanawha  County  on  the  petition  of  contestee,  suspending  the  judg- 
ment and  decision  of  the  board  of  county  canvassers.  Excluding  this 
county,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  about  1,300,  but  counting  it 
according  to  the  returns  based  on  the  original  count  and  forwarded  to 
the  governor,  contestant  had  a  majority  of  16  votes.  Counting  it 
according  to  the  results  of  recounts  had  on  petition  of  contestee,  con- 
testee would  have  a  majority  of  7  votes. 

The  committee  held  that  contestant  having  a  majority  on  the  face  of 
the  returns  as  forwarded  to  the  governor,  he  should  have  received  the 
certificate,  and  on  the  contest  the  burden  of  proof  shifted  to  contestee. 
The  certificate,  based  on  the  vote  of  only  a  part  of  the  district,  gave 
contestee  no  advantage  as  to  burden  of  proof. 

By  a  mistake  in  writing  the  figures  or  in  footing  contestant  was 
credited  with  512  votes  in  Boone  County.  The  tally  sheet  and  the 
evidence  of  three  witnesses  showed  that  the  vote  was  521.  This  would 
increase  contestant's  majority,  previous  to  the  elimination  of  illegal 
votes,  to  25. 

The  committee  held  that  the  ballots  in  the  two  precincts  in  Kanawha 
County,  where  the  greatest  change  in  favor  of  contestee  was  found, 
had  not  l)een  presei^ved  in  accordance  with  the  law  or  with  sufficient 
care  to  render  the  recount  trustworthj\  In  the  other  precincts  of  the 
county  the  changes  (of  1  or  2  votes  in  a  precinct)  were  equally 
against  both  parties,  but  in  these  two  precincts  a  change  of  34  votes 
was  made  against  contestant.  The  law  required  the  packages  contain- 
ing the  ballots  to  be  sealed  by  the  judges  of  election  on  the  completion 
of  their  count,  but  neither  of  these  packages  was  effectively  sealed. 
In  one  case  an  attempt  had  been  made  to  seal  the  package  with  muci- 
lage, but  it  was  carried  seveiul  miles  to  the  county  cleilc's  office  in  a 
bag  thrown  across  a  horse's  back,  and  in  the  clerk's  office  it  was  kept 
over  the  storm  door,  from  which  it  was  several  times  thrown  down  to 
the  stone  floor.  When  it  was  recounted  it  was  found  that  the  seal  had 
broken  or  had  never  adhered.  The  ballots  from  the  other  precinct 
were  forwarded  in  a  cracker  lx)x,  sealed  on  the  top.  After  the  recount 
it  was  noticed  that  one  of  the  boards  on  the  bottom  of  the  box  was 
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split,  and  there  were  marks  apparently  made  by  a  sharp  instrument 
used  to  pull  off  the  board.  One  of  the  employees  of  the  clerk's  office 
had  formerly  been  in  the  penitentiary,  and  was  a  man  of  intemperate 
habits  and  bad  chaiucter.  He  had  been  at  work  in  the  office  alone  for 
some  time  one  evening  during  the  time  that  the  box  was  there.  There 
was  conflicting  testimony  tending  to  show  suspicious  actions  on  his 
part  during  that  time.  The  recount  in  one  of  the  precincts  wtts  also 
impeached  by  contestant  calling  143  witnesses  who  testified  that  they 
voted  for  him,  though  the  recount  only  showed  138.  The  committee 
held  that  these  circumstances  were  sufficient  to  destroy  all  certaint}^ 
that  the  ballots  recounted  were  the  same  and  in  the  same  condition  as 
those  originally  counted.  Without  such  certainty  the  original  count 
must  stand  in  preference  to  the  recount. 

The  minority  held  that  the  recount  of  these  precincts  should  stand. 
The  breaking  of  the  seal  in  one  of  these  packages  was  sufficiently 
accounted  for  by  the  manner  of  its  transmission  and  han(?ling.  The 
marks  on  the  bottom  of  the  box  in  the  other  case  were  not  shown  not 
to  have  existed  before  the  ballots  were  placed  in  it,  and  probably  did 
so  exist,  as  it  was  a  custom  of  the  trade  to  sample  the  cakes  originally 
contained  in  the  box  from  the  bottom,  and  similar  marks  were  found 
on  another  box  procured  from  the  same  place  as  this  one.  The  origi- 
nal count  in  these  precincts  was  conducted  in  such  a  way  as  to  make 
mistakes  probable.  In  one  of  the  precincts  over  a  thousand  votes  were 
cast,  and  the  count  lasted  several  days  and  nights.  Pait  of  the  time 
the  light  was  poor  and  most  of  the  judges  were  old  men  with  poor 
eyesignt  and  unaccustomed  to  such  work.  The  recounts  were  regu- 
larly conducted  under  the  provisions  of  the  law,  there  was  nothing  to 
indicate  that  the  ballots  had  been  tampered  with,  and  the  result  of  the 
recount  should  be  accepted.  The  minority  also  held  that  the  proof  of 
the  alleged  mistake  in  boone  County  was  insufficient. 

Contestant  asked  that  two  or  three  precincts  be  thrown  out  on  the 
ground  that  the  officers  of  election  were  not  sworn.  One  of  these  had 
not  been  counted  by  the  county  commissioners  under  the  mandatory 
provision  of  the  State  law  forbidding  them  to  count  such  precincts. 
Contestee  claimed  that  this  law  was  unconstitutional.  While  it  was 
mandatory  in  terms,  the  committee  refrained  from  passing  on  the 
question  of  whether  it  should  be  construed  to  be  mandatory  or  direct- 
ory and  of  its  constitutionality,  and  counted  the  votes  of  these 
precincts. 

Illegal  votes  were  charged  by  both  parties,  but  much  the  larger 
number  of  charges  was  by  contestee.  The  committee  found  that  most 
of  the  charges  of  contestee  were  not  sustained.  The  illegal  votes 
charged  were  mostly  those  of  colored  mine  employees,  and  the  charge 
was  that  they  had  not  been  in  the  State  long  enough  to  have  acquired 
the  right  to  vote.  The  testimony  against  them  was  mostly  "^whole- 
sale;" that  is,  the  same  witness  would  testify  as  to  the  illegality  of  a 
large  number  of  votes.  The  committee  found  the  testimony  of  many 
of  these  witnesses  to  be  discredited  by  proof  that  some  of  the  voters 
testified  to  bv  them  were  legal  voters.  This  weakened  their  testimonv 
in  regard  to  othere.  Some  of  the  witnesses  were  also  discredited  by 
the  fact  that  they  had  been  officers  of  election,  and  had  consented  to 
the  acceptance  of  the  votes  of  the  same  voters  to  whose  disqualification 
they  testified.  Much  of  the  testimony  was  based  upon  declarations 
made  by  the  voters  after  the  election,  and  was  hence  incompetent. 
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Much  of  it  was  also  based  on  the  pay  rolls  and  time  books  of  the  coal 
companies,  but  the  insufficiency  of  this  sort  of  testimony  was  shown 
by  proof  that  some  voters  had  been  residents  for  a  longer  time  than 
these  pa}"  rolls  indicated.  Making  allowance  for  these  circumstances, 
the  committee  found  that  proof  sufficient  to  overturn  the  presumption 
of  legality  arising  from  tne  reception  of  the  votes  by  the  officers  of 
election  had  been  offered  to  show  13  votes  illegallv  cast  for  contestant 
and  16  for  contestee.  Eliminating  these  would  leave  contestant  a 
majority  of  30. 

The  minority  held  that  a  very  much  larger  number  of  illegal  votes 
had  been  proved  against  contestant  than  against  contestee.  Of  the 
361  votes  attacked  by  contestee  the  committee  had  only  found  13  ille- 

1,  while  of  the  50  attacked  by  contestant  they  had  found  16  illegal, 
he  minority  believed  that  a  fair  examination  of  the  evidence  would 
show  illegal  votes  on  each  side  more  in  proportion  to  the  number  of 
charges  made  and  the  amount  of  testimony  taken.  The  circumstances 
were  such  as  to  render  it  extremely  probable  that  more  illegal  votes 
would  be  cast  for  contestant  than  for  contestee.  The  precincts  where 
illegal  votes  were  charged  were  close  to  the  Virginia  line.  Coal  mines 
had  recently  been  opened  in  them,  and  were  being  worked  by  negro 
miners,  all  of  whom  nad  come  from  outside  of  the  State,  mostW  from 
Virginia.  They  were  extremely  migratory,  and  lived  where  they  could 
find  work.  All  of  them  lived  in  houses  belonging  to  the  coal  compa- 
nies, and  could  only  live  in  these  precincts  by  being  employed  by 
these  companies.  They  were  all  Republicans,  and  voted,  if  they 
voted  at  all,  for  contestant.  Very  few  of  them  were  taxed  in  West 
Virginia,  and  many  of  them  had  families  in  Virginia  and  habitually 
referred  to  that  State  as  ''home."  The  evidence  of  the  payrolls 
and  tax  lists,  and  of  the  employers  of  these  men  was  conclusive  of 
the  length  of  their  residence  in  West  Virginia,  and  where  that  resi- 
dence was  less  than  a  year  the  vote  shoula  be  thrown  out  as  illegal. 
Eliminating  onlj'^  those  most  clearly  proved  would  give  contestee  a 
plui"ality  oi  at  least  174  votes. 

This  case  was  not  acted  on  bv  the  House. 

[Rowell,  631-678.] 

(15)  Clayton  rs.  Breckinridge. 

Ballot'hox  Htealing^  false  count inq,  Majoritij  report  tluit  contestant 
rras  elected  and  that  {on.  account  of  his  death)  the  seat  he  declared  vacant. 
Minority  report  for  contestee.     Seat  d^iclaTed  vacant. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Lacey;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Maish. 

Mr.  Clayton  served  a  notice  of  contest  on  Mr.  BrecTkinridge  and  took 
some  testimony ;  but  while  in  process  of  taking  testimony  in  the  town  of 
Plummerville,  where  the  ballot  box  had  been  stolen  on  the  night  of  the 
election,  he  was  assassinated  by  some  one.  Accusations  were  made  in 
the  newspapers  and  elsewhere  that  the  assassination  was  connected 
with  the  theft  of  the  ballot  box  or  was  in  some  way  a  '*  political  assas- 
sination," and  great  public  attention  was  attracted.  The  contest 
abated  by  the  death  of  Mr.  Clayton,  but  a  resolution  was  passed  by 
the  House  directing  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Elections  to 
appoint  a  subcommittee  to  take  testimony  in  the  case  ''in  regard  to 
the  methods  of  said  election,  to  the  contest,  and  all  events  relating 
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thereto  or  arising  therefrom  after  said  election,  and  as  to  whether  the 
contestant  or  the  contestee,  or  either  of  them,  was  lawfully  elected." 

Acting  under  the  broad  terms  of  this  resolution,  the  subcommittee 
proceeded  to  Arkansas  and  took  testimony  in  regard  to  the  killing  of 
Mr.  Clayton,  and  a  number  of  other  nmrders  and  disturbances  alleged 
to  have  been  connected  with  the  election  or  contest,  as  well  as  the 
question  which  candidate  was  elected.  These  questions  were  discussed 
pro  and  con  in  the  reports  at  great  length  and  with  some  feeling,  but 
as  they  have  no  bearing  on  the  issues  of  the  contest  proper  they  will 
not  be  further  outlineahere. 

On  the  returns  as  made  to  the  governor,  Mr.  Breckinridge  had  a 
majority  of  846  votes.  In  this  was  not  included  the  vote  of  the  Plum- 
merville  box,  which  had  been  stolen  by  armed  men  on  the  evening  of 
the  election  before  the  votes  were  counted.  At  this  box  697  votes  had 
been  cast.  The  subcommittee  took  the  testimonv  of  the  voters  who 
voted  for  each  candidate  at  this  box,  and  counting  these,  Mr.  Breck- 
inridge's majority  was  reduced  to  413.  The  theft  of  the  Plummerville 
box  was  conceded,  and  accepting  the  proof  of  the  vote,  the  minority 
of  the  committee  held  that  Mr.  Breckinridge's  rightful  majority  was 
413.  The  majority  held  that  this  413  majority  was  overcome,  and  a 
majority  shown  for  contestant,  by  testimony  taken  by  the  subcom- 
mittee in  regard  to  four  other  precincts.  In  ea<^h  of  these  precincts  a 
larger  number  of  voters  than  was  returned  as  voting  for  Mr.  Clayton 
was  called  and  testified  to  having  voted  for  him.  The  ballot  boxes, 
with  the  numbered  ballots  of  the  voters,  were  produced,  and  in  the 
four  precincts,  in  addition  to  those  already  counted  as  voting  for  Mr. 
Clayton,  8,  29,  48,  and  62  voters,  respectively,  the  ballots  correspond- 
ing to  whose  numbers  in  the  box  contained  the  name  of  Mr.  Breckin- 
ridge, testified  that  they  had  deposited  ballots  containing  the  name  of 
Mr.  Clayton.  The  committee  took  this  as  evidence  that  the  ballot 
boxes  had  been  stuffed,  and  rejected  the  returns.  There  being  no  proof 
how  many  votes  were  cast  for  Mr.  Breckinridge,  the  only  votes  counted 
in  these  precincts  were  those  proved  by  the  testimony  of  the  voters  to 
have  been  «ist  for  Mr.  Clayton.  Counting  in  this  way  would  give 
Mr.  (Jlayton  a  majority  of  459.  Or,  if  the  returns  were  simply  rejected, 
and  no  votes  counted  for  either  party,  he  would  have  a  majority  of  11. 
The  committee  therefore  recommended  resolutions  declaring  that  Mr. 
Clayton  was  elected,  and  that  on  account  of  his  death  the  seat  be 
declared  vacant. 

The  minority  of  the  committee  arraigned  the  fairness  of  the 
majority,  both  in  the  manner  of  taking  the  testimony  and  in  the  state- 
ments of  the  report.  Quotations  were  made  from  the  committee 
report  to  show  that  the  impre^ssion  had  been  sought  to  be  created  that 
the  majority  of  Mr.  Breckinridge  was  due  to  the  theft  of  the  Plummer- 
ville box,  whereas,  in  fact,  if  all  the  votes  cast  at  that  box  had  been 
for  Mr.  Clayton  it  would  not  have  given  him  a  majority.  The  com- 
mittee had  occupied  less  than  two  weeks  in  taking  testimony,  although 
the  usual  time,  in  an  ordinary  contest  involving  a  narrower  range  of 
inquiry,  was  ninety  days.  Mr.  Breckinridge  claimed  not  to  have  had 
time  to  make  all  his  defense,  and  consented  to  an  adjournment  of  the 
taking  of  testimonv  in  Arkansas  only  upon  the  agreement  that  he 
would  be  permitted  to  call  witnesses  in  Washington.  On  the  return 
of  the  subcommittee  to  Washington  he  had  applied  for  permission  to 
call  the  remainder  of  the  voters  in  the  four  precincts  above  mentioned 
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and  certain  other  specified  witnesses.  This  application  had  been 
refused  by  the  subcommittee,  in  violation,  as  claimed  by  Mr.  Breckin- 
ridge and  the  minority,  of  the  agreement  entered  into  in  Arkansas. 
The  stenographer  had  omitted  to  take  down  the  conversation  in  which 
this  agreement  was  alleged  to  have  been  made,  and  conflicting  versions 
of  it  were  given  by  the  majority  and  minorit}^  of  the  subcommittee. 
On  account  of  all  these  circumstances,  and  because  this  was  not  an 
ordinary  contest  between  parties,  but  an  investigation  conducted  by  a 
committee  of  the  House,  the  minority  held  that  it  would  be  unfair  to 
count  for  Mr.  Clayton  the  votes  said  to  have  been  proved  in  the 
{issailed  precincts  without  also  counting  for  Mr.  Breckinridge  the 
remainder  of  the  votes,  in  regard  to  which  no  testimony  had  been 
taken.  If  this  course  were  followed  the  majority  of  Mr.  Breckinridge 
would  not  be  overcome.  But  the  testimony  by  which  f  mud  was  sought 
to  be  shown  was  untrustworthy.  Most  of  the  voters  testifying  were 
weak  and  ver}^  ignorant.  Those  of  them  who  had  voted  for  Mr. 
Breckinridge  would  perhaps  have  been  afi'aid  to  do  so  except  for  the 
protection  of  a  se(*ret  ballot,  and  when  this  secrecy  was  removed  by 
(•ailing  on  them  to  testify  the  same  causes  would  deter  them  from  tes- 
tifying that  they  had  voted  for  him.  Such  testimony  was  certainly 
not  sufficient  to  oveilhrow  the  oaths  of  all  the  officers  of  election. 

The  case  was  debated  several  days,  and  the  resolutions  presented  by 
the  committee  declaring  the  seat  vacant  were  adopted  })v  a  vote  of 
105  to  62. 

[Rowell,  679-781.] 

(16)  Kernaohan  vf<.  Hooker. 

Pai'twaii  and  illegal  appointinent  of  election  officers^  fraudulent  regis- 
tration^ fahe  count iiuf^  oaUot-hox  stuffing^  interference  with  United 
Sfate^'i  Hupervis(f7'H^  viol^ice^  and  intimidation,  Rep<n't  for  crmtestee. 
Xo  action  lyy  the  Ilimse, 

Report  1))'  Mr.  Rowell. 

The  returns  of  this  election  showed  a  majority'  of  8,491  for  contestee. 
Contestant  sought  to  overcome  this  majority  by  a  charge  of  general 
conspiracy  and  the  commission  of  the  frauds  named  above.  The  com- 
mittee found  that  the  evidence  showed  a  large  amount  of  fraud  of  all  J 
the  sorts  charged,  but  not  enough  to  overcome  all  of  the  majority  of 
contestee  b}^  rejecting  the  returns  of  the  precincts  where  fraud  was  j 
proved  and  restating  the  vote  according  to  the  evidence.                                           I 

It  was  shown  that  the  colored  population  of  the  district  was  about 
twice  that  of  the  white  population,  and  that  the  colored  voters  were  ^ 

nearly  all  Republicans;  that  the  election  officers  in  many  of  the  pre- 
cincts were  all  Democrats,  and  in  the  other  precincts  the  Republican 
inspector  was  illiterate  and  incompetent;  that  in  the  city  of  Jackson 
ana  some  other  places  violent  demonstrations  were  made  the  evening 
before  election  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  the  colored  voters  from  the 
polls;  that  in  part  of  the  district  no  Republican  tickets  were  distributi^d ; 
and  there  was  general  testimony  showing  that  public  sentiment  favored 
carrying  the  election  for  contestee  by  fraud  and  violence  if  necessary. 
The  committee  found  that  the  evidence  justified  throwing  out  the 
returns  of  the  city  of  Jackson  and  fifteen  or  twenty  precincts  in  other 
parts  of  the  district,  and  in  some  case«  counting  votes  for  contestant 
on  proof  aliunde.     In  a  number  of  precincts  a  larger  number  of  voters 
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testified  to  having  voted  for  contestant  than  were  returned  for  him, 
and  in  other  precincts  there  was  other  proof  of  fraud.  But  the  fraud 
not  being  shown  to  have  affected  enough  votes  to  overcome  all  of  the 
majority  returned,  the  committee  recommended  resolutions  declaring 
contestee  elected. 

There  was  no  action  bv  the  House. 

[Rowell,  783-799.] 

(17)  Hill  vfi.  Catchings. 

Conmiracy^  inierferefiice  with  United  Statea  »uj?erviso7's,  and ^ fraud. 
(JoinmHtee  reptn't  for  cfmtestee.  Report  hy  Mr,  Lacey  to  dirlare  the 
seat  'vacant.     No  aeiUm  Iry  the  Houae, 

Majorit}'  report  by  Mr.  Rowell;  dissenting  report  by  Mr.  Lacey. 

The  committee  found  that  while  the  majonty  of  7,011  returned  for 
contestee  was  nmch  larger  than  his  real  majority,  the  testimony  did 
not  show  frauds  suflBcient  to  overcome  the  entire  majority.  The  dis- 
trict contained  about  four  times  as  many  Republican  voters  as  Demo- 
cratic, but  the  Republicans  were  not  entirely  united  nor  properly 
organized.  There  was  evidence,  however,  that  the  party  of  contestee 
would  have  endeavored  to  carry  the  election  b}'  fraud  if  it  could  not 
be  carried  without  it,  and  that  m  a  considerable  number  of  precincts 
fraud  was  resorted  to.  In  some  cases  United  States  supervisors  were 
prevented  from  discharging  their  duties,  and  in  all  such  cases  the  com- 
mittee held  that  the  returns  were  invalidated.  In  most  of  the  pre- 
cincts the  officers  of  election  were  all  Democrats,  in  violation  of  the 
law,  and  where  they  were  not  the  Republican  inspectors  appointed 
were  not  the  ones  recommended  by  the  party  committees,  and  were 
either  entirely  incompetent  or  were  distinisted  by  the  party  they  were 
supposed  to  represent.  The  committee  held  that  these  circumstances 
were  suspicious,  but  that  the  returns  could  not  be  thrown  out  on 
account  of  them  without  further  evidence. 

A  letter  written  by  the  contestee  was  in  evidence,  written  to  the 
chairman  of  the  district  committee  of  his  party  after  the  election,  and 
referring  to  the  taking  of  testimony  in  the  contest,  in  which  occurred 
the  words: 

I  do  not  think  it  would  hurt  at  all  if  one  or  two  of  them  should  disappear.  It  might 
have  a  very  liappy  effec^t  on  Hill,  his  witnesses  and  lawyers. 

The  committee  found  that  this  was  '"a  suggestion  to  hinder  unlaw- 
fully the  taking  of  testimony  in  the  case;"  but,  as  there  was  no  evi- 
dence that  the  suggestion  was  acted  on,  it  could  not  affect  the  result  of 
the  contest.  The  committee  accordingly  recommended  resolutions 
declaring  contestee  elected. 

Mr.  Lacey  filed  a  dissenting  report,  in  which^he  contended  that  the 
law  ought  to  be  that  where  a  successful  candidate,  or  others  with  his 
connivance,  engages  in  fraud,  briberv,  or  intimidation  to  affect  the 
result  of  the  election,  the  election  ought  to  be  declared  void,  even  if  it 
can  not  be  shown  that  the  contestant  was  elected.  In  this  case  the 
existence  of  the  frauds  was  clearly  shown,  and  the  attempt  of  contestee, 
as  shown  in  his  letter,  to  suppress  the  evidence  of  the  frauds  connected 
him  with  their  commission  and  brought  him  within  the  scope  of  the 
above  rule. 

There  was  no  action  by  the  House. 

[Rowell,  801-813.] 
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Committee  (n\  Klecti<mH, 

Mr.  O'Ferrall,  Virginia,  Mr.  Johnstone,  South  Carolina, 

Moore,  Texas,     .  Haugen,  Wisconsin, 

Cobb,  Alabama,  Taylor,  Tennessee, 

Paynter,  Kentucky,  Doan,  Ohio, 

Brown,  Indiana,  Johnson,  Indiana, 

LocKWOOD,  New  York,  Reyburn,  Pennsylvania, 

Lawson,  Georgia,  Clark,  Wyoming, 

Mr.  (tillespie,  Pennsylvania. 

Casen. 

(1)  Alexander  K.  Craig  vh,  Andrew  Stewart,  Permmilvania, 

(2)  Henry  T.  Noyes^^.  Hosea  H.  Rockwell,  Neio  lark. 

(3)  JoBn  B.  Reynolds  vs.  George  W.  Shonk,  Peniia^ylvanHt. 

(4)  John  V.  McDuffie  vs.  Louis  W.  Turpin,  AUibama. 

(5)  Thomas  R.  Greevy  vs.  Edward  Scull,  Pe7i)h*<ylvania. 

(6)  Thomas  K.  Miller  vs.  William  Elliott,  SmUh  Carolina. 

(1)  Craig  vs.  Stewart. 

Illegal  votes.  NorxTe^istered  voters  falling  to  maJce  the  affidavits 
reqidred  hy  Pennsylvanm  law.  Majority  report  for  eontestaiit;  minor- 
ity report  for  sitt/mg  m>ertiber.     Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Brown;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Johnson. 

This  case  involved  some  of  the  technical  questions  discussed  in  the 
case  of  Greevy  vs.  Scull,  below,  but  turned  upon  the  single  question 
of  unregistered  voters,  which  is  the  only  one  discussed  in  either  report. 

According  to  the  returns  the  sitting  member  was  elected  by  a 
plurality  of  123  votes.  Contestant  claimed  that  a  greater  number  of 
votes  than  this  returned  plurality  had  been  cast  for  the  sitting  mem- 
ber by  persons  whose  names  did  not  appear  on  the  register  and  who 
did  not  make  the  affidavits  required  by  law  of  unregistered  persons. 

The  constitution  of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  provided  (article  8) 
that — 

Every  male  citizen  twenty-one  years  of  age  poeseseing  the  following  qualifications 
shall  be  entitled  to  vote  at  all  elections:  ( 1)  He  shall  have  been  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  one  month;  (2)'  he  shall  have  resided  in  the  State  one  year,  or,  if  having 
previously  been  a  qualified  elector  or  native-born  citizen  of  the  State,  he  shall  have 
removed  therefrom  and  returned  within  six  months  immediately  preceding  the 
election;  (3)  he  shall  have  resided  in  the  election  district  where  he  shall  offer 
to  vote  at  least  two  months  immediately  preceding  the  election;  (4)  being  twenty- 
two  years  of  age  or  upward,  he  shall  have  paid  within  two  years  a  State  or  county 
tax  which  shall  have  been  assessed  at  least  two  mouths  and  paid  at  least  one  month 
before  the  election. 

The  registration  law  of  Pennsylvania  (act  approved  January  30, 
1874),  providing  for  a  registration  of  all  the^electors  of  the  State,  con- 
tained, however,  the  clause: 

And  no  man  shall  be  j)ermitted  to  vote  at  the  election  on  that  day  Whose  name 
is  not  on  said  list,  unless  he  shall  make  proof  of  his  right  to  vote  as  hereinafter 
recjuired. 
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The  "proof  required"  was  an  affidavit  from  the  voter  himself  and 
at  least  one  witness,  showing  explicitly  that  the  .voter  had  the  qualili- 
cations  specified  in  the  statute  and  constitution,  which  affidavits  were 
required  to  be  preserved  by  the  election  board  and,  at  the  close  of  the 
election,  filed  with  the  prothonotary,  in  whose  office  they  were  to 
remain  on  file,  subject  to  examination  like  other  election  papers. 

The  courts  of  Pennsylvania  had  decided  that  compliance  with  this 
law  was  mandatory  on  the  voter.  Congress  had  decided  the  question 
both  ways. 

Contestant  sought  to  prove  bv  the  certificates  of  the  various  pro- 
thonotaries  certifying  to  copies  of  all  the  affidavits  on  file  in  their  offices, 
and  by  a  comparison  of  the  registration  and  poll  lists,  showing  a  large 
number  of  names  on  the  poll  lists  which  were  not  included  in  either  the 
registmtion  list  nor  in  the  certified  copies  of  affidavits,  that  these  per- 
sons not  so  included  must  have  voted  without  having  complied  wi^h 
the  law  either  by  registration  or  the  making  of  affidavits.  Contestee 
denied  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  establish  this  conclusion,  and 
contended  that  the  votes  would  not  be  illegal  even  if  the  contention 
were  established. 

It  was  conceded  by  both  sides  that  if  these  votes  were  illegal  a 
sufficient  prepondemnce  of  them  was  cast  for  the  sitting  member  to 
change  the  result  of  the  election.  It  was  conceded  also  that  a  large 
part  of  these  voters  did  in  fact  possess  the  constitutional  qualifications, 
and  that  they  were  not  challenged  at  the  polls,  though  the  law  made  it 
the  duty  of  the  judges  of  election  to  challenge  unregistered  voters. 

The  majority  of  the  committee  held  that  the  absence  from  the 
prothonotary 's  office  of  a  large  number  of  the  affidavits  required  to  be 
there,  especially  when  many  other  affidavits  were  found  there,  was 
sufficient  proof  to  raise  the  j^^hym  f curie  conclusion  that  the  missing 
affidavits  were  never  taken. 

We  insist  that  the  presumption  is  that  if  these  affidavits  had  been  executed  they 
would  have  been  found  where  the  law  provides  they  should  be  filed,  and  that  on  failure 
of  the  officer  to  produce  them  the  burden  of  proof  was  cast  on  the  contestee  to  show 
that  they  were  m  fact  executed.  He  offered  no  evidence?  on  this  point,  and  by  this 
failure  of  the  contestee  the  prima /ffCMJ  case  of  the  contestant  becomes  conclusive. 

The  minority  referred  to  a  number  of  cases  in  which  under  this  and 
similar  laws  it  had  been  held  that  the  possession  of  the  constitutional 
qualifications  established  the  right  to  vote,  which  could  not  be  nega- 
tived by  the  failure  of  some  of  the  election  officers  to  perform  all  of 
their  duty  with  reference  to  securing  the  evidence  of  the  existence 
of  these  q^ualifications;  but  no  definite  ruling  on  this  point  was  stated 
by  the  minorit3\  They  denied,  however,  tnat  the  certificate  of  the 
prothonotary  to  copies  of  the  election  affidavits  on  file  in  his  office  at  a 
certain  date  was  sufficient  evidence  that  no  other  papers  had  ever  Ix^en 
filed,  and  still  le^ss  could  it  establish  the  conclusion  that  no  such  affi- 
davits had  been  made  by  the  voters  at  the  polls.  The  burden  of  proof 
was  on  the  contestant  to  prove  his  whole  case— to  prove  that  the  affi- 
davits were  not  in  fact  made — which  he  had  not  attempt(^d  to  do. 

The  minority  conce<le  that  the  contestant  has  shown  a  sufficient  numl:)er  of  votes 
to  have  l>een  cast  by  nonregistered  j)er8ons  for  the  contestee,  and  counted  for  him  by 
the  electicm  officers,  to  overcome  his  plurality,  but  they  strenuously  deny  that  the 
contestant  has  proved  that  these  persons  failed  to  make  and  procure  affidavits  re- 
quired of  nonresident  [nonrecistered?]  voters,  and  they  doubt  whether  he  is  entitle<l 
to  be  seated  even  if  he  has;  tnat  the  burden  of  proof  is  cm  the  contestant  toestablLsh 
his  claim  and  contest  is  too  plain  to  require  the  citation  of  authority.     Assuming  for 
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sake  of  the  argument  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  seat  in  this  body  if  he  proves  that  non- 
resident [non registered?]  voters  sufficient  in  number  to  overcome  the  plurality  of 
the  contestee  voted  for  the  latter  at  the  said  election  without  having  mme  the  affi- 
davits required  by  law,  it  will  not  suffice  for  him  to  prove  a  part  of  these  facts.  He 
must  establish  his  entire  case,  and  show  affirmatively  that  every  method  whereby 
such  persons  might  have  become  legal  voters  was  n^^lected.  It  is  not  enough  that 
he  has  proven  certain  persons  to  have  voted  for  the  contestee  at  such  election  with- 
out havmg  made  and  furnished  affidavits,  since  such  persons  may  have  been  duly 
registered,  and  hence  possessed  the  rignt  to  vote  without  affidavits;  nor  will  ft 
suffice  for  him  to  show  that  certain  persons  voted  without  having  been  registered, 
since  nonregistered  voters  could  still  enjoy  the  right  of  suffrage  by  making  and  pro- 
ducing affidavits.     *    *    * 

On  the  question  as  to  whether  the  contestant  has  sufficiently  proven  that  no  affi- 
davits were  made  and  produced  by  the  nonregistered  voters  at  this  election,  the 
minority  contend  that  he  has  not.  When  a  person  offering  to  vote  is  challenged  at 
the  polls  no  presumptions  are  indulged  in  favor  of  his  right  to  vote.  He  is  then  and 
there  calle<l  upon  to  furnish  evidence  of  his  qualificiitions  as  an  elector.  But  when 
he  has  once  voted  unchallenged,  and  his  ballot  has  been  depositetl  in  the  ballot  box 
and  counted  and  canvassed  and  a  certificate  of  election  issued  upon  it,  quite  a  differ- 
ent rule  prevails.  Every  reasonable  intendment  should  then  Xye  indulged  in  his 
favor,  ana  his  vote  shoulS  not  be  rejected  upon  teqhnical  presumptions  and  because 
some  degree  t)f  doubt  may  be  thrown  upon  it.  Particularly  is  this  the  case  where  a 
contestant  upon  whom  rests  the  burden  of  proof  and  who  asks  that  the  vote  should 
be  rejects!  rehises  to  make  positive  prooi^^  of  the  voter's  disqualification,  which  it 
appears  it  is  easily  within  his  power  to  do  if  the  voter  in  point  of  fact  had  not  the 
rignt  of  suffrage. 

The  officers  of  election  or  the  voters  should  have  })een  called  to 
show  that  the  affidavits  were  not  in  fact  taken. 

The  contestee  is  not  required  to  prove  that  this  improper  disposition  of  the  affi- 
davits was  actually  made  by  the  return  judge,  for  the  reason  that  the  contestant  has 
the  burden  of  proving  that  the  affidavits  were  not  taken,  and  his  having  merely 
shown  that  they  were  not  filed  in  the  prothonotary's  office  does  not  establish  the 
fact  that  they  were  not  taken. 

The  case  was  fully  debated  in  the  House,  and  the  resolutions  pro- 
posed by  the  minority  were  defeated  by  a  vote  of  57  to  152.  The 
resolutions  of  the  committee  were  then  adopted  without  division,  and 
on  February  26,  1892,  Mr.  Craig  was  sworn  in. 

fStofer,  1-21.  J 

(2)  Notes  v.^.  Rockwell. 

Illegal  vote^;  dutlngidshing  marlc^;  Innhei^y;  unauthorized  recount, 
Majmnty  repm't  for  cmitestantf  mhumty  rejxrrt  foi"  contestee,  Crm- 
tenter  retained  tJie  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  O'Ferrall;  supplementary  report  by  Mr. 
Haugen;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Cobb. 

Under  the  law  of  New  York  the  inspectors  of  election  were  required 
to  make  out  and  sign  three  written  statements  of  the  result,  and  to 
attach  to  these  statements  samples  of  each  of  the  sorts  of  ballots  cast, 
writing  upon  each  the  number  received  like  the  sample.  The  remain- 
ing ballots  were  then  to  be  destroyed. 

In  six  districts  of  four  wards  of  the  city  of  Elmira  there  were  dis- 
crepancies l)etween  the  numbers  written  in  the  body  of  the  returns 
ancf  the  numbers  written  on  the  sample  bollots.  If  the  statements  in 
the  body  of  the  returns  were  received,  contestant  was  elected  by  a  plu- 
rality of  30  votes.  If  the  statements  on  the  sample  ballots  were 
received,  contestee  had  a  plurality  of  15  votes.  The  county  canvassers 
of  Chemung  County  counted  the  statements  on  the  sample  ballots. 
The  matter  was  carried  into  the  State  courts,  and  the  supreme  court. 
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in  special  session,  issued  a  writ  of  peremptory  mandamus  commanding 
the  county  canvassera  to  count  the  vote  according  to  the  face  of  the 
returns.  An  appeal  was  taken  from  this  order,  and  pending  tlie  appeal 
the  State  board  of  canvassers  met,  counted  the  votes  as  indorsed  on 
the  sample  ballots,  and  awarded  the  certificate  of  election  to  Rock- 
well. The  supreme  court,  in  regular  session,  on  appeal,  aflBrmed  the 
action  of  the  court  in  special  session,  and  this  order,  oeing  appealed  to 
the  court  of  appeals,  was  again  affirmed.  The  committee  held  that 
upon  these  facts  contestant  was  wvwayr/c/V  elected,  and  the  burden  of 
proof  was  on  contestee  to  establish  his  title  to  his  seat. 

Your  committee  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  court  of  lat«t  resort  of  a 
State  upon  the  construction  of  a  statute  of  that  State  and  in  a  matter  before  them 
involving  the  construction  of  a  statute  of  that  State  should  be  binding  upon  them, 
and  therefore  they  held  that  under  the  decision  of  the  said  court  of  appeals  affirm- 
ing the  lower  court  Noyes  was  prima  facie  elected  and  was  entitled  to  and  ought  to 
have  been  awarded  the  certificate  of  election,  and  that  the  burden  of  j)roof  was 
shifted  from  Noyes  to  Rockwell,  and  it  was  incumbent  upon  him  (Rockwell)  to 
establish  his  title  to  the  seat  upon  the  full  merits  of  the  case. 

Upon  the  merits  conteatee  sought  to  sustain  the  count  as  written  on 
the  ballots  in  the  six  Rlmira  districts  by  showing  that  it  was  based  on  a 
recount  of  the  Imllots  of  these  districts.  On  the  night  of  the  election 
the  sample  ballots  were  not  attached  to  the  returns  nor  the  ballots 
destroyed,  as  the  law  required,  and  when  the  county  clerk  refused  to 
receive  the  returns  in  this  form  a  part  of  the  board  of  inspectoi*s  met 
and  recounted  the  ballots,  attached  the  samples,  and  wrote  on  them  the 
results  of  the  recount.  The  ballots  recounted  had  no  legal  existence, 
they  were  not  recounted  by  the  full  board  of  inspectors,  and  they  had 
not  been  in  legal  custody  nor  kept  under  any  eflFective  precautions. 
The  committee  rejected  these  recounts.     The  ballots — 

had  no  legal  existence  after  the  board  of  inspectors  dissolved  the  night  of  the  election 
and  the  t^ard  itself  was  functus  officio;  there  was  no  le«il  custodian  nor  dei)o«itory 
of  the  ballots;  they  were  worthless  as  evidence     *    *    * 

Now,  while  we  hold  that  under  the  statutes  of  New  York  there  could  not  lie  a 
legal  recount  of  ballots  in  any  election,  yet,  even  if  it  were  authorized  by  law,  no 
confidence  whatever  could  be  reposed  in  a  recount  of  ballots  which  had  been  kept 
as  the  ballots  were  from  the  time  they  were  counted  on  the  night  of  the  eUH!ti(m  to 
the  recount  made  from  twenty-four  to  forty-eight  hours  thereafter. 

There  were  a  few  illegal  and  improperly  rejected  votes,  and  2 
votes  alleged  to  have  been  bribed,  which  the  committee  corrected 
according  to  the  evidence,  and  found  a  majority  of  6  votes  still, 
remaining  for  contestant.  These  votes  could  only  be  overcome  by 
rejecting  16  ballots  known  as  the  ''Doyle  ballots,"  on  the  disposition 
of  which  the  case  turned. 

In  the  town  of  Waterloo,  Seneca  County,  at  two  neighboring  poll- 
ing places,  the  name  of  Robert  Ikrl,  which  headed  the  list  on  both 
Republican  and  Democratic  ballots  as  candidate  for  justice  of  the 
court  of  appeals,  was  scratched  on  16  Republican  "paster"  ballots, 
and  the  names  of  A,  Doyle,  B.  Doyle,  C.  Doyle,  D.  Doyle,  E.  Doyle, 
F.  Doyle,  G.  Doyle,  H.  Doyle,  1.  Dovle,  J.  Doyle,  K.  Doyle,  L. 
Doyle  (2),  M.  Doyle,  N.  Doyle,  and  T.  Doyle  substituted,  all  written 
in  the  handwriting  of  one  Duncan  McArthur,  a  Republican  committee- 
man. There  was  said  to  be  some  evidence  that  McArthur  had  bribed 
2  voters  who  did  not  vote  these  ''Doyle  ballots,"  and  there  was  printed 
in  the  record  a  deposition  (given  in  JuU  in  the  report)  of  an  obviously 
stupid  or  drunken  witness  who  described  himself  as  "a  little  off"  in 
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his  head,  who  had  a  '' faintest  recollection"  that  his  was  a  Doyle  bal- 
lot, and  who  was  shown  by  the  stenographer's  notes  to  have  said:  "  He 
gave  nie  a  pair  of  pants"  for  his  vote.  Witness  insisted  on  correcting 
this  statement  to  "I  wished  he  did  give  me  a  pair  of  pants,"  and  then 
refused  to  sign  the  testimony  even  as  corrected. 

On  this  testimony  the  contestee  asked  that  the  16  ''Doyle  ballots" 
be  thrown  out  for  bribery,  which  the  committee  ref UvSed  to  do,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  only  this  very  doubtful  deposition  against  one 
of  them  and  no  evidence  at  all  in  regard  to  the  others.  If  the  ballots 
were  to  be  objected  to  as  having  distinguishing  marks,  the  committee 
called  attention  to  testimony  (objected  to,  however,  b}^  contestee  as 
testimony  in  chief  taken  in  time  for  rebuttal)  showing  that  in  one  pre- 
cinct there  were  28  ballotw  cast  for  Rockwell  in  which  there  was  a 
check  mark  in  one  cornier  and  a  figure,  on  some  "5"  and  in  others 
"8,"  on  the  diagonally  opposite  corner. 

Since  these  findings  still  left  contestant  a  majority  of  6  votes,  the 
conniiittee  recommended  resolutions  giving  him  the  seat. 

Mr.  Haugen  assented  to  all  of  the  report,  except  the  statement  that 
2  voters  had  been  bribed  to  vote  for  Koyes.  He  presented  a  siiDple- 
niontary  report  stating  that  there  was  no  evidence  how  they  vot<3. 

Mr.  Cobb  and  Mr.  ijillespie  signed  a  minority  report,  the  conclu- 
sions of  which  secured  the  approval  of  the  House.  They  did  not  dis- 
sent from  the  finding  of  the  committee  in  regard  to  the  recounts,  but 
on  minor  issues  reduced  the  majority  of  contestant  to  4  votes.  They 
then  threw  out  all  the  "  Doyle  ballots"  and  thus  found  a  majority  for 
the  sitting  member.     They  said: 

Jjet  it  t)e  remembered  that  fraud  can  rarely,  if  ever,  be  proved  by  direct  evidence, 
and  that  the  rule  is  that  whenever  a  sufficient  number  of  independent  circumstances 
which  point  to  ita  existence  are  clearly  established  a  prima  facie  case  of  its  existence 
is  made,  and  if  this  case  is  not  met  by  explanation  or  contradiction  it  becomes  con- 
clusive. 

The  circumstances  in  this  case  were:  (1)  the  Doyle  ballots  were 
pasters  which  had  been  written  on  contrary  to  law;  (2)  they  were  so 
marked  as  to  be  identified;  (3)  they  were  all  prepared  by  one  man,  who 
'^was  a  briber  of  voters;"  (4)  one  voter  at  least  and,  as  the  minority 
believed,  two,  were  bribed  to  cast  Doyle  ballots;  and  (6)  the  name 
Doyle  was  fictitious. 

Moreover,  the  ballots  marked  in  this  way  were  in  eontmvention  of 
the  statute  which  provided  that  "  No  voter  shall  place  any  mark  upon 
his  ballot  by  means  of  which  it  can  be  identified  as  the  one  voted  by 
him,"  and  made  violation  of  this  provision  punishable  as  a  misde- 
meanor. The  28  Rockwell  marked  oallots  were  all  marked  alike,  and 
hence  were  not  open  to  the  same  objection.  Moreover,  the  testimony 
in  regard  to  them  was  not  properly  in  the  record. 

This  case  was  very  fully  debated,  and  the  minm^ity  substitute, 
declaring  that  Noyes  was  not  elected,  was  adopted  (April  22,  1892)  by 
a  vote  of  140  to  98.  The  substitute  resolution  declaring  Rockwell 
elected  was  then  adopted  by  a  vote  of  128  to  106.  A  motion  to  recom- 
mit the  case  to  the  committee  to  take  further  testimony  was  defeated 
by  a  v^ote  of  110  to  124,  and  the  resolutions  as  amended  were  adopted 
without  division. 

[Stofer,  23-16.] 
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(3)  Reynolds  r.y.  Shonk. 

Fraxid^  hribery^  and  Intimidation,*  excessive  expenditure  for  earn- 
paign  fund,     Keport  for  sitting  niernhef^  wlw  retained  the  seat. 

Report  b^'  Mr.  Moore. 

According  to  the  returns,  the  sitting  meml>er  was  elected  by  a  plu- 
rality^ of  1,4:84.  Contestant  did  not  claim  the  election  for  himself,  but 
sought  to  impeach  the  title  of  contestee  by  alleging  ''fraud  in  the 
election,  and  bril)ery,  intimidation,  and  corruption  of  voters  *  *  * 
in  erej^  dection  district  in  the  Twelfth  Congressional  district  of  Penn- 
sylvania." Contestee  demurred  to  the  very  vague  notic^e  of  contest 
and  denied  its  allegations. 

The  committee  took  no  formal  action  upon  the  exceptions  filefi  to  the  notice  of 
contest,  nor  j)ronouncecl  their  decision  upon  it,  but  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  notice 
of  contest  in  ite  various  charges  upon  which  there  was  any  testimony  is  too  vague 
and  indefinite,  and  does  not  conform  to  the  act  of  Congress  referred. 

The  committee,  however,  heard  the  whole  case  upon  its  merits.  The 
principal  charge  seemed  to  be  that  Mr.  Shonk  spent  $9,650  in  his  can- 
vass, which  he  admitted,  explaining  specifically  the  purposes  for  which 
it  was  expended.  The  committee  found  that  by  the  testimony  of  *'a 
great  many  prominent  men  and  oflScials  of  both  parties,"  these  sums 
'^were  not  immoderate,  but  rather  in  conformity  to  the  custom  as 
practiced  in  Luzerne  County." 

The  report  was  unanimous,  and  the  resolutions  recommended  con- 
firming tne  sitting  member  in  his  seat  were  passed  on  February  15, 
1893,  without  debate  or  division. 

[Stofer,  47-50.] 

(4)  McDUFFIE   vs.  TURPIN. 

False  counting.  Majority  report  for  contestee;  viiyxority  report  for 
amtestant.      Contestee  retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Lockwood;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Johnson. 

The  issues  and  testimony  in  this  case  were  very  similar  to  those  in 
the  case  between  the  same  parties  in  the  previous  Congress,  and  to 
other  ctises  from  the  same  district  (the  Fourth  Alabama).  According 
to  the  returns  as  canvassed  and  filed  with  the  secretary  of  state,  Tur- 

Sin  received  9,595  votes:  McDuffie  4,931,  and  G.  T.  McCall  8,899. 
IcDuffie  contested,  alleging  that  in  a  large  number  of  precincts  votes 
cast  for  him  were  counted  for  Turpin  or  McCall,  and  that  in  other 
precincts  in  which  he  received  large  majorities  the  returning  officers 
failed  to  deliver  or  the  county  boards  refused  to  canvass  the  returns. 
The  evidence  in  most  cases,  as  in  previous  contests,  was  the  testimony 
of  unofficial  ticket  distributers  and  clerks,  who  gave  out  McDuffie 
tickets  one  at  a  time  to  votei*s,  watched  them  voted,  and  kept  a  list  or 
tally  sheet  of  those  who  voted,  which  list,  when  it  diflFerea  very  i-ad- 
ically  from  the  returns,  and  was  in  accordance  with  the  known  polit- 
ical division  of  the  precinct,  while  the  returns  were  the  reverse  of 
this  division,  he  claimed  was  sufficient  to  establish  the  fraudulent 
chai'acter  of  the  returns  and  to  determine  the  true  vote. 

In  a  number  of  precincts  in  which  elections  were  held,  but  the 
returns  failed  to  Ije  made  or  wefe  not  counted  and  the  evidence  was 
not  contradicted,  the  committee  counted  the  vote  as  shown  by  the  evi- 
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dence.  This  would  add  to  the  vote  of  Turpin  13  votes,  to  that  of 
McDuffie  684  votes,  and  to  McCall  1  vote — a  change  not  sufficient  to 
overcome  the  returned  majority  of  contestee.  In  the  other  precincts, 
in  which  returns  were  made  and  counted,  the  committee  refused  to 
disturb  them. 

It  is  a  well-established  rule  of  law  that  the  best  evidence  should  be  produced  if 
possible  to  produce  the  same.  In  this  case'  it  was  within  the  power  of  the  contestant 
to  have  produced  from  each  of  the  precincts  the  ballot  boxes  with  the  ballots  in  each 
of  the  election  precincts,  with  the  exceptions  hereinbefore  stated,  and  the  ballots, 
together  with  a  list  of  all  the  voters,  could  have  been  placed  in  evidence,  as  there  is 
no  proof  of  their  loss  or  destruction,  and  if  a  fraudulent  count  of  the  ballots  by  the 
inspectors  and  a  fraudulent  return  of  the  votes  for  the  several  candidates  had  been 
made,  the  same  would  have  fully  and  satisfactorily  appeared  by  a  recount  and  exam- 
ination of  the  ballots. 

Instead  of  this  best  evidence,  contestant  had  offered  the  lists  kept  by 
his  partisans,  who  were  frequently  ignorant  and  were  stationed  from 
30  to  100  feet  from  the  polls. 

It  would  be  an  exceedingly  dangerous  precedent  to  permit  the  actual  returns,  as 
made  by  the  inspectors  and  sworn  oflScers  of  the  election,  to  be  disregarded  and 
impeached  by  returns  made  out  by  irresponsible  partisan  workers  at  the  polls. 

The  committee  therefore  recommended  resolutions  declaring  con- 
testee entitled  to  his  seat. 

The  minority  report  went  elaborately  into  the  history  of  other  con- 
tests from  this  district,  showing  that  its  elections  had  been  disputed 
for  many  years,  and  that  the  House,  both  in  Republican  and  Demo- 
cmtic  Congresses,  had  usually  found  large  amounts  of  fraud  proved. 
Newspaper  articles  were  also  quoted,  showing  that  the  existence  of 
fraud  was  recognized  and  deplored  by  the  people  of  the  State.  The 
testimony  in  regard  to  each  precinct  in  the  present  case  was  then 
analyzed,  with  the  result,  according  to  the  findings  of  the  minority, 
that  a  majority  of  604  votes  for  contestant  was  conclusively  proved, 
and  the  probability  was  established  that  his  actual  majority  was  much 
larger. 

The  case  was  fully  debated  in  the  House,  and  on  February  28, 1893, 
the  minority  substitute  resolution  declaring  contestant  elected  was 
defeated  by  a  vote  of  64  to  190.  The  committee  resolution  was  then 
adopted  without  division  and  contestee  retained  his  seat. 

[Stofer,  51-140.  ] 

• 

(5)  (treevy  vfi.  Scull. 

llh^ijal  rotdfs;  irtuyKldr  prerlncta.  Report  for  a^ntuHtee.  No  action 
hy  fh^  IhniHe, 

Report  by  Mr.  O'Fcrrall. 

This  case  involved  pmctically  the  same  legal  questions  as  the  case  of 
Craig  -m,  Stewart,  mijrra^  but  the  report  goes  much  more  fully  into 
the  teclmical  issues,  and  does  not  mention  the  general  question  of  the 
effect  of  the  Pennsylvania  registration  law,  discussed  in  the  former 
case.  The  record  in  this  case  covered  2,633  printed  pages,  and  involved 
the  separate  investigation  of  about  1,300  disputed  votes,  most  of  them 
cast  by  voters  who  were  not  registered  and  did  not  appear  to  have 
made  the  affidavits  required  by  law  of  nonregistered  voters.  Con- 
testant relied  in  most  cases  on  the  testimon}'  of  the  voters  themselves 
to  show  for  whom  they  voted.     The  committee  found  that  this  evidence 
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was  secondary  and  inadmissible,  since  the  best  evidence,  the  numbered 
ballots,  could  have  been  produced.  However,  the  committee  consid- 
ered it  ''proper  to  report  the  names  of  such  pereons  who  cast  illegal 
votes,  and  wno,  as  shown  by  their  own  testimony,  voted  for  the  con- 
testee." 

Contestant  attacked  the  vote  of  eight  townships  on  the  ground  that 
the  votes  were  cast  in  boroughs  which  were  distinct  from  the  town- 
ships. In  each  of  these  cases  the  borough  poll  was  the  only  place 
where  the  residents  of  the  township  could  vote  and  was  their  usual 
place  of  voting.     The  committee  held,  however,  that  the  constitutional 

Erovision  of  the  Pennsylvania  constitution  of  1874  that  a  voter  ''shall 
ave  resided  in  the  election  district  where  he  shall  offer  to  vote  at  least 
two  months  immediately  preceding  the  election  "  required  the  rejection 
of  these  votes.  They  therefore  excluded  the  1,200  votes  cast  for  con- 
testant and  the  1,363  votes  cast  for  contestee  in  these  boroughs  by 
voters  resident  in  the  townships. 

While  the  committee  regard  it  as  a  hardship  upon  the  electors  in  these  different 
townships  to  reject  their  votes,  yet  the  constitution  and  laws  of  Pennsylvania  must 
be  obeyed.  The  provision  of  the  constitution  of  that  State  requiring?,  without  quali- 
fication, the  electors  to  vote  in  the  districts  in  which  they  had  resided  for  at  least 
two  months  immediately  preceding  the  election  must  be  enforced.  A  mistaken  idea 
of  the  law  upon  the  part  of  the  electors,  however  honest,  or  a  neglect  or  refusal  upon 
the  part  of  the  lower  courts  to  establish  voting  places  within  the  townships,  can  not 
render  void  the  plain  provisions  of  the  constitution.  The  power  to  fix  the  qualifica- 
tions of  voters  is  vested  in  the  State,  subject  only  to  the  limitation  contain^  in  the 
fifteenth  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  Each  State  fixes  for 
itself  these  qualfications,  and  the  United  States  must  adopt  and  has  uniformly  adopted 
the  State  law  upon  the  subject,  and  the  House  of  Representatives  should  not  in  any 
case  fail  to  act  in  conformity  with  it. 

There  were  also  several  districts  in  which  the  boundaries  of  pre- 
cincts had  been  changed  previous  to  this  election,  but  it  appeared  in 
each  case  that  the  voters  voted  at  the  polling  place  in  the  precinct  in 
which  they  were  actually  resident  and  had  been  resident  for  the  legal 
period,  and  that  the  registration  lists  of  the  former  precincts  were  in 
use  at  the  polls  of  the  new  precincts,  and  suflSciently  established  the 
qualifications  of  the  voters.  These  votes  were  counted  as  returned. 
Certain  minor  technical  questions  involving  a  few  votes  were  also 
decided,  and  the  committee  submitted  four  statements,  based  on  four 
different  theories.  Statement  No.  1  excluded  all  illegal  votes,  includ- 
ing those  in  which  the  only  evidence  of  the  way  the  voter  voted  was 
the  testimony  of  the  voter  himself.  Statement  No.  2  excluded  only 
those  illegal  votes  in  regard  to  which  the  ballots  were  intro<luced. 
Statements  3  and  4  were  submitted  on  the  basis  of  contestant's  claim 
.  that  votes  cast  in  new  townships  and  those  cast  by  residents  of  the 
annexed  teiTitory  of  Altoona  should  })e  rejected,  though  the  committee 
held  that  these  votes  were  legal.  Contestee  received  a  majority  by 
all  these  statements:  By  statement  No.  1,  716  votes;  No.  2,  687  votes; 
No.  3,  614  votes;  No.  4,  586  votes.  Statement  No.  2  was  adopted  by 
the  committee  as  correct. 

The  conmiittee  recommended  resolutions  declaring  contestee  entitled 
to  the  seat.  There  was  no  minority  report,  and  (the  report  having 
been  submitted  late  in  the  second  session)  there  was  no  action  by  the 
House. 

[Stofer,  141-164.J 
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(6)  Miller  vs.  Elliott. 

Defective  haUots,  Majority  report  for  contested;  minority  report  for 
contestant.     No  action  hy  the  House, 

Majoritj^  report  by  Mr.  Paynter;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Johnson. 

According  to  the  returns  as  certified  by  the  precinct  managers, 
Miller  received  7,026  votes,  Elliott  3,793  votes,  and  E.  M.  Brayton  1,413 
votes,  a  plumlity  for  contestant  of  3,233  votes.  In  addition  to  these 
votes,  Miller  received  324  votes  in  two  precincts  in  which  all  his  ballots 
were  thrown  out  by  the  precinct  boards  on  the  grounds  hereafter  .dis- 
cussed, making  his  majority  of  the  vote  as  cast  3,567.  Elliott  appeared 
before  each  of  the  boards  of  county  canvassers  in  the  district,  in  person 
or  by  counsel,  and  moved  that  all  of  the  ballots  cast  for  Miller  be 
thrown  out  on  four  grounds:  (1)  That  the  ballots  were  one-sixteenth 
of  an  inch  shorter  than  required  by  the  statute  of  the  State;  (2)  that 
the  w^ord  "for"  appeared  on  the  ballots  preceding  the  word  "  Con- 
gress;" (3)  that  the  paper  on  which  the  ballots  were  printed  was  not 
"plain  white  paper,"  as  required  by  statute,  and  (4)  that  the  name 
"Thomas  E.  Miller"  was  so  printed  upon  the  ballots  as  to  be  visible 
through  their  backs  when  folded.  The  boards  of  canvassers  in  four 
counties  sustained  this  motion,  and  excluded  all  the  ballots  cast  for 
Miller;  the  boards  in  the  remaining  five  counties  overruled  the  motion 
and  counted  the  votes  as  returned.  Counting  the  Miller  votes  in  the 
five  counties  and  rejecting  them  in  the  four  would  give  Elliott  a  plu- 
i*ality  of  478  votes.  Appeal  was  taken  to  the  board  of  State  canvassers 
from  all  of  these  decisions — by  Miller  from  one  set  of  decisions  and  by 
•Elliott  from  the  other.  The  vote  in  the  State  canvassing  board  on  this 
appeal  was  a  tie,  and  no  decision  was  reached.  The  matter  was  then 
taken  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  State,  which  decided  that,  the  State 
canvassing  board  having  failed  to  come  to  any  decision,  the  decision 
of  the  county  canvassing  board  in  each  case  must  stand.  A  writ  of 
mandamus  was  therefore  issued  to  the  State  canvassing  board  com- 
manding them  to  make  out  a  statement  of  the  vote  as  ceilified  to  them 
by  the  boards  of  county  canvassers.  The  determination  of  the  case 
on  the  merits  was  recognized  as  the  province  of  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives. The  Miller  votes  were  therefore  counted  in  the  five  counties 
and  not  counted  in  the  four,  and  the  certificate  was  issued  to  Elliott.* 

The  statute  of  South  Carolina  prescribing  the  form  of  ballot  to  be 
used  was  as  follows: 

Sec.  115.  The  voting  shall  be  by  ballot,  which  ballot  shall  be  of  plain  white  paper 
of  two  and  a  half  inches  wide  by  five  inches  long,  clear  and  even  cut,  without  orna- 
ment, designation,  mutilation,  symbol,  or  mark  of  any  kind  whatsoever,  except  the ' 
name  or  names  of  the  person  or  persons  voted  for  and  the  office  to  which  such  per- 
son or  persons  are  intended  to  be  chosen,  which  name  or  names  and  office  or  offices 
shall  be  written  or  printed,  or  partly  written  and  partly  printed,  thereon  in  black 
ink ;  and  such  ballot  shall  be  so  folded  as  to  conceal  the  name  or  names  thereon,  and 
so  foldeil  shall  be  deposited  in  a  box  to  be  constructed,  kept,  and  disposed  of  as 
hereafter  provided;  and  no  ballot  of  any  other  description  found  in  any  election  box 
shall  be  counted. 

Contestee  claimed  that  all  of  Miller's  ballots  were  obnoxious  to  this 
law  for  the  four  reasons  above  given,  and  the  committee  sustained  the 

*  This  statement  is  derived  principally  from  the  minority  report,  the  briefs  and 
testimony,  as  the  majority  report  does  not  clearly  state  the  history  and  issues  of  the 
case. 
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claim  on  the  last  two  grounds,  viz,  that  the  paper  on  which  Miller's 
ballots  were  printed  (''40-pound  white  book  paper,"  described  by 
some  witnesses  as  of  a  ''dirty  white"  or  "dark  white"  color)  was  not 
"plain  white  paper"  within  the  meaning  of  the  law;  and  that  the 
name  "Thomas  E.  Miller"  was  printed  in  heavy  type  in  a  position  on 
the  ticket  which  made  it  possible  to  distinguish  it  from  the  oack  when 
the  tickets  were  folded.  The  testimony  of  some  witnesses  was  quoted 
to  show  that  they  could  distinguish  the  folded  Miller  ballots,  at  a  con- 
siderable distance,  from  the  Elliott  ballots,  which  were  printed  "on  a 
finer  and  whiter  paper,"  and  that  if  the  ticket  was  folded  in  a  certain 
manner  and  turned  m  the  right  direction  it  could  be  distinguished  at 
a  distance  of  6  or  8  feet  by  the  impression  of  the  type  showing  through 
the  back.  A  witness  testified  to  a  conversation  with  contestant,  indi- 
cating that  contestant  had  procured  the  ballots  to  be  so  printed  for 
the  purpose  of  making  them  distinguishable.  Contestant  denied  this 
conversation. 

The  object  of  the  law  was  to,  so  far  as  poeeible,  prevent  bribery  and  intimidation 
of  the  voters;  that  for  whom  the  elector  voted  should  alone  be  his  secret,  thus  pre- 
venting anyone  from  knowing  or  questioning  him  as  to  the  ticket  which  he  voted. 
*  *  *  The  terms  of  the  law  requiring  the  ballot  **  shall  be  so  folded  as  to  conceal 
the  name  or  names  thereon  "  is  no  more  mandatory  in  its  terms  than  its  other  provision 
regulating  as  to  size,  kind  of  paper,  ink,  etc.  It  was  not  proper  to  count  tne  ballots 
which  were  excluded  from  the  count.  The  terms  of  the  act  are  plain  and  unambig- 
uous and  give  a  full  and  conclusive  answer  to  the  charge  that  the  willots  were  improp- 
erly omitted  from  the  count,  which  no  sophistry  can  obscure  or  evade.  *  *  ♦ 
Simply  because  to  reject  ballots  would  have  the  effect-of  disfranchising  electors  is  no 
reason  for  counting  them  if  they  are  in  violation  of  law.  This  result  was  intended 
by  the  law  when  the  electors  disregarded  its  provisions.  *  *  *  No  court  in  South 
Carolina,  so  far  as  the  committee  is  aware,  has  passed  upon  this  law.  The  commit- 
tee hold  that  the  statute  is  mandatory;  that  the  ballots  were  properly  excluded, 
and  should'  not  have  been  counted;  that  the  law-making  power  should  be  upheld 
in  its  effort  to  preserve  the  secrecy  of  the  ballot,  thus  securing,  as  far  as  possible,  a 
pure  and  honest  ballot. 

Miller's  ballots  being  illegal,  the  committee  proposed  resolutions 
confirming  Elliott  in  his  seat. 

The  minority  complained  of  the  action  of  the  committee  in  delaying 
the  report  on  this  case  until  within  seven  days  of  the  expiration  or  the 
Congress,  and  insisted  that  the  Miller  ballots  were  legal  and  should 
have  been  counted.  All  the  rejected  ballots  in  the  case  were  in  the 
possession  of  the  comniittee,  and  an  actual  examination  of  them  showed 
that  the  objections  to  them  were  not  well  taken.  A  large  number  of 
them  were  fully  6  inches  in  length,  as  required  by  law,  and  the  short- 
age of  one-sixteenth  of  an  inch  in  the  remainder  was  easily  accounted 
for  and  was  immaterial.  '^  De  minimis  non  curat  lex.".  The  word 
"For"  before  "  Congress,"  on  the  ballots,  would  have  been  understood 
if  it  were  not  expressed;  it  appeared  upon  other  ballots  which  were 
counted  by  the  same  canvassing  boards,  and  could  not  possibly  be  con- 
strued as  a  distinguishing  mark. 

The  complaint  of  the  color  of  the  ballots  was  equally  untenable. 
Miller's  ballots  were  printed  on  an  ordinary  grade  of  white  paper. 
Elliott's  ballots  were  printed  on  a  finer  grade,  of  a  lighter  shade.  Bray- 
ton's  ballots  were  printed  on  a  still  finer  grade,  of  still  lighter  shade. 
No  two  grades  of  white  paper  are  exactly  alike,  and  it  is  impossible  to 
secure  absolute  uniformity  of  appearance  except  by  having  all  the 
ballots  oflBcially  printed  in  identical  form,  as  is  done  in  those  States  in 
which  absolute  uniformity  is  contemplated.    All  three  grades  of  paper 
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used  at  this  election  were  correctly  described,  both  in  a  popular  and 
a  technical  sense,  as  '^ plain  white  paper."  If  one  of  them  were  to  be 
taken  as  the  standard,  and  Miller's  ballots  thrown  out  because  Elliott's 
were  whiter,  then  Elliott's  should  be  thrown  out  because  Braxton's 
were  whiter  still.  The  minority  declared,  from  actual  inspection  of 
the  ballots,  that  it  was  impossible  to  recognize  either  ballots  by  the 
diflFerence  in  shade  when  separately  presented,  though,  when  placed 
side  by  side,  they  could  be  distinguished  at  a  very  short  distance. 

From  the  same  inspection  of  the  ballots  it  appeared  that  the  com- 
plaint of  the  manner  of  printing  them  was  also  unfounded.  Miller's 
name  was  printed  in  heavier  type  than  Elliott's,  but  Elliott's  was 
printed  in  sharper  type  than  Miller's.  The  name  was  visible  through 
the  back  in  occasional  tickets  of  both  sorts.  The  charge  that  Miller's 
tickets  were  folded  in  a  peculiar  way,  so  as  to  show  the  name,  was  dis- 
proved by  the  tickets  themselves,  which  were  in  evidence  with  the 
original  creases  made  by  the  voters  in  folding  them,  and  were  not  so 
folded. 

In  conclusion  of  the  whole  matter  the  minority  affirm  that  Thomas  E.  Miller  was 
clearly  and  legally  elected  over  William  Elliott  to  represent  this  district  in  Congress 
by  a  plurality  of  3,283  votes,  and  that  the  rejection  ol  his  ballots  by  the  election  offi- 
cers of  the  district,  whereby  the  certificate  of  election  was  given  to  Elliott,  was 
without  a  shadow  of  excuse  either  in  law  or  in  fact. 

The  report  was  submitted  on  February  25,  1893,  and  the  Congress 
expiring  oy  limitation  on  March  4  the  case  was  not  reached  for  action 
in  the  House. 

[Stofer,  165-197.] 
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ITFTT-THIBD  GONGEESS,  1893-1895. 

Committee  cm  EUctvms, 

Mr.  O'Ferrall,  Virginia.  Mr.  Woodard,  Noi-th  Carolina. 

Brown,  Indiana.  Taylor,  Tennessee. 

Paynter,  Kentucky.  Waugh,  Indiana. 

LocKWOOD,  New  York. '  Danieijs,  New  York. 

Lawson,  Georgia.  McCall,  Massachusetts. 

Hayes,  Iowa.  Thomas,  Michigan. 

Patterson,  Tennessee.  Wheeler,  Illinois. 

Mr.  Denson,  Alabama. 
(On  January  8,  1894,  Mr.  Jones,  of  Virginia,  was  appointed  to  the 
committee.     On  December  6,  1894,  Mr.  Paynter  was  excused  and 
Mr.  Beckner  appointed.) 

Beginning  with  this  Congress,  there  are  no  compilations  of  the 
cases,  and  all  the  references  are  to  the  original  reports, 

1)  W.  W.  Whatley  vs.  J.  E.  Cobb,  Alubam/i. 

2)  A.  H.  A.  Williams  vs.  Thomas  Settle,  Nitrth  CaroUncu 

3)  Warren  B.  English  vs.  Samuel  G.  Hilborn,  California. 

4)  P.  H.  Thrasher  vs.  B.  A.  Enloe,  Timimssee. 
6)  Thomas  E.  Watson  vs.  James  C.  C.  Black,  Georgia. 

6)  H.  L.  Moore  vs.  Edward  H.  Funston,  Kansits. 

7)  Charles  H.  Page,  Rhode  Island. 

8)  Louis  Steward  vs.  Robert  A.  Childs,  Illinois. 

9)  Charles  E.  Belknap  vs.  George  F.  Richardson,  Michigan. 

10)  J.  T.  Goode  vs.  J.  F.  Epes,  Vi?yi/iiu. 

11)  ^ohn  J.  O'Neill  vs.  Charles  F.  »Ioy,  Missouri. 

(!)  Whatley  vs.  Cobb. 


i 


Returns  not  forward(*d.     Report  for  contestee^  who  ntai^ied  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Ta^\  lor. 

According  to  the  returns,  as  canvassed  by  the  secretary  of  state  of 
Alabama,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  1,928  votes  and  received  the  cer- 
tificate. Contestant  claimed  that  certain  returns  had  not  been  for- 
warded by  the  precinct  inspectors  to  the  county  canvassers.  Evidence 
was  presented  mdicating  that  at  these  polls  contestant  received  2,701 
votes  and  contestee  1,228,  but  as  this  would  still  leave  a  majority  of 
515  for  the  sitting  member,  the  committee  considered  that  the  case  was 
concluded  by  these  figures.  They  reported,  however,  that  the  whole 
of  the  evidence  b^'^  which  contestant  sought  to  establish  his  claim  was 
.inadmissible,  being  all  secondary  or  hearsay.  Most  of  the  argument 
of  contestant  was  characterized  as  based  on  '' suppositions,"  into  which 
the  conmiittee  declined  to  follow  him.  ''The  contestant  suffered  a 
fair  defeat.     He  should  have  accepted  the  result  without  complaint" 
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The  committee  was  unanimous  in  the  conchision  that  contestant  had 
not  sustained  his  claim,  and,  on  Mai'ch  23,  1894,  the  House  adopted 
the  resolutions  presented,  without  debate  or  division. 
[Report  267,  second  session  Fifty-third  Congress.] 

(2)  Williams  vs.  Settle. 

Illegal  registration,  illegal  votes^  and  irre-gvlaritires.  Majority  report 
for  sitting  inemher^  miTwrity  report  for  contestant.  House  rejused  to 
consider. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Paynter;  minority  repoii  by  Mr.  Woodard. 

The  principal  point  of  contest  in  this  case  was  the  legalitjr  of  the 
registration  of  certain  voters  who  were  recorded  on  the  registration 
books  under  the  heading  "place  of  birth"  as  giving  simply  the  State 
of  birth,  or  in  some  cases  the  name  of  a  county  which  might  not  be  in 
North  Carolina,  without  giving  the  State.  The  code  of  North  Carolina 
contained  (sec.  2676)  the  following  provision: 

No  registration  shall  be  valid  unless  it  specifies  as  near  as  may  be  the  age,  occupa- 
tion, place  of  birth,  and  place  of  residence  of  the  elector,  as  well  as  the  township  or 
county  from  whence  the  elector  has  removed — in  the  event  of  a  removal — ^and  the 
full  name  bv  which  the  voter  is  known.  ' 

The  supreme  court  of  North  Carolina,  in  a  recent  case  [HLarris  vs. 
Scarborough,  110  N.  C.  R.,  p.  232],^  had  construed  this  statute  as  man- 
datory, and  held  that  the  registry  of  a  certain  precinct  in  contest  was 
fatally  defective  in  stating  the  elector's  place  of  birth  as  simply  ''North 
Carolina."  The  county  of  birth  should  have  been  specified.  If  the 
failure  to  ^ive  a  more  accurate  description  had  been  due  to  the  fault 
of  the  registering  oflicer  it  would  not  have  disfranchised  the  voters, 
but  if  the  oflBcer  simply  read  the  headings  of  the  columns  to  the  votere 
he  "certainly  did  all  tnat  the  law  required  of  him."  He  is  presumed 
to  have  performed  this  duty,  and  the  voter  is  presumed  to  have  known 
the  imperative  requirements  of  the  law  as  to  the  specific  answer  he 
should  make.  His  failure  to  be  registered  correctly  ''must  be  con- 
sidered due  to  the  carelessness  or  inexcusaWe  ignorance  of  such 
electors." 

This  decision  had  been  rendered  by  a  divided  court,  and  the  major- 
it}'^  of  the  committee  plainly  inclined  to  the  views  of  the  dissenting 
judges,  but  all  the  committee  (as  stated  in  the  minority  report)  agreed 
to  be  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  State  supreme  court,  and  the  major- 
ity report  was  confined  to  showing  that,  under  the  state  of  the  evidence 
in  this  case,  the  conclusion  did  not  follow  that  the  returned  majority 
of  contestee  must  be  reversed  by  rejecting  votes  illegal  on  account  of 
this  irregularity  in  registration.  The  minority  (Messrs.  Woodard, 
Patterson,  Haves,  Denson,  and  Jones,  all  of  the  majority  party  of  the 
committee)  held  that  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  was  binding, 
and  that  its  application  required  the  seating  of  contestant.  There  were 
also  many  minor  questions  of  irregularity  discussed  in  the  case. 

Contestant  presented  oral  testimony  and  also,  in  some  cases,  official 
certificates  to  show  that  in  a  large  number  of  precincts  certain  named 
voters  had  been  imperfectly  registered  as  to  place  of  birth,  and  that  ^ 

*  This  decision  has  since  been  reversed  by  the  supreme  court  of  North  Carolina 
(see  Quinn  V9,  Lattimore,  120  N.  C). 
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certain  of  them  were  colored  voters.  He  introduced  general  testimony 
as  to  these  precincts  that  the  colored  voters  voted  for  contestee,  and 
asked  that  the  votes  of  those  shown  to  have  voted  without  valid  regis- 
tration be  deducted  from  the  vote  of  contestee.  The  committee  held 
that  the  proof  was  insufficient.  In  a  number  of  cases  it  was  proved 
that  the  registry  referred  to  was  a  new  register,  and  there  was  no  com 
petent  evidence  to  show  that  the  new  registration  had  been  legally 
authorized.  No  poll  books  were  presented  to  show  that  any  of  the 
voters  i/i  question  voted,  and  in  four  counties  there  was  no  transcript 
of  the  registration  }>ooks.  A  certificate  that  the  books  pui-poiled  to 
show  cerSiin  facts  could  not  take  the  place  of  a  transcript  of  their  con- 
tents. "If  this  conclusion  is  correct,  then  there  is  no  competent  testi- 
mony in  this  record  as  to  how  any  elector  was  registered  or  as  to 
whether  or  not  he  voted  either  in  the  counties  of  Rockingham,  Stokes, 
Durham,  or  Caswell.  We  will,  howev^er,  proceed  to  present  this  case 
independent  of  the  conclusion  which  the  committee  nas  reached  as  to 
these  questions.  However,  the  effect  of  these  conclusions  would  be  to 
permit  the  contestee  to  retain  his  seat." 

The  committee  entered  into  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  vote  in  each 
precinct,  showing  that  if  the  white  votes  shown  to  be  illegal  by  the 
same  evidence  as  that  produced  against  the  colored  votes  were  to  be 
deducted  pro  rata  from  contestant  and  from  Lindsay,  the  Populist 
candidate,  the  result  would  be  unaffected.  In  some  precincts  in 
which  the  testimony  showed  nearly  all  the  voters  to  have  been  irregu- 
larly registered,  and  there  was  no  evidence  how  the  small  remainaer 
voted,  the  committee  suggested  the  alternative  plan  of  rejecting  the 
entire  poll,  which  would  lead  to  the  same  result. 

Certain  other  precincts  had  been  reject-ed  by  the  county  canvassers 
or  were  asked  to  1h>  rejected  b}'  the  committee  on  the  grounds: 

First.  Certjiin  judges  or  inspectors  of  election  were  not  sworn. 

Second.  Registration  l)ooks  were  not  kept  open  thirty  days. 

Third.  Some  of  the  officers  absented  themselves  from  the  polling 
place  for  a  brief  time  during  the  election. 

Fourth.  Bet^ause  parties  other  than  the  officers  handled  the  btiUots. 

Fifth.  The  oflScers  of  election  l)egan  to  count  some  of  the  ballots 
before  the  polls  closed. 

Sixths  An  inspector  or  judge  of  the  election  was  a  (candidate. 

The  committee  discussed  the  evidence  in  regard  to  all  these  precincts 
in  detail,  and  found  in  each  case  either  that  tne  facts  charged  were  not 
established  or  that  the  irregularities  were  shown  not  to  nave  affected 
the  honesty  of  the  election  or  the  correctness  of  the  ascertained  result. 

Contestee  was  certified  by  the  board  of  State  canvassers  as  having 
received  a  pluralitv  of  329  votes.  On  the  precinct  returns  his  plurality 
was  623,  but  certain  of  these  returns  had  not  been  certified  to  the  State 
board  by  the  county  canvassers,  for  the  reasons  mentioned.  Under 
any  of  the  theories  discussed  by  the  committee  this  majority  could  not 
be  overcome,  and  the  committee  therefore  recommended  resolutions 
declaring  contestee  elec^ted. 

The  minoritv  of  the  committee  quoted  the  decision  of  the  supreme 
court  of  Nortli  Carolina  in  the  case  of  Harris  vs.  Sc»arborough,  and 
complained  that  the  majority  had  not  properly  applied  it  to  the  evidence 
in  this  case.  In  every  precinct  in  contest,  except  one,  it  had  been 
shown  that  the  registering  officers  did  all  the  law  required,  and  the 
imperfection  of  the  entry  of  the  birthplaces  of  the  voters  on  the  regis- 
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tration  lists  must  therefore,  in  the  words  of  the  court,  be  attributed  ''to 
the  carelessness  or  inexcusable  ignorance  of  such  elector."  The  objec- 
tion of  the  committee  to  the  fauure  to  prove  the  legality  of  the  new 
registration  was  groundless,  for  all  the  votes  in  Question  were  newly- 
registered  votes,  entered  since  the  passage  of  the  law  under  which  this 
election  was  held.  The  evidence  in  regard  to  the  registration  lists  was 
in  legal  form.  It  was  not  necessary  to  have  introduced  a  transcript  of 
the  entire  book,  including  names  not  in  question^  The  minority 
asseiled,  further,  that  there  was  no  proof  to  sustain  the  allegt^tion  that 
a  large  number  of  white  voters  voted  illegally  for  contestant.  They 
also  excluded  from  consideration  all  the  testimony  taken  in  Rocking- 
ham County  before  a  notary  who  was  a  minor.  The  majority  had  not 
passed  on  this  question.  The  minority  claimed  that  the  county  can- 
vassing boards,  which  excluded  the  returns  from  certain  disputed  pre- 
cincts, were  vested  by  the  laws  of  North  Carolina  with  judicial  powers, 
and  especially  emphasized  the  correctness  of  their  action  in  one  of  the 
precincts  in  which  one  of  the  judges  of  election  was  a  candidate  for 
constable. 

•  Under  the  findings  of  the  minority  630  illegal  votes  were  found  to 
have  been  cast  for  contestee  and  48  for  contestant.  As  the  difference 
was  greater  than  the  apparent  plurality  of  402  votes  ^iven  to  contestee 
by  the  minority,  they  reported  resolutions  declaring  contestee.  not 
elected  and  contestant  entitled  to  the  seat. 

The  case  was  called  up  on  August  6,  1894,  but  the  author  of  the 
minority  report  having  been  called  to  South  Carolina  by  sickness,  the 
case  was  postponed  until  the  next  session.  It  was  again  called  up  on 
February  28,  1895  (near  the  close  of  the  last  session  of  the  Congress), 
and,  the  question  of  consideration  being  raised,  the  House,  by  a  vote 
of  102  to  144,  refused  to  consider  the  case.  This  left  contestee  in  his 
seat. 

[Report  337,  parts  1  and  2,  second  session  Fifty -third  Congress.] 

(3)  English  m,  Hilborx. 

liaise  count.  Recount,  Majarlty  repm't  for  contest  ant;  minor  hy 
report  for  sitting  metnher.      Vonietttant  Heated, 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Brown;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Waugh. 
Contestee  received  a  plurality  of  25  on  the  face  of  the  returns.    One 

Krecinct  at  which  he  received  a'plurality  of  8  was  not  received  by  the 
oard  of  supervisors  in  time  to  be  included  in  their  count.     Adding 
this,  contestee's  majority  was  33. 

The  only  issue  m  the  case  was  the  vote  of  Altamont,  Alameda 
Count}'.  According  to  the  returns  contestant  received  15  votes  and 
contestee  37.  This  was  the  reverse  of  the  usual  result  in  the  precinct, 
which  was  a  small  farming  district  of  fixed  population,  and  had  always 
been  Democratic!.  Contestant  called  47  of  the  voters  in  this  precinct 
as  witnesses  and  37  of  them  testified  that  they  voted  for  him.  Con- 
testee then  had  the  ballots  recounted,  with  the  result  that  the  vote 
was,  contestant  29  and  contestee  22.  If  the  testimony  of  the  voters 
was  taken,  but  the  voters  not  called  were  presumed  to  have  voted  for 
contestee,  contestant  would  have  a  plurality  of  3  votes  in  the  district. 
If  the  whole  poll  was  rejected  ana  only  the  votes  prov^ed  counted, 
he  would  have  a  plurality  of  2(5  in  the*  whole  district.     If  the  recount 
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was  accepted,  contestee  would  have  a  plurality  of  4.  The  committee 
sustainea  either  of  the  two  former  counts;  the  minority  accepted  the 
recount  and  reported  for  contestee.  The  rule  that  the  ballots  are  the 
best  evidence  was  explained  by  the  majority  as  having  grown  up  before 
the  adoption  of  the  Australian  ballot  system.  Under  the  old  system 
the  ballot  was  selected  and  deposited  by  the  voter  in  his  own  way,  and 
was  his  written  act,  not  to  be  overcome  even  by  his  own  testimony. 
Under  the  new  system  the  ballot  is  only  in  part  the  act  of  the  voter 
and,  in  the  case  of  an  illiterate  voter,  may  be  wholly  the  act  of  an 
official  not  chosen  and  perhaps  not  trusted  by  him.  The  rule  ought, 
therefore,  now  to  admit  the  testimony  of  the  votera.  In  this  case  the 
recount  was  not  sufficiently  sustained.  The  ballots  recounted  had  been 
for  some  time  in  a  sealed  package  on  the  floor  of  a  public  room,  and 
might  have  been  tampered  with. 

The  minori  t}'^  held  that  the  ballots  were  the  best  evidence,  and  referred 
to  the  testimonj^  showing  that  the  ballots  recounted  were  the  identical 
ballots  in  the  identical  condition  that  they  were  when  counted  and 
sealed  up  by  the  election  judges.  According  to  the  recount,  contestee 
still  had  a  pluralitv  of  4  votes. 

The  case  was  debated  for  a  short  time  on  April  3  and  4, 1894,  under 
the  limitations  of  a  special  rule.  The  resolution  declaring  contestee 
not  elected  was  passed  by  a  vote  of  170  to  13  (many  members  not  vot- 
ing) and  that  declaring  contestant  elected  by  165  to  17.  Mr.  English 
was  then  (on  April  4,  1894),  sworn  in. 

[Report  No.  614,  second  session  Fifty-third  Congress.] 

(4)  Thrasher  vs.  Enioe. 

IlUgal  votes.  Irregvlarities,  Both  reports  for  sitting  memher^  who 
retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Patterson;  minority  report  by  Mr.  McCall. 

According  to  the  returns,  contestee  had  a  majority  or  118.  A  mis- 
take of  3  votes  in  his  favor  was  conceded,  leaving  him  a  net  majority  of 
116.  Both  sides  made  charges  of  illegal  votes,  imperfect  ballots,  and 
other  informalities.  The  majority  of  the  committee  subtracted  363 
invalid  votes  from  the  vote  of  contestee  and  358  from  the  vote  of  con- 
testant, leaving  contestee  still  a  majority  of  110  votes.  The  minority 
made  fewer  changes,  and  left  him  a  majority  of  only  25. 

Thirty-six  votes  were  returned  as  cast  for  "Benjamin  B.  Enloe" 
instead  of  Benjamin  A.  Enloe,  and  119  were  returned  for  "P.  H. 
Thr^her  "  instead  of  P.  H.  Thrasher,  but  these  were  all  clerical  errors. 
''These  clerical  errors  could  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  ballots." 

A  number  of  ballots  were  thrown  out  by  the^ election  judges  on  the 
ground  that  they  were  not  of  the  dimensions  prescribed  bv  Taw.  The 
majority  sustained  this  exclusion;  the  minority  counted  the  votes. 
The  law  on  the  subject  was  explicit  and  mandatory. 

It  provided,  in  the  first  section: 

The  ballots  to  be  voted  shall  be  of  plain  white  paper,  7  inches  long  and  3  inches 
wide,  upon  which  the  office  to  be  filled,  with  name  or  names  to  be  voted  for,  shall 
be  plainly  written  or  prints. 

The  second  section  was: 

That  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  print  or  place  any  picture,  sign,  color,  mark,  index, 
or  insignia  thereon,  and  any  ballot  of  less  or  greater  dimensions  than  as  provided  in 
the  first  section  of  this  act,  or  any  ballot  upon  which  said  picture,  sign,  color,  mark, 
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index,  or  insiffnia  may  be  placed,  if  found  in  the  ballot  box,  shall  not  be  counted  by 
the  judges  holding  said  election,  but  shall  be  treated  bs  invalid. 

The  majority  said: 

This  statute  is,  without  question,  mandatory.  No  language  could  be  employed 
that  would  be  more  emphatic.  There  is  no  room  for  construction.  We  must  follow 
the  plain  mandate  of  the  law  or  refuse  outright  to  obey  it.  It  is  insisted  by  counsel 
for  contestant  that  while  the  statute  may  be  mandatory  yet  the  difference  between 
the  dimensions  of  the  ballots  in  question  and  the  ballots  prescribed  by  law  is  so  slight 
that  it  ought  not  to  be  recognized  in  determining  their  validity.  One-eighth  or  one- 
sixteenth  of  an  inch  difference  in  width  or  length,  he  insists,  is  too  slight  to  be  notice- 
able.   The  fact  is  the  difference  was  material  and  was  readily  noticed  by  the  judges. 

The  statute  does  not  prescribe  how  nearly  the  ballot  shall  approach  the  dimensions 
of  the  prescribed  ballot,  but  expressly  says  that  **any  ballot  of  less  or  greater  dimen- 
sions snail  not  be  counted."  The  extent  of  the  variance  is  not  material;  it  is  the 
fact  of  substantial  variance  the  law  deals  with.  It  mav  be  conceded  that  the  law  did 
not  contemplate  a  literal  compliance  with  its  mandate,  but  any  difference  which 
could  be  easily  observed  on  comparison  with  the  prescribed  ballot  would  clearly  fall 
within  its  meaning. 

The  minority  counted  the  votes,  saying: 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  ballots  in  question  were  short  of  the  required  dimen- 
sions by  from  one-sixteenth  to  one-eighth  of  an  iiich,  and  upon  that  ground  they 
were  re]e(!ted  by  the  judges  of  election.  The  statute  is  mandatory,  but  the  under- 
signed are  strongly  of  the  opinion  that  the  variance  from  the  prescribed  dimensions 
must  be  of  a  sul^tantial  character. 

The  object,  of  this  provision  doubtless  was  to  preserve  the  secrecy  of  the  ballot 
and  to  prevent  a  ballot  being  cast  of  which  the  size  would  be  a  distinguishing  mark. 
But  if  it  is  to  be  held  that  the  ballot  must  be  of  precisely  the  dimensions  prescribed 
by  the  statute,  then  it  would  be  a  practical  impossibility  to  secure  a  legal  ballot  with 
the  ordinary  appliances  used  in  printing,  line  mathematical  instruments  would 
always  show  some  i'nfinitesnial  deviation  from  the  exact  dimensions  prescribed  by  law. 

We  can  not  believe  that  the  statute  was  ever  intended  to  have  such  a  construction. 
A  deviation  of  from  one-sixteenth  to  one-eighth  of  an  inch  would  not  be  notic^eable 
and  would  not  serve  to  mark  the  ballot.  The  report  of  the  majority  disregards  these 
ballots.  We  believe  that  they  were  sul>8tantially  in  compliance  with  the  statute, 
that  they  were  cast  by  legal  voters,  and  that  they  clearly  expressed  the  intention  oif 
the  voter  to  vote  for  the  contestant.    Thev  should  therefore  be  counted  for  him. 

The  majority  also  deducted  from  the  count  of  both  sides  ballots 
having  at  the  head  the  words:  ''For  President,  Benjamin  Harrison," 
and  '^For  Vice-President,  Whitelaw  Reid,"  on  the  ground  that  these 
words  came  within  the  prohibition  of  a  '^picture,  sign,  color,  mark, 
index,  or  insignia"  in  tne  law  above  quoted.  The  minority  counted 
these  votes. 

The  constitution  of  Tennessee  provided: 

There  shall  be  no  qualifications  attached  to  the  right  of  suffrage,  except  that  each 
voter  shall  give  to  the'  judge  of  election,  where  he  offers  to  vote,  satisfactory  evidence 
that  he  has  paid  his  poll  taxes  assessed  against  him  for  such  })receding  period  as  the 
legislature  shall  prescribe  and  at  such  time  as  may  be  prescribed  by  law,  without  which 
his  vote  can  not  be  received.  *  *  *  The  general  assembly  shall  have  power  to 
enact  laws  requiring  voters  to  vote  in  the  election  precincts  in  which  they  may  reside, 
and  laws  to  secure  the  freedom  of  elections  and  the  purity  of  the  ballot  box. 

The  law  in  force  at  the  time  of  this  election  provided  that  the 
"satisfactory  evidence"  of  the  payment  of  the  poll  tax  should  consist 
of  the  tax  receipt,  a  certified  copy  thereof,  or  a  specified  affidavit. 
Any  person  votmg  or  any  judge  of  election  knowmgly  permitting 
any  person  to  vote  without  complying  with  the  act  was  declared  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor.     The  committee  said : 

The  constitution  is  mandatory,  and  the  statute  is  espeeially  so.  There  is  no  room 
for  doubt  Unless  the  evidence  required  by  the  constitution  and  specially  prescribed 
by  the  statute  is  furnished  to  the  judges  the  elector  liable  to  a  poU  tax  has  no  right 
to  vote.    It  is  illegal  to  receive  his  vote,  and  illegal  to  count  it  if  it  is  received. 
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Most  of  the  electors  in  a  uestion  had,  in  fact,  paid  the  tax,  and  in  one 
case  the  constable  who  collected  it  was  an  officer  of  the  election  and 
had  his  collection  book  with  him,  but  the  evidence  required  by  law  was 
not  presented,  and  the  committee  held  that.no  other  could  cure  tlie 
defect. 

While  it  is  conceded  that  the  judges  in  this  instance  were  honest,  and  to  enforce 
the  Law  will  work  a  hardship  on  the  contestee  and  deprive  electors  who,  in  point  of 
fact,  paid  their  poll  taxes  of  their  ballots,  yet  it  is  better  to  do  this  than  to  subvert  the 
i^eguards  which  the  State  has  thrown  around  the  ballot  box  to  prevent  fraud  and 
the  evasion  of  the  law. 

The  minority  did  not  throw  out  these  ballots^  and  discussed  the  facts 
and  the  justice  of  the  case,  but  did  not  analyze  the  law.  "On  the 
whole,  we  incline  to  the  opinion  that  these  ballots  should  be  counted." 

Contestant  attacked  the  vote  of  the  city  of  Jackson  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  held  under  "Dortch"  Australian  ballot  law,  to  which  its 
population  did  not  entitle  it,  and  that  the  law  itself  was  unconstitu- 
tional, as  imposing  an  educational  qualification  forbidden  by  the  con- 
stitution of  tne  State.  The  law  provided  for  printing  the  names  in 
alphabetical  order,  and  did  not  permit  the  voter  assistance  except  in 
case  of  physical  infirmity.  The  objection  as  to  population  was  answered 
by  the  census,  and  the  objection  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  law  bj' 
the  fact  that  the  supreme  court  of  Tennessee  had,  in  the  case  of  Cook 
V8,  the  State,  declared  it  constitutional.  The  minorit}'^  of  the  committee 
did  not  agree  with  the  State  court,  but  followed  its  decision.  They 
said: 

The  constitution  of  Tennessee,  in  effect,  prohibits  the  enactment  of  any  statute 
requirincthat  a  man  shall  be  able  to  read  and  write  in  order  to  vote.  It  is  clear 
that  the  Dortch  law  imposes  such  a  re(^uirement,  and  it  would  appear  to  be  clearly 
repugnant  to  the  principles  of  the  constitution.  But  the  supreme  court  of  Tennessee 
has  decided  this  law  to  be  constitutional,  and  we  feel  constrained  to  follow  that 
decision  in  the  present  case,  in  accordance  with  the  general  rule.  We  are  clear  in 
our  opinion,  however,  that  this  law  disfranchises  men  who  possess  all  the  constitu- 
tional requirements  of  voters. 

The  committee  also  excluded  the  vote  of  Savannah,  Hardin  County, 
on  the  ground  that  no  registration  of  voters  had  been  made,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  law  requiring  registration  in  towns  of  2,500  inhabitants  and 
upward.  "It  is  evident  that  the  fai hire  to  open  registration  books 
under  this  law  will  defect  an  election."  The  minority  did  not  defi- 
nitely state  its  ruling  on  this  vote,  but  called  attention  to  the  provi- 
sion of  the  law  making  the  original  certificate  the  sole  evidence  of 
registration.  By  buying  up  these  original  certificates  it  was  possible 
by  bribery  to  disfranchise  all  voters  who  would  sell  them,  and  the 
minority  was  informed  that  this  was  a  common  practice. 

The  committee  were  unanimous  in  the  conclusion  that  contestee  was 
elected,  and  the  House,  on  July  10, 1894,  passed  the  resolutions  recom- 
mended, without  debate  or  division.     So  contestee  retained  the  seat. 

[Report  842,  second  session  Fifty-third  Congress.] 

(5)  Watson  W  Black. 

Irregularities^  intimidation^  hrihery.  Report  fat*  sitting  mejnher^ 
wJiO  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Lawson. 

Contestant  asked  that  the  votes  of  a  number  of  precincts  be  thrown 
out  for  irregularities,    bribery,   and   intimidation.     The  committee 
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called  attention  to  the  fact  that  if  all  his  claims  were  allowed  the  evi- 
dence did  not  show  that  enough  votes  were  affected  to  change  the 
result,  but  entered  into  a  discussion  of  each  of  the  claims,  finding  the 
evidence  generally  insufficient  and  the  legal  objections  untenable. 

In  the  city  of  Augusta  there  were  three  ballot  boxes  at  each  pre- 
cinct, but  the  evidence  showed  that  this  number  was  necessary  to  poll 
the  largo  vote,  as  the  law  did  not  permit  the  number  of  precincts  to 
be  increased.  The  law  was,  moreover,  directory,  containing  the 
provision: 

Paragraph  1334  (1362^  (1281).  Election  not  void  by  reason  of  formal  defects. — No 
election  shall  \ye  defeated  for  noncompliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  laws,  if 
held  at  the  proper  time  and  place  by  persons  qualified  to  hold  them,  if  it  is  not  shown 
that  by  that  npncomplianec  the  result  is  different  from  what  it  would  have  been  had 
there  been  proper  complian(»e. 

There  was  also  complaint  that  the  boxes  were  so  placed  that  the 
United  States  supervisors  could  not  properly  supervise  them  all,  but 
the  evidence  was  not  clear,  and  it  was  evident  that  no  harm  was 
intended  or  done  and  that  the  supervisors  did  not  take  proper  steps  to 
have  the  difficulty  remedied,  if  any  existed.  Some  ballots  were  also 
handled  by  unauthorized  persons,  and  some  officers  of  election  were 
absent  for  a  few  moments  at  a  time,  but  no  harm  wa^  done  "and  the 
affair  appears,  on  the  whole,  to  be  too  trivial  to  deserve  rebuke." 

The  principal  charge  was  indirect  intimidation,  bribery,  and  whole- 
sale repeating.  There  was  some  bribery  at  two  precincts,  but  there 
was  no  evidence  that  more  than  ^11  or  $12  was  expended,  and  the 
number  of  votes  affected  could  not  be  more  than  20,  and  was  probably 
much  less.  There  was  some  free  whisky  at  some  of  the  polls,  but  less 
than  usual.  There  was  also  some  conflicting  evidence,  part  of  which 
indicated  that  some  mill  hands  may  have  voted  for  contestee  for  fear 
of  discharge,  but  the  evidence  was  contradicted,  and  ver}'  few  votes 
were  even  claimed  in  evidence  to  have  been  affected.  The  committee 
said,  moreover,  ''  We  can  conceive  how  an  ardent  and  active  politician 
among  employees  in  a  factory  could  become  obnoxious  and  merit  his 
discharge  apart  from  his  support  of  any  candidate."  There  was  also 
a  considemnle  amount  of  vague  and  unsatisfactory  evidence  on  the 
subject  of  repeating,  but  nothing  sufficient  to  justify  any  definite  con- 
clusion. No  protest  was  made  at  the  time  and  there  were  no  arrests, 
possibly  because,  if  there  was  repeating,  both  parties  expected  to 
profit  by  it. 

Some  votes  offered  at  one  precinct  were  not  accepted,  but  the  reason 
for  the  rejection  did  not  appear  and  was  presumed  to  have  been  good. 
Certain  returns  had  also  been  rejected  as  not  signed,  but  some  of  them 
were  signed  in  part  and  were  enough  to  show  that  the  election  was 
legally  held  and  for  whom  the  votes  were  cast.  The  committee  counted 
these  returns  as  coming  within  section  1334:  of  the  code,  above  quoted. 

Most  of  the  contentions  of  contestant  not  being  sustained,  and  all  of 
them  if  sustained  being  insufficient  to  overcome  the  returned  majority 
of  contestee,  the  committee  reported  resolutions  confirming  contestee 
in  his  seat. 

The  case  was  called  up  on  June  29,  1894  (by  Mr.  Pence,  not  a  mem- 
ber of  the  committee).  Mr.  Brown,  of  the  committee,  niised  the 
question  of  consideration,  and  the  House  voted,  by  220  to  0,  to  con- 
sider the  case.  Mr.  Pence  then  moved  that  the  cjise  be  postponed  for 
two  days  and  the  contestant  be  then  given  leave  to  speak.     The  motion 
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was  lost,  77  to  126.  Mr.  Pence  then  "filibustered,"  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  brought  in  a  "no  intervening  motion"  rule,  which 
was  passed  by  a  vote  of  132  to  54  (11  being  counted  present  to  make 
a  quorum).  The  resolutions  of  the  Committee  on  Elections  were  then 
passed  by  a  vote  (on  division)  of  106  to  10,  and  contestee  was  accord- 
ingly confirmed  in  his  seat. 

[Keport  1147,  second  session  Fifty -third  Congress.] 

(6.)  Moore  vs,  Funston. 

Illegal  votes/  frmididimt  regisirat/lmi.  Majority  report  for  contetit- 
ant;  mino7%ty  report  for  contestee,      Contentant  Heated, 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Jones;  minority  repoi^ts  by  Mr.  McCall  and 
Mr.  raynter. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  plurality  of  81  votes. 
Contestant  sought  to  overcome  this  majority  by  showing  illegal  votes, 
fraudulent  r^gisti'ation,  and  irregularities,  all  in  the  interest  of  con- 
testee, and  covering  a  much  larger  number  of  votes  than  his  returned 
plurality.  The  majority  of  the  committee  found  most  of  the  charges 
sustained,  the  minority  found  most  of  them  not  sustained,  and  on  indi- 
vidual questions  of  illegal  votes,  held  that  the  majority  of  the  sitting 
member  was  increased.  Mr.  Paynter,  who  signed  neither  report,  pre- 
sented a  brief  separate  report  simply  announcing  that  he  agreed  with 
the  conclusions  of  the  minority. 

The  answer  to  the  notice  of  contest  was  served  on  contestant  either 
one  m*  two  days  late.  There  were  also  objections  to  some  specifica- 
tions in  the  notice  of  contest,  and  to  some  testimony  as  bearing  on 
points  not  covered  by  the  notice.  On  this  whole  question  the  com- 
mittee said: 

If,  then,  wc  Bhould  cloeely  apply  to  the  notice  of  contest  the  rule  of  pleading  upon 
which  contestee  insists,  and  should  apply  to  the  answer  the  requirement  of  the  law, 
we  Bhould  find  contestee  without  an  anwer,  and  would  have  but  to  ascertain  whether, 
upon  the  grounds  of  contest  undoubtedly  specified  in  the  noticie,  contestant  has  made 
^od  his  contention  that  he,  and  not  contestee,  was  really  elected  a  Representative 
m  Congress  fmm  the  Second  district  of  Kansas.  If  we  should  take  this  view  of  the 
matter  our  lalx)r8  would  be  greatly  lessened,  a  considerable  portion  of  the  huge  rec- 
ord in  the  case  would  be  eliminated,  and  the  finding  woula  necessarily  l)e  in  favor 
of  contestant.  We  l)elieve,  however,  that  the  real  aut»stion  to  be  determined  is  not 
so  much  whether  this  or  that  bit  of  evidence  offerea  by  contestant  certainly  relates 
to  something  clearly  ppec*ified  in  hia  notice  of  contest  as  a  ground  upon  which  he 
relies,  nor  yet  whether  contestee' s  answer  and  countercharge  were  made  in  due  time, 
but  rather  which  of  the  two  claimants,  according  to  the  record,  was  really  elected  and 
is  really  entitled  to  a  seat  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

In  Wyandotte  County  (Kansas  City,  Kans.),  contestee  had  a  plurality 
of  179  votes.  The  committee,  without  giving  figures,  held  tnat  ^'  the 
true  and  legal  plurality  of  contestee  in  said  county  over  contestant  is 
very  small,  if,  in  fact,  anything."  In  this  county  there  were  two 
Republican  and  no  Democratic  candidates  for  the  State  senate,  and 
much  bitter  feeling  was  aroused.  There  was  general  circumstantial 
evidence  which  the  committee  held  tended  to  show  a  systematic  con- 
spiracy on  the  part  of  Republican  friends  of  one  of  these  candidates  to 
stuff  the  registry  with  tne  names  of  fictitious  and  f  I'audulent  voters. 
Canvassers,  oefore  and  after  election,  had  been  sent  through  the  dis- 
trict to  verify  the  registry  lists,  and  had  returned  long  lists  of  persons 
who  could  not  be  found.  Subpoenas  had  been  issued  in  this  case  for 
those  in  contest  in  it,  and  had  all  been  returned  as ''  not  found."    There 
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was  also  evidence  that  a  number  of  foreigners  who  had  been  brought 
in  by  Republican  workers  had  received  their  ''first  papers"  (entitling 
them,  in  Kansas,  to  vote)  without  sufficient  precautions  to  determine 
whether  they  understood  what  thev  were  doing,  and  that  foreigners  of 
the  same  class  were  brought  by  Republican  workers  to  the  polls  on 
election  day.  In  one  precinct  there  was  evidence  that  a  negro  police- 
man at  the  polls  on  election  day  so  conducted  himself  as  to  frighten 
some  voters  of  his  race,  but,  the  committee  did  not  reject  this  poll.  In 
another  precinct  there  had  been  irregularities  in  the  count,  and  the 
county  clerk,  when  called  to  produce  the  ballots,  testified  that  he  could 
not  find  them.  Subsequently  he  produced  them,  saying  that  one  of  his 
friends  had  found  them  on  his  gate  post.  The  seal  was  broken  and  the 
ballots  had  evidently  been  tampered  with.     The  committee  said: 

There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  returns  from  this  precinct  should  be  rejected 
and  the  whole  vote  thrown  out,  if  the  endis  of  justice  would  be  promoted  by  so  doing. 
But  the  returns,  as  they  are,  give  contestant  25  more  votes  than  contestee  in  the  pre- 
cinct; and  it  is  evident  that  the  real  difference  was  much  greater,  in  contestant's 
favor.  Therefore  it  is  the  duty  of  the  committee  to  ascertain,  as  nearly  as  may  be, 
the  true  vote,  that  the  right  may  prevail,  at  least  approximately,  as  to  the  vote  of 
this  precinct. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  report,  however,  to  indicate  how  manj  votes 
the  committee  counted  for  either  candidate,  or  on  what  basis  they 
estimated  them. 

In  Allen  County,  which  gave  contestee  a  majority  of  93  votes,  the 
county  commissioners  did  not  correctly  comply  with  the  law  in  regard 
to  canvassing  the  precinct  returns  and  signing  the  county  abstract. 
The  law  required  the  board  to  determine  the  result. of  their  canvUss  of 
the  votes,  ''and  such  determination  shall  be  reduced  to  writing,  signed 
by  said  commissioners  and  attested  by  the  clerk,  and  shall  be  annexed 
to  the  abstract  of  the  votes  given  for  such  officers."  In  this  case  the 
absti^act  of  votes  was  merely  certified  to  by  the  county  clerk,  who 
signed  the  name  of  the  chaiiman  of  the  board  to  it,  under  general 
instructions,  and  also  signed  his  own  name.  The  committee  rejected 
the  vote  of  this  county  on  the  ground  that  the  returns  were  unsigned, 
and  there  was  no  other  evidence  of  the  vote  presented. 

A  number  of  votes  were  attacked  on  the  ground  that  they  were  cast 
by  former  Confederate  soldiers,  and  that  there  was  no  affirmative  proof 
of  the  passage  of  anj^  law  by  the  legislature  of  Kansas  removing  their 
disabilities  as  required  by  the  State  constitution.  The  committee 
expressed  the  opinion  that  ''the  constitution  of  Kansas  seems  to  settle 
it  as  to  persons  shown  to  have  served  voluntarily  in  the  Confederate 
army,  and  whose  disabilities  are  not  shown  to  have  been  removed  by 
the  Kansas  legislature,"  but  did  not  further  determine  the  question,  as 
it  would  not  alter  the  result. 

The  minority  held  that  most  of  the  conclusions  of  the  majority  were 
not  justified  by  the  weight  of  evidence.  All  of  the  evidence  in  regard 
to  bribing  and  repeating  was  hearsay,  and  most  of  it  was  by  profes- 
sional gamblers,  of  contestant's  own  party.  The  question  of  iraudu- 
lent  registration  was  not  covered  by  the  notice  of  contest;  the  testimony 
of  the  principal  witness  was  not  signed,  as  he  had  become  a  fugitive 
from  justice  before  it  was  written  out;  the  rest  of  it  was  hearsay,  and 
of  a  negative  character.  There  was  no  competent  evidence  that  any 
of  the  voters  attacked  voted,  or  for  whom  they-  voted,  and  if  there 
was  any  fraud  in  this  district  it  was  committed  in  the  interest  of  one  or 
the  other  of  the  candidates  for  the  Stiite  senate.     As  all  the  Democrats 
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voted  for  Republican  candidates  for  this  office,  no  inferences  could  be 
drawn  as  to  nie  general  partisan  bearing  of  the  fraud,  even  if  it  were 
committed. 

In  the  precinct  in  which  the  ballots  disappeared  and  afterwards 
turned  up  mysteriously  on  a  gatepost,  the  fraud  in  the  "gatepost 
ballots  "  was  obvious  and  conceded;  but  this  was  nothing  against  the 
original  count,  and  as  contestee  relied  on  that  count,  it  was  incon- 
ceivable that  the  subsequent  falsification  of  the  ballots  could  have 
been  conmiitted  in  his  interest. 

On  the  vote  of  Allen  county  the  minority  said: 

It  is  no  ground  for  the  disfranchisement  of  the  voters  of  a  whole  county  that  the 
returning  officers,  on  a  day  subsequent  to  the  election,  are  guilty  of  an  informality 
in  attesting  the  returns,  when  the  result  is  not  in  any  way  affected  hy  such  infor- 
mality. 

The  case  was  very  fully  debated,  and,  on  August  1,  1894,  the  sub- 
stitute resolutions  presented  by  the  minority  were  rejected  by  votes 
of  90  to  127  and  31  to  126.  On  the  next  day  the  resolutions  presented 
by  the  majority  were  passed  by  a  vote  of  147  to  86,  and  (on  August 
2, 1894)  Mr.  Moore  was  sworn  in. 

[Report  1164,  parts  1  and  2,  second  session  Fifty-third  Congress.] 

(7)  Page. 

Tenn  and  pay  of  rriemher.  Report  for  claimant.  No  actimi  hy 
House, 

Report  b}^  Mr.  Hayes. 

This  is  not  properly  a  contested  election  case,  but  is  included  on 
account  of  the  question  of  law  discussed.  Mr.  rage  had  been  con- 
testant in  the  case  of  Page  vs,  Pirce  in  the  Forty-ninth  Congress. 
(See  p.  419,  a/fiteJ)  The  House  had  declared  the  seat  vacant,  under  the 
Rhode  Island  law  requiring  the  successful  candidate  to  have  a  majority 
over  all  at  the  first  election.  A  second  election  was  held  and  Mr.  Page 
was  elected,  sei^ving  the  remainder  of  the  term.  He  drew  pav  and 
allowances  only  "for  the  portion  of  the  term  actually  served,  and  this 
report  was  on  a  resolution  to  allow  him  his  claim  to  pay  him  the 
remainder  of  the  pay  for  the  full  term.  The  committee  reported  the 
resolution  favorably,  on  the  ground  that,  Mr.  Pirce  having  been 
adjudged  by  the  House  not  elected,  the  seat  from  the  Second  Con- 

Sessional  district  of  Rhode  Island  had  never  been  filled  until  filled  by 
r.  Page  by  virtue  of  the  second  election.     He  was  the  only  member 
elected  from  that  district  to  the  Forty-ninth  Congress,  and  was,  hence, 
entitled  to  pay  for  the  full  term. 
There  was  no  action  by  the  House. 
[Report  1645,  third  session  Fifty-third  Congress.] 

(8)  Steward  va,  Childs. 

L'regulari'ties  {und^^  A^istralmn  hallot  law).  Report  for  contestee. 
No  action  hy  House. 

Report  by  Mr.  Brown. 

This  case  grew  out  of  questions  arising  under  the  Illinois  (Australian) 
ballot  law  of  1891,  in  use  for  the  first  time  at  this  election.  The  plu- 
rality of  contestee  on  the  returns  was  17,  but  the  committee  found 
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that  his  true  plurality  was  252.  The  courts  of  Illinois  had  not  con- 
strued the  new  law,  but  the  committee  said:  "  It  is  deemed  the  duty  of 
the  committee  to  recommend  to  the  House  such  construction  of  these 
laws  as  will  give  f oi;ce  and  effect  to  the  clear  intention  of  the  legislature 
which  enacted  them."    The  conclusions  of  the  committee  were: 

The  committee  find  it  to  be  the  law  that  ballots  on  which  the  voter  imdertook  to 
express  his  choice  by  marks  other  than  the  cross  placed  in  the  circle  or  square,  as 
provided  by  the  statute,  are  not  legal  and  should  not  be  counted;  that  ballots  voted 
DV  electors  who  were  assisted  in  marking  their  ballots  without  having  first  made  the 
affidavit  of  disability,  as  provided  by  said  statute,  are  not  legal  and  should  not  be 
counted;  that  the  initials  of  that  one  of  the  judges  of  election  who  delivered  the  bal- 
lots to  the  voters  are  a  part  of  the  **  official  indorsement"  required  by  the  statute,  and 
ballots  not  bearing  such  initials  are  not  legal  and  should  not  be  counted. 

The  case  was  reported  on  February  1, 1895,  and  notice  was  given  that 
it  would  be  called  up  on  February  7,  but  there  is  no  record  of  any 
further  action  in  the  House.  There  was  no  minority  report,  but  in  the 
next  Congress  Mr.  Daniels  in  debate  (see  Record,  first  session  Fifty- 
fourth  Congress,  p.  5134)  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  members 
of  the  minority  had  never  signified  their  assent  to  the  report  (which 
was  presented  near  the  close  of  the  Fifty-third  Congress),  and  tnat  on 
the  question  of  "assisted  voters"  the  minority  report  in  the  case  of 
O'Neill  V8.  Joy  showed  that  they  did  not  agree. 

[Report  1741,  third  session  Fift^-third  (5)ngress.] 

(9)  Belknap  vs,  Richardson. 

(J)  Prima  facie  case.  Conflicting  certificates.  Seat  gmen  to  Rich- 
ardson,,  and  Belknap  authm^ized  to  contest. 

Report  by  Mr.  Pavnter, 

This  case  came  before  the  House  on  the  opening  day  of  the  session 
(August  7,  1893)  by  the  statement  of  the  Clerk  that  te  had  received, 
on  December  22,  1892,  a  certificate  of  election  showing  the  election  of 
Hon.  George  F.  Richardson  from  the  Fifth  district  of  Michigan,  and 
had  then  placed  Richardson's  name  on  the  roll.  Exactly  similar  certifi- 
cates were  filed  by  the  other  members-elect  from  Michigan  at  various 
dates  up  to  April  3, 1893.  On  February  20,  1893,  a  certificate  of  elec- 
tion issued  to  Charles  E.  Belknap*  had  been  received  by  the  Clerk. 
The  certificate  was  in  due  form,  but  was  signed  by  other  persons  than 
those  signing  the  certificate  of  Richardson  and  the  remaining  certifi- 
cates from  Michigan.  (The  State  officers  had  in  the  meantime  been 
changed.)  The  Clerk  refused  to  strike  Richardson's  name  from  the 
roll  '^having  already  exercised  the  authority  given  to  him  by  law." 
He  therefore  submitted  the  matter  to  the  House. 

When  Mr.  Richardson's  name  was  called,  on  the  organization  of  the 
House,  he  was  requested,  on  objection,  to  stand  aside.  On  the  com- 
pletion of  the  roll  a  resolution  was  offered  providing  that  Mr^  Richard- 
son should  be  sworn  in,  for  which  a  substitute  was  offered  providing 
for  the  swearing  in  of  Mr.  Belknap  on  his  prima  facie  case.  The 
matter  went  over  until  the  next  day,  wheuj  after  extended  debate, 
the  House  first  rejected,  by  a  vote  of  128  to  193,  a  motion  to  refer  the 
prima  facie  case  to  a  special  committee  of  five  to  report  in  ten  days, 
and  then  rejected  the  motion  to  seat  Belknap,  by  a  vote  of  114  to  199. 
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The  resolution  to  seat  Richai'dson  was  then  passed  without  division, 
and  Mr.  Richardson  was  sworn  in. 

On  August  15  a  resolution  was  introduced  which  on  August  29  (the 
committee  having  in  the  meantime  been  appointed)  was  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Elections,  granting  Mr.  Belknap  the  right  to  con- 
test the  seat  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  Jaw,  the  time  to  begin 
with  the  date  of  the  swearing  in  of  Mr.  Richardson.  The  committee 
reported  the  resolution  favorably  (Report  3,  first  session  Fifty -third  Con- 
gress) with  an  amendment  to  make  the  time  of  contest  begin  with  the 
date  of  the  passage  of  the  resolution,  Mr.  Paynter  saying,  in  presenting 
the  report,  that  he  had  examined  all  the  precedents,  and  the  privilege  of 
contesting  had  always  been  given  the  unsuccessful  claimant  on  a  prima 
facie  case.  The  House  passed  the  resolution  as  recommended,  without 
division,  and  the  contest  on  the  merits  (see  below)  proceeded  in  the 
usual  manner. 

There  is  no  report  of  any  committee  discussing  the  issues  of  the 

Erima  facie  case,  but  from  the  debate  in  the  House  it  appears  that 
lichardson  had  received  a  plurality  of  10  votes  on  the  race  of  the 
returns  as  certified  by  the  county  canvassers,  while  Belknap  had 
received  a  plurality  of  19  votes  on  the  returns  as  certified  b}^  the  pre- 
cinct inspectors.  The  difference  was  in  the  returns  in  the  county  of 
Ionia,  where  the  countv  c^anvasserjs  had  thrown  out  54  votes  for  liel- 
knap  and  26  for  Richardson.  The  supreme  court  of  Michigan  issued  a 
writ  of  mandamus  to  the  Ionia  County  board,  commanding  them  to 
reconvene  and  canvass  th*e  returns  as  originally  certified  to  them. 
The  members  of  the  board  which  conducted  the  original  canvass  had 
gone  out  of  office,  but  their  successors  obeyed  the  writ,  and  the  suc- 
cessor of  the  State  officers  who  had  issued  the  original  certificate  to 
Richardson  issued  a  like  certificate  to  Belknap. 

The  difference  between  the  two  original  counts  in  Ionia  County  seems 
to  have  been  due  to  a  recount  of  the  ballots  of  that  county  instituted 
by  the  fii"st  board  of  canvassers  under  a  State  law  providing  for  such 
recounts.  The  supreme  court  decided  that  this  law  did  not  apply  to 
Congressional  elections,  and  therefore  issued  its  mandate  that  the  count 
should  be  made  on  the  original  precinct  returns. 

Questions  of  law  were  discussed  on  both  sides  during  the  debate, 
but  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  the  action  of  the  House  was 
referred  to  any  of  them  with  sufficient  clearness  to  constitute  a  defi- 
nite precedent. 

[Report  3,  first  session  Fifty-third  C/ongress.j 


Case  on  m/rrlts.  So/die?'Ji^  IFoitie  rotes;  t narked  hallotn.  Major- 
ity report  for  cfmtestee;  diasentinij  report  foi'  co)itesta7it.  No  actum  hy 
tlie  IiOHAe, 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Lockwood;  dissenting  report  by  Mr.  Thomas. 

On  the  case  on  tlie  merits  the  committee  found  that  contestee  was 
elected  by  a  plurality  of  150,  after  eliminating  the  illegal  votes.  Con- 
testant had  a  plurality  of  18  on  the  face  of  the  precinct  returns,  but 
the  committee  found  that  the  votes  (152  for  contestant  and  41  for  con- 
testee) cast  by  inmates  of  the  Soldiers'  Home  at  Grand  Rapids  were 
illegal  for  nonresidence,  and  that  a  number  of  ballots  cast  under  the 
new  Australian  ballot  law  were  void,  as  .containing  distinguishing 
marks  prohibited  by  the  statute.     The  supreme  court  of  Michigan  had 
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passe^l  on  both  of  these  Questions,  and  the  committee  followed  the  rul- 
mgs  of  the  court  on  all  tne  points  of  law.  There  was  no  dispute  as  to 
the  facets. 

Mr.  Thomas  dissented  and  filed  a  separate  report,  dealing  entirely 
with  the  question  of  the  Soldiers'  Home  votes.  The  decision  of  the 
supreme  court  referred  to,  he  said,  had  been  rendered  since  the  elec- 
tion in  question,  and  if  it  was  to  be  construed  as  retroactive,  the 
subsequent  action  of  the  people  of  Michigan  in  amending  the  State 
constitution  so  as  to  permit  the  inmates  of  the  Soldiers'  Home  to  vote 
at  the  precinct  in  which  the  institution  was  located  should  also  be  con- 
strued as  retroactive  and  as  reversing  the  decision  of  the  majority  of 
the  court  and  indorsing  that  of  the  dissenting  judges.  The  Soldiers' 
Home  is  not  an  eleemosynary  institution,  but  an  evidence  of  the  grati- 
tude of  the  Stat0  to  the  defenders  of  civil  liberty. 

These  reports  were  filed  on  February  27  and  28,  1895,  within  a  few 
days  of  the  close  of  the  Fifty -third  Congress,  and  there  was  no  action 
by  the  House. 

[Keport  1946,  parts  1  and  2,  third  session  Fifty-third  Congress.] 

(10)  GooDE  vs,  Epes. 

HetuTfut  rejected  hy  cminty  camnissors  f</i'  irregularities,  Majm^iy 
report  for  sitting  rneniber;  miriority  rej></rt  for  contestant.  No  action 
hy  the  House, 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Lawson;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Daniels. 

According  to  the  precinct  returns,  contestant  received  a  majority  of 
641  votes,  but  the  county  commissioners  in  seven  counties  threw  out 
the  returns  from  twenty -one  precincts,  in  which  contestant  received 
an  aggregate  plurality  of  1,509  votes.  Contestec  had  a  majority  of 
868  on  the  remaining  returns,  and  received  the  certificate.  Most 
of  the  returns  appear  to  have  been  thrown  out  because  the  ballots  or 
poll  books  were  not  properly  sealed,  or  the  returns  were  irregular, 
ambiguous,  or  not  delivered  by  the  proper  officials.  The  committee 
went  over  the  evidence  in  detail,  and  complained  that  contestant  had 
not,  in  most  instances,  produced  the  best  evidence  available.  The 
very  point  at  issue  was  tne  reason  why  the  county  canvassers  rejected 
each  return,  and  in  only  two  of  the  seven  counties  were  any  of  these 
canvassing  officers  themselves  called  as  witnesses.  The  committee, 
however,  excluded  none  of  the  testimony,  and  restored  to  contestant 
his  plurality  in  those  precincts  in  which  it  was  shown  that  the  vote  had 
been  rejected  for  trivial  irregularities.  In  some  cases  it  appeared  that 
the  reason  for  rejection  was  sufficient,  as  in  one  precinct  where  the 
election  was  held  at  the  wrong  place.  •  In  a  considerable  number  of 
other  cases  the  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  show  clearly  on  what 
grounds  the  county  canvassers  rejected  the  returns,  or  whether  their 
action  was  justified.  In  these  cases  their  action  was  permitted  to  stand 
on  the  presumption  of  its  correctness.  The  net  result  was  the  reduc- 
tion of  the  majority  of  contestee  from  868  to  215,  but  as  the  evidence 
as  presented  was  not  sufficient  to  overcome  the  remainder  of  his 
majority,  the  committee  recommended  resolutions  declaring  him 
elected. 


•»' 
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The  minority  entered  into  a  somewhat  more  detailed  discussion  of 
the  evidence  in  regard  to  a  number  of  precincts  in  which  the  majority 
found  the  evidence  insufficient,  and  concluded  in  most  of  them  that 
the  reasons  for  the  rejection  of  the  returns  could  be  determined  from 
the  evidence,  and  that  these  reasons  were  insufficient.  They  also 
called  attention  to  the  signiticant  character  of  the  general  situation, 
the  rejection  of  nearly  one-third  of  the  precinct  returns  of  the  district, 
all  but  one  (which  gave  4  plurality  for  contestee)  showing  large  majori- 
ties for  contestant,  by  boards  of  canvassers  politically  opposed  to  him, 
for  trivial  and  technical  irregularities.  They  found  contestant  entitled 
to  the  seat  by  at  least  442  plurality. 

These  reports  were  presented  on  February  28,  1895,  almost  the  last 
day  of  the  last  session  of  the  Congress,  and  there  was  no  action  by  the 
House. 

[Report  1962,  parts  1  and  2,  third  session  Fifty-third  Congress.] 

(11)  O'Neill  vs.  Jot. 

Ballots  not  correctly  marked  or  numhered.  Majority  report  for  con- 
testa/nt;  ininm'ity  report  for  contested.     Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Patterson;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Daniels. 

This  case  turned  on  the  question  of  counting  certain  ballots  on  which 
one  or  both  the  judges  of  election  had  failed  to  place  their  initials,  as 
required  by  the  new  '^Australian  "  ballot  law  of  Missouri.  There  were 
charges  of  illegal  registration,  duplicate  ballots,  and  other  irregulari- 
ties, out  the  result  of  a  decision  upon  them  would  not  affect  the  result, 
and  they  were  not  decided.  A  number  of  ballots  were  thrown  out 
because  not  properly  numbered,  but  as  these  were  nearly  equal  in 
number  on  both  sides,  they,  too,  would  not  affect  the  result. 

Sitting  member  was  returned  as  elected,  by  a  majority  of  67  votes. 
The  committee  deducted  607  votes  from  the  poll  of  contestee  and  330 
from  that  of  contestant  on  account  of  irreginarities  in  the  placing  of 
initials  or  numbers  on  the  ballots,  leaving  a  majority  of  210  votes  for 
contestant. 

A  recount  of  the  ballots  of  nearly  all  the  precincts  in  the  district  had 
been  made  a  part  of  the  proceedings  of  taking  testimony  in  the  case, 
but  the  result  of  that  recount  does  not  seem  to  have  determined  the 
conclusions  of  either  the  majority  or  the  minority  of  the  committee,  or 
of  the  House. 

According  to  the  majority  of  the  committee,  the  statute  of  Missouri 
providing  for  the  numbering  and  initialing  of  the  ballots  was  manda- 
tory, ana  all  ballots  not  correctly  numbered  or  initialed  were  thrown 
out.  According  to  the  minority,  the  statute  was  directory,  and  the 
obligation  to  number  and  initial  the  ballots,  and  not  to  deposit  them 
in  the  box  unless  so  marked,  was  on  the  election  officers,  not  on  the 
voters. 

The  legal  issue  turned  on  the  question  how  much  of  the  former 
election  law  of  Missouri  had  been  repealed  by  implication  by  the 
enactment  of  the  new  Australian  ballot  law.  That  law  was  made,  by 
its  enacting  clause,  a  part  of  chapter  60  of  the  revised  statutes  of 
the  State.  It  repealed  explicitly  certain  sections  of  the  revised  stat- 
utes, and  generally  all  laws  and  parts  of  laws  inconsistent  with  itself. 

H.  Doc.  510 32 
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The  only  prohibitory  clause  against  the  ballots  contained  in  the  new 
enactment  was  (section  4785): 

No  judge  of  election  shall  deposit  any  ballot  upon  which  the  names  or  initials  of 
the  judges  as  hereinbefore  provided  does  not  appear. 

Section  1005  of  the  revised  statutes,  which  was  not  among  those 
specifically  repealed  by  the  new  law,  contained  the  provision: 

No  ballot  not  numbered  as  herein  provide<l  shall  be  counted. 

And  section  4671,  chapter  60,  which  was  also  not  specifically  repealec  ^ 
contained  the  provision:  ^ 

Any  ballot  not  conforming  to  the  provisions  of  this  chapter  shall  be  considered 
fraudulent  and  void. 

If  these  provisions  were  not  repealed  by  implication,  but  were  to 
be  applied  to  the  requirements  of  the  new  law,  they  of  course  made 
that  law  mandatory. 

The  majority  of  the  committee  held  that  compliance  with  these  pro-  ; 

visions  was  mandatory,  and  that  the  requirement  was  a  proper  obnga-  . 

tion  on  the  voter  to  prevent  fraud.  ' 

It  is  plain  that  the  imposition  of  fines  on  officers  of  election  who  violate  the  law  > 

by  designedly  or  carelessly  omitting  its  formalities  would  not  make  a  system  such 
as  this  effective.  The  officers  elected  through  a  violation  of  the  law  would  often 
be  able  to  screen  their  confederates  from  punishment.  Where  the  voters  and  the 
officers  of  the  election  are  all  interested  in  understanding  and  conforming  to  the  law 
the  result  will  be  different.  The  system  can  only  be  made  effective  by  peremptorily 
declaring  that  the  legality  of  the  ballot  shall  depend  on  the  observance  of  the  law  in 
vital  pamculars. 

Now  these  provisions  of  the  law  of  Missouri  are  plainly  and  emphatically  manda- 
tory. This  is  too  clear  for  discussion,  and  we  refrain  from  citing  authorities  or 
quoting  decisions  in  support  of  a  proposition  so  free  from  doubt.  It  may  be  said  that 
to  enforce  these  statutes  according  to  their  plain  intent  and  purpose  will  work  injus- 
tice to  the  voter,  and  that  he  ought  not  to  be  held  responsiole  for  the  failure  of  the 
distributing  judges  to  write  their  signatures  or  initials  on  the  ballot,  or  the  failure  of 
the  receiving  judges  to  number  it.  But  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  no  man  has 
the  natural  or  inherent  right  to  vote,.  The  voter  is  an  agency  of  the  State,  clothed 
by  the  State  with  the  elective  franchise,  and  the  same  power  which  prescribes  who 
shall  have  the  franchise  can  also  prescribe  the  manner  of  its  exercise,  and  throw  such 
safeguards  around  the  ballot  as  will  protect  it  from  fraud  and  dishonesty.  Again, 
the  voter  is  presumed  to  know  something  of  the  law  which  secures  to  him  the  elective 
franchise  and  prescribes  the  conditions  on  which  it  is  to  be  exercised.  *  *  *  But, 
aside  from  all  this,  we  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  severity  or  the  hardships  of  the 
law.  It  is  plainly  mandatory,  and  precedent  and  sound  public  policy  alike  demand 
that  it  should  be  enforced  and  obeved. 

The  minority  held  that  the  new  enactment  of  the  Australian  ballot 
law  in  Missouri,  establishing  an  entirelv  new  system  of  election  machin- 
ery, was  intenaed  to  supersede  the  oli  law,  and  that  it  repealed  by 
implication  the  provisions  which  made  the  old  law  mandatory  on  the 
voter.  Under  the  old  law  the  voter  himself  furnished  the  ballot,  and 
it  was  obligatory  on  him  to  furnish  a  ballot  in  accordance  with  the  law 
or  lose  his  vote.  Under  the  new  law  the  State  furnished  the  ballots, 
which  were  in  a  form  not  permitted  by  the  old  law.  No  ballots  but 
those  printed  by  the  State  were  permitted  to  he  counted,  but  the  pro- 
hibition against  depositing  these  ballots  if  improperly  marked  was  upon 
the  judges,  not  on  the  voters. 

And  when  one  system  of  law  is  enacted  as  a  substitute  for  a  preceding  law  the  rule 
of  construction  is  that  the  preceding  law  is  repealed,  although  tnere  may  be  no  express 
^edaration  of  intentioQ  contained  m  the  later  act    *    *    *    Thepronibition,  it  will 
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be  seen  from  the  language  of  the  section,  is  directed  to  the  judges  themselves,  and 
not  to  the  voter.  *  *  *  Cases  have  frequently  arisen  where  the  validity  or  legality 
of  the  ballot  has  been  brought  in  controversy,  out  no  case  has  been  discovered  sanc- 
tioning the  conclusion  that  the  voter  shall  be  deprived  of  his  vote  by  the  omission  of 
the  election  officers^  to  discharge  a  duty  imposed  upon  them  by  law.  It  is  only  when 
a  statute  has  declared  the  ballot  to  be  void  or  forbade  it  to  be  counted  that  the  courts 
have  felt  obliged  to  sanction  its  exclusion.    *    *    * 

It  is,  in  the  judgment  of  the  minority,  an  unwarranted  construction  to  go  back  to 
the  preceding  law  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  provisions  applicable  alone  to  the 
superseded  system  for  the  forfeiture  of  the  votes  of  the  citizens  of  this  Congressional 
district. 

This  case  was  the  occasion  of  a  long  contest,  but  only  a  brief  debate 
in  the  House.  On  March  28,  1894,  the  substitute  resolutions  pre- 
sented by  the  minority  were  defeated  b}^  a  vote  of  100  to  147.  After 
many  intervening  motions  the  resolutions  presented  by  the  committee 
were  passed  on  April  3,  by  votes  of  156  to  24  and  155  to  28,  and  on 
April  3,  1894,  Mr.  O'Neill  was  sworn  in. 

[Report  268,  second  session  Fifty -third  Congress.] 
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FIFTT-FOUKTH   COHGEESS.  1896-1897. 


der  the  revision  of  the  rules  adopted  at  the  opening  of  this  Con- 
the  usual  provision  for  the  appointment  of  the  standing  Commit- 


Under 
gress 

tee  on  Elections  was  amended  (on  account  of  the  unprecedented  large 
number  of  election  contests)  to  read  as  follows: 


Rule  X. 

1.  Unless  otherwise  specially  oniered  by  the  House,  the  Speaker  shall  appoint  at 
the  commencement  of  each  Congress  the  following  standing  committees,  namely: 

On  Elections  three  committees,  to  consist  of  nine  members  each,  to  be  called  num- 
ber one  (1),  two  (2),  and  three  (3),  respectively. 

This  rule  was  not  altered  by  the  House  in  the  Fifty -fifth  or  Fifty- 
sixth  Congresses,  though  tne  number  of  election  cases  was  much 
smaller. 

Cominittee  on  Elections  Wo,  1, 

Mr.  Daniels,  New  York.  Mr.  Linnet,  North  Carolina. 

RoYSE,  Indiana.  Dinsmore,  Arkansas. 

Cooke,  Illinois.  Barrett,  Georgia.  j 

Leonard,  Pennsylvania.  Turner,  Virginia.  i 

Mr.  Moody,  Massachusetts.  { 


Covivdttee  on  Elections  No,  ^, 

Mr.  Johnson,  Indiana.  Mr.  Long,  Kansas. 

Strode,  Nebi-aska.  Harrison,  Alabama. 

Prince.  Maguire,  California. 

Tayler,  Ohio.  Kyle,  Mississippi. 

Mr.  Miller,  West  Virgma. 

Committee  on  Elections  No,  S, 

Mr.  McCall,  Massachusetts.  Mr.  Codding,  Pennsylvania. 

Thomas,  Michigan.  Bell,  Texas. 

Jenkins,  Wisconsin.  De  Armond,  Missouri. 

Walker,  Virginia.  Jones,  Virginia. 

Mr.  Overstreet,  Indiana. 

Cases. 

Committee  No.  L 

1)  Hugh  R.  Belknap  vs.  Lawrence  E.  McGann,  Illinois. 
2i  James  J.  McDonald  vs.  William  A.  Jones,  Virginia. 

[3)  William  F.  Aldrich  vs.  Gaston  A.  Kobbins,  Alahama. 

(4)  Albert  T.  Goodwyn  vs.  James  E.  Cobb,  Alahama. 
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f5)  W.  C.  Robinson  vs,  George  P.  Harrison,  Alabama. 
^6)  John  I.  Rinaker  vs.  Finis  E.  Downing,  Illinois. 
7)  Truman  H.  Aldrich  vs.  Oscar  W.  Unaerwood,  Alabama. 
[S)  William  H.  Felton  vs.  John  W.  Maddox,  Georgia. 

(9)  George  Denny,  jr.,  vs.  W.  C.  Owens,  Kentucky. 

(10)  N.  T.  Hopkins  vs.  Joseph  M.  Kendall,  Kentucky. 

(11)  Thomas  E.  Watson  vs.  James  C.  C.  Black,  Georgia. 


\ 


Committee  No.  2. 

(12)  Robert  A.  Chesebrough  vs.  George  B.  McClellan,  New  York. 

(13)  Timothy  J.  Campbell  vs.  Henry  0.  Miner,  New  York. 

14)  Robert  T.  Van  Horn  vs.  John  C.  Tarsney,  Missouri. 

15)  H.  Dudley  Coleman  vs.  Charles  F.  Buck,  Louisiana. 

(16)  William  S.  Booze  vs.  Hariy '^Welles  Rusk,  Maryland. 

(17)  Alexis  Benoit  vs.  Charles  J.  Boatner  (fii-st  case),  Louisiana. 

(18)  Cj'rus  Thompson  vs.  John  G.  Shaw,  North  Carolina. 

(19)  Henry  P.  Cheatham  vs.  Frederick  A.  Woodard,  North  Caro- 
lina. 

(20)  John  Murray  Mitchell  vs.  James  J.  Walsh,  New  York. 

(21)  Charles  H.  Martin  vs.  John  A.  Lockhart,  North  Carolina. 

(22)  Alexis  Benoit  vs.  Charles  J.  Boatner  (second  case),  Louisiana. 

(23)  Taylor  Beattie  vs.  Andrew  Price,  Louisiana. 

Committee  No.  3. 

(24)  J.  H.  Davis  vs.  D.  B.  Culberson,  Texas. 

(25)  A.  J.  Rosenthal  vs.  Miles  Crowlej^,  Texas. 

(26)  Robert  Moorman  vs.  A.  C.  Latimer,  South  Carolina. 

(27)  %Iames  B.  Johnston  vs.  J.  William  Stokes,  South  Carolina. 

(28)  George  W.  Cornett  ?«.  Claude  A.  Swanson,  Virgifiia. 

(29)  J.  Hampton  Hoge  vs.  Peter  J.  Ote3%  Virginia. 

(30)  R.  T.  Thorp  vs.  W.  R.  McKenney,  Virginia. 

(31)  Giles  Otis  Jrearce  vs.  John  C.  Bell,  Colorado. 

(32)  A.  M.  Newman  vs.  J.  G.  Spencer,  Mississippi. 

(33)  W.  P.  Ratliff  vs.  J.  S.  Williams,  Mississippi. 

(34)  John  A.  Brown  vs.  John  M.  Allen,  Mississippi. 

(35)  Joshua  E.  Wilson  vs.  John  McLaurin,  SoutK  Carolina. 

(36)  George  W.  Murray  vs.  William  Elliott,  South  Carolina. 

(37)  J.  C.  Kearby  vs.  Jo.  Abbott,  Texas. 

(38)  Jacob  Yost  vs.  H.  St.  George  Tucker,  Virginia. 

(1)  Belknap  vs.  McGann. 

Elect i(m  of  contestant  conceded.      Contestant  seated. 

Report  by  Mr.  Daniels. 

Contestee  conceded  before  the  committee  that  contestant  was  elected, 
and  the  committee  presented  a  report  stating  this  fact  and  commend- 
ing the  action  of  contestee.  Resolutions  declaring  contestant  elected 
were  adopted  by  the  House  without  division,  and  Mr.  Belknap,  on 
December  27,  1895,  was  sworn  in. 
'   [Report  5,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 
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(2)  McDonald  vs.  Jones. 

Leave  to  contest  denied.  Probable  cause  not  sTwvm^  and  amtestaivt 
ineligible. 

Report  by  Mr.  Turner. 

This  case  came  before  the  committee  on  an  application  from  James 
M.  McDonald  to  sei*ve  notice  of  contest  on  William  A.  Jones,  who 
was  returned  as  elected.  The  committee  refused  the  petition  on  the 
grounds  that  with  reasonable  diligence  a  notice  could  have  been  served 
within  the  time,  that  in  the  proofs  presented  it  did  not  appear  that 
there  was  any  substantial  ground  in  /act  for  the  proposed  contest,  and 
that  the  petitioner,  being  engaged  in  business  in  tne  District  of  Colum- 
bia and  having  no  residence  or  business  in  Virginia,  was  not  at  or  near 
the  time  of  the  election  an  inhabitant  of  Virginia,  and  was,  therefore, 
not  eligible. 

The  resolution  denying  the  application  of  petitioner  was  passed  by 
the  House  without  division. 

[Report  568,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(3)  Aldrich  ^'/<.  Robbins. 

Fraud.  Majority  reports  f&r  conteMai^i;  minority  rejHxrt  far  cent- 
testee.     Contestant  seated. 

Majority  reports  by  Mr.  Daniels  and  Mr.  Royse;  minority  report 
by  Mr.  Dinsmore. 

This  case  turned  on  the  Question  of  fraudulent  returns  from  a  large 
pai-t  of  the  precincts  of  Dallas  County.  The  district  (the  Fourth 
Alabama)  consisted  of  six  counties — five  "white"  counties  and  one 
(Dallas)  county  in  the  "black  belt."  Contestant  had  a  majority  of  the 
votes  in  the  five  "white"  counties,  and  there  were  no  charges  of 
fiuud  except  at  a  few  scattered  precincts  in  them,  but  in  Dallas  Countv 
contestee  was  returned  as  receiving  5,390  majority,  nearly  all  of  whicn 
was  in  the  fifteen  precincts  in  regard  to  which  evidence  was  taken. 
In  each  of  these  precincts  the  returns  showed  a  very  large  vote,  prac- 
tically all  for  contestee.  Contestant  introduced  the  testimony  of  per- 
sons who  were  at  the  polls  all  day  and  kept  count  or  tally  of  the 
number  of  persons  who  voted  or  were  present  where  the}'  could  have 
voted.  The  number  in  each  case  was  a  very  small  fraction  of  the  vote 
returned.  There  was  also  evidence  that  many  of  the  names  on  the 
poll  lists  were  those  of  dead,  removed,  or  fictitious  persons,  and  in 
some  precincts  a  number  of  those  returned  as  voting  testified  that  they 
did  not  vote.  It  was  also  shown  that  there  was  a  general  agreement 
of  friends  of  contestant,  at  the  request  of  their  leaders,  not  to  vote  or 
register  in  this  county,  as  thev  had  been  refused  representation  on  the 
election  boards,  and  feared  tnat  their  votes,  if  cast,  would  be  fraudu- 
lently counted  for  contestee. 

Contestee  did  not  call  any  of  the  election  ofiicers  to  sustain  the 
returns,  but  called  other  persons  to  testify  to  their  ^ood  reputation. 

The  committee  presented  three  reports,  all  of  which  found  fraud  in 
Dallas  County.  The  majority  presented  two  reports,  one  signed  by 
Mr.  Daniels  and  Mr.  Cooke,  in  which  contestant  was  found  to  be 
elected  by  601  majority,  and  the  other  presented  bv  Mr.  Royse,  in 
which  his  election  was  found  by  1,131  majority.     The  minority  pre- 
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sented  a  report  in  which  the  majority  of  contestee  was  reduced  from 
8,736  to  559,  but  the  testimony  was  found  to  be  inadequate  to  overcome 
the  remainder  of  the  majority. 

The  principal  difference  between  the  two  majority  reports  was  in 
counting  the  votes  of  the  precincts  in  which  the  returns  were  proved 
fraudulent.  The  report  presented  by  Mr.  Daniels  credited  to  contestee 
all  the  votes  left  after  deducting  the  number  specifically  proved  to  be 
fraudulent;  that  presented  by  Mr.  Royse  rejected  the  whole  of  the 
returns  and  counted  only  such  votes  as  were  incidentally  proved 
aliunde.  The  minority  also  counted  only  the  votes  proved  aliunae,  but 
found  that  the  proof  of  fraud  was  clear  enough  to  overcome  the  pre- 
sumption of  correctness  of  the  returns  in  only  nine  of  the  precincts. 

There  were  several  precincts  in  other  counties  in  which  the  returns 
were  impeached  by  testimony  that  more  voters  voted  for  contestant  than 
were  returned  for  him. 

Contestee  objected  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  of  contest,  and  also 
to  all  the  testimony  taken  in  Dallas  and  Calhoun  counties  before  a 
notary  appointed  under  the  laws  of  Alabama  to  act  in  Shelby  (>)unty. 
The  conmdittee  found  that  the  notice,  which  charged  at  each  precinct 
that  a  specified  number  of  votes  returned  were  in  fact  not  cast,  was 
sufficiently  specific.  As  to  the  competency  of  the  notary,  both  majority 
reports  said: 

It  was  also  objected  for  the  contestee  that  the  notary  before  whom  the  evidence 
was  taken  was  without  authority  to  take  that  obtained  out  of  the  county  for  which 
he  had  been  appointed  to  act  under  the  laws  of  the  State.  But  he  was  not  acting 
within  the  restrictions  imposed  upon  him  by  the  laws  of  the  8tate  of  Alabama  in  taking 
this  evidence.  The  laws  of  the  United  States  prescribed  a  special  mode  of  proceeding 
for  this  class  of  cases,  and  aside  from  this  authority  no  eviaence  in  a  contested  elec- 
tion could  be  taken  before  the  officers  enumerated  in  the  statute. 

An  object  of  the  statute  was  to  point  out  the  persons  who  should  be  empowered  to 
take  the  evidence,  not  to  exercise  their  functions  as  State,  city,  or  county  officers,  but 
to  execute  the  full  authority  created  for  this  purpose  by  Congress.  The  notary  is  one 
of  these  officers,  selected,  however,  to  act  under  Federal,  not  under  State,  authority, 
and  the  power  to  act  has  been  given  to  him  commensurate  with  the  object  to  be 
attained. 

By  the  language  of  the  statute  the  contestant  is  empowered  to  apply  for  a  subpoena 
to  any  notary,  ete.,  who  may  reside  within  the  Congressional  district  in  which  the 
election  to  be  contested  was  held.  The  officer  is  also  required  to  issue  subpoenas 
directed  to  all  such  persons  as  shall  be  named  to  him,  requiring  their  attendance  at 
some  time  and  place  mentioned  in  the  subpoena.  And  the  only  restriction  imposed 
is  that  the  witness  shall  not  be  required  to  attend  out  of  the  county  of  his  resiaen(;e. 

As  to  the  power  of  the  officer,  he  may  act  anywhere  within  the  Congressional  dis- 
trict. His  authority  has  been  restricted  to  no  subdivision  of  it  whatever.  He  may 
issue  subpoenas  for  all  such  witnesses  as  shall  be  named  to  him,  and  the  subpoenas 
must  be  returnable  before  himself.  As  that  is  the  mode  of  proceeding  which  has 
been  indicated,  any  officer  mentioned  in  the  statute  may  act,  and  in  acting  has  been 
given  complete  authority  to  act  wholly  and  effectually.  The  law  further  provides 
that  the  witnesses  who  attend  shall  be  examined  on  oath  by  the  officer  who  issued 
the  subpoena,  unless  he  may  be  absent,  etc. 

From  the  generality  of  these  regulations  it  is  clear  that  a  single  officer  has  been 
empowered  to  issue  all  the  subpoenas  and  take  all  the  evidence.  Thev  are  quite 
explicit,  and  create  a  system  in  and  of  themselves  in  no  measure  depenaent  on  the 
laws  of  the  Stat«  (U.  S.  Rev.  Stat,  19,  20,  sees.  110,  115,  120),  and  this  effect  was 
accorded  to  the  statute  in  the  contest  olf  Washburn  against  Voorhees  (2  Bartlett,  54). 

The  minority  said: 

The  true  test  to  appl}r  to  this  question  is:  If  a  witness  who  had  been  sworn  before 
this  notary  public  w^ere  indicted  for  jHjrjury  or  false  swearing  before  him  in  this  case 
where  the  oath  was  administered  and  the  testimony  given  in  Dallas  or  Calhoun 
counties,  could  he  be  convicted?    He  could  not,  in  either  State  or  Federal  court 
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On  the  question  of  the  weight  to  be  given  to  the  returns  the 
minority  said: 

The  return  of  the  election  officers,  made,  as  it  is,  nnder  oath,  is  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  truth  of  their  contents  and  must  stakd  as  the  truth  until  such  facts  are  proven 
as  to  clearly  show  that  it  is  not  true  or  that  they  are  fraudulent  Wherever  it  has 
been  conclusively  shown  by  the  evidence  that  fraud  was  perpetrated  upon  the  part 
of  the  election  officers  sufficient  to  caat  suspicion  upon  the  returns,  we  have  disre- 
garded the  returns  and  have  resorted  to  aliunde  proof  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
the  votes  received  by  each  the  contestant  and  the  contestee. 

The  minority  also  held  that  the  ballots  themselves  should  have  been 
presented  to  impeach  the  returns  of  the  election  oflScers. 

It  needs  only  to  be  stated  that  the  ballots  themselves  constituted  the  best  and  only 
admissible  evidence  until  explanation  was  made  as  to  why  they  were  not  and  could 
not  be  introduced. 

The  case  was  fully  debated  in  the  House,  and  the  substitute  reso- 
lutions presented  by  the  minority  were  lost  by  a  vote  of  58  to  173. 
The  resolutions  presented  by  the  majority  were  then  passed  without 
division,  and  (on  March  IB,  1896)  Mr.  Aldrich  was  sworn  in. 

[Report  672,  parts  1,  2,  and  3,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(4)  GooDWTN  V8.  Cobb. 

Crated.  Majority  report  for  contestant;  minority  report  for  con- 
testee.    OoTvteatant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Daniels;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Bartlett. 

The  general  charges  and  issues  in  this  case  were  similar  to  those  in 
the  case  of  Aldrich  vs,  Robbins,  above,  but  contestee  in  this  case  took 
more  testimony  and  there  was  more  conflict  of  evidence.  Contestee 
received,  according  to  the  returns  as  canvassed,  a  majority  of  748,  but 
the  committee  states  that  part  of  this  was  due  to  an  error  in  fookng, 
and  that  the  correct  figure  was  508.  All  his  majorities  were  in  the 
"black  counties," contestant  receiving  in  the  "white  counties"  aggre- 
gate majorities  of  3,612  votes.  Contestant  charged  that  the  votes 
returned  from  a  number  of  precincts  returned  as  casting  a  very  large 
vote,  practically  all  for  contestee.  were  for  the  most  part  fictitious,  and 
introauced  testimony  to  show  tnat  a  much  smaller  number  of  votes 
were  cast  at  each  of  these  precincts  than  were  returned.  He  also 
introduced  testimony  that  some  of  the  names  on  the  poll  lists  were 
those  of  dead  or  absent  persons,  and  called  voters  who  were  on  the 
lists  as  voting  but  testified  that  thej^  did  not  vote.  He  also  showed 
that  at  most  of  these  precincts  his  friends  were  not  represented  on  the 
election  boards,  and  that  contestee  had  refused  to  join  with  him  in  a 
request  for  such  representation. 

Contestee  called  the  oflScers  of  election  to  testify  to  the  correctness 
of  the  returns  and  the  fairness  of  the  election,  and  other  persons  to 
contradictor  explain  some  of  the  circumstances  testified  to  by  contest- 
ant's witnesses.  The  refusal  to  allow  contestant's  friends  representa- 
tion on  the  board  was  explained  by  the  fact  that  contestant  was  a 
Populist,  and  representation  was  given  instead  to  the  Republican  and 
Democratic  parties  as  the  two  dominant  parties. 

Technical  objections  were  entered  and  strongly  urged  against  most 
of  contestant's  testimony,  and  were  discussed  at  length  in  both  reports. 
The  returns,  registration  and  poll  lists,  and  other  record  evidence  were 
objected  to  as  not  properly  certified  or  as  certified  by  officers  not  having 
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authority  to  make  such  certificates,  but  the  committee  overruled  most 
of  these  objections  and  cured  the  rest  by  procuring  other  and  more 
perfect  certificates.  Testimony  was  also  taicen  before  a  notary  outside 
of  his  own  county,  but  within  the  district.  This  question  had  already 
been  decided  in  the  case  of  Aid  rich  ?%v.  Robbins.  Some  witnesses  were 
examined  outside  of  the  district  by  an  officer  residing  within  the  dis- 
trict, but  only  one  of  these  was  objected  to  at  the  time,  and  the  com- 
mittee did  not  consider  his  testimony.  Contestee  further  objected  that 
the  whole  registration  law  of  Alabanr  was  unconstitutional,  but  the 
committee  called  attention  to  the  faco  Xat  no  vote  in  this  case  was 
shown  to  be  affected  by  the  only  point  on  which  the  law  could  be 
claimed  to  be  unconstitutional. 

The  minority  sustained  all  these  objections  to  the  testimony  and 
eniphasized  their  importance. 

On  the  questions  of  fact  involved  the  majority  and  the  minority 
analyzed  the  testimony  in  regard  to  each  precinct  in  detail,  and  came 
in  most  cases  to  opposite  conclusions. 

One  technical  point  was  brought  bv  the  minority  before  the  House 
in  a  separate  motion.  Contestant  ha(l  taken  in  his  ten  days  for  rebuttal 
some  testimony  alleged  to  be  testimony  in  chief.  A  motion  was  made 
to  recommit  the  case,  to  allow  contestee  further  time  to  take  testimony 
in  response  to  this  testimony,  but  the  motion  was  voted  down  by  a 
vote  of  60  to  131. 

The  case  was  fully  debated,  and  on  April  21,  189(5,  the  resolution 
declaring  contestee  not  elected  was  carried  by  a  vote  of  119  to  45. 
The  point  of  no  quorum  was  made,  and  the  resolution  wont  over  to 
the  next  da}',  when  the  resolution  declaring  contestant  elected  was 
passed  by  i45  to  55,  and  (on  April  22,  1896)  Mr.  Cioodwyn  was 
sworn  in. 

[Report  1122,  parts  1  and  2,  first  session.  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(5)  Robinson  vfi.  Harrison. 

Frauds  intiviidatimi^  and  bribery.  Report  f<yr  contestee^  who  retained 
the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Leonard. 

According  to  the  returns  as  canvassed,  contestee  received  a  majority 
of  5,006  votes.  The  return  of  one  county,  in  which  contestant  received 
a  majority  of  402  votes,  was  received  too  late  to  be  included  in  the 
canvass.  Contestant  claimed  that  the  vote  of  this  countv  should  be 
counted,  and  that  the  votes  of  a  number  of  precincts  should  l>e  thrown 
out  for  fraud,  intimidation,  or  bribery.  If  all  of  his  contentions 
should  be  sustained,  he  would  have  a  majority  of  470  votes.  The 
committee  found  the  charges  sustained  in  enough  cases  to  reduce  the 
returned  majority  of  contestee  from  5,006  to  2,254,  but  as  he  was  still 
shown  to  be  elected  after  eliminating  the  fraud  proved,  resolutions 
declaring  him  elected  were  recommended.  The  minority  agreed  in 
this  conclusion,  but  not  in  the  reasoning  or  statement  of  facts. 

In  one  precinct  there  was  a  disturbance  before  the  opening  of  the 
polls,  but  the  election  itself  was  orderly,  and  there  was  no  intimidation. 
One  of  the  judges  of  election  bribed  25  votei-s  to  vote  for  contestee, 
but  these  could  be  eliminated  without  throwing  out  the  whole  poll. 
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In  some  other  precincts  the  vote  returned  (practically  all  for  contestee) 
was  very  large,  while  the  number  of  votes  cast  was  proved  to  have 
been  much  smaller,  and  part  of  the  names  on  the  poll  lists  were  shown 
to  be  fraudulent.  These  returns  were  rejected.  In  other  cases  where 
the  discrepancy  was  smaller  the  returns  were  corrected  according  to 
the  probable  state  of  the  vote.  The  vote  of  Geneva  County  (not  can- 
vassed) was  counted  by  the  committee. 

The  resolutions  recommended  were  passed  by  the  House  without 
division,  so  contestee  retained  the  seat. 

[Report  1121,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(6)  RiNAKER  vs.  Downing. 

IrreguLariti^^  ^^  assisted  voters ^^^  uriauthoHzed  recount^  Ulegal  votes. 
Maj(mty  repart  for  contestant;  minority  report  to  order  new  recount. 
House  sw'itatned  minority^  and  on  new  recount  contestant  found  elected. 
Contestant  then  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Cooke ;^  minority  report  by  Mr.  Moody; 
final  report  by  Mr.  Moody. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  plurality  of  40  votes. 
Contestant  claimed  that  this  majority  would  be  overcome  by  deducting 
from  both  sides  various  iiTCgular  ballots  and  illegal  votes.  He  also 
undertook  to  have  all  the  ballots  recounted,  but  was  restrained  by  an 
injunction  granted  at  the  instance  of  contestee.  He  introduced  evi- 
dence of  a  tally  privately  kept  of  his  vote  in  some  of  the  precincts 
during  a  recount  of  the  votes  on  certain  local  oflSces,  and  the  commit- 
tee accepted  the  result  of  this  private  recount  on  the  ground  that  con- 
testee had  made  it  admissible  by  himself  preventing  any  oflicial  recx)unt 
from  being  held,  and  that  the  evidence  showed  that  it  was  made  with 
suflScient  care  to  be  trustworthv.  The  committee  also  counted  the 
ballots  of  certain  voters  claimed  by  contestee  to  be  invalid  because  the 
voters,  most  of  whom  were  shown  to  be  in  fact  illiterates,  had  not 
made  the  oath  of  disability  required  by  law  before  being  assisted  in 
marking  their  ballots.  Under  these  rulings  contestant  would  have  a 
majority  of  30  votes.  As  each  of  the  above  two  questions  (the  unau- 
thorized recount  and  the  assisted  voters)  covered  more  than  30  votes, 
either  of  them  was  decisive  of  the  case. 

The  law  of  Illinois  on  the  subject  of  recounts  was  as  follows: 

In  all  cases  of  contested  election  the  parties  contesting  the  same  shall  have  the 
right  to  have  the  package  of  ballots  cast  at  such  election  oj)ened,  and  to  have  all 
errors  of  the  judges  in  counting  or  refusing  to  count  any  ballot  corrected  by  the 
court  or  body  trying  such  contest;  but  such  ballots  shall  be  opened  only  in  open 
court,  or  in  open  session  of  such  body,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  officer  having  the 
custodv  thereof. 

Resting  on  this  statute,  contestee  sought  and  obtained  an  injunction 
restraining  the  county  clerks  of  the  several  counties  in  the  district 
from  opening  or  permitting  to  be  opened  any  of  the  sealed  packages 
of  ballots  "until  the  same  is  ordered  to  be  opened  and  recounted  by  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  or  of  the 
United  States,  or  by  the  House  of  Representatives  in  Congress  of  the 

*  Through  an  error  of  the  printer  the  majority  rep<jrt  in  this  case  was  printed  as 
being  presented  by  Mr.  Daniels.    The  error  was  explained  in  debate. 
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United  States  after  the  3d  day  of  March,  A.  D.  1896."    In  his  appli- 
cation for  injunction  contestee  alleged: 

That  said  ballots  are  the  best  evidence  of  his  election,  and  if  the  same  be  so  taken 
and  opened,  as  demanded,  they  will  lose  their  efficacy  and  virtue  as  legal  evidence 
of  his  election,  because  the  said  ballots  can  not  legally  be  openetl  and  recounted  except 
in  open  court  or  in  open  session  of  the  lx)dy  authonzed  by  law  to  try  said  contest. 

The  committee  held  that  under  the  Federal  law  for  taking  testimony 
in  contested-election  cases  the  notary  taking  testimony  should  have 
had  power  to  require  the  production  of  these  ballots.     The  law  is: 

Sec.  123.  The  officer  shall  have  the  power  to  retjuire  the  proiluction  of  papers; 
and  on  the  refusal  or  neglect  of  any  i)eraon  to  prcMluce  and  deliver  up  any  i)aper  or 
papers  in  his  possession  pertaining  to  the  elocution,  or  to  j)ro<luce  and  deliver  up  cer- 
tified or  sworn  copies  of  the  same  in  cat^e  thev  may  Ihj  official  papers,  such  person 
shall  be  liable  to  all  the  penalties  prescribetl  in  section  116.  All  papers  thus  i)ro- 
duced  and  all  certified  or  sworn  copies  of  official  pai>erH  shall  be  transmitted  by  the 
officer,  with  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  to  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives. 

Discussing  this  subject,  the  committee  said: 

The  contestee,  by  his  bill  in  chancery  seeking  the  injunction,  by  direct  language 
insists  upon  such  a  construction  of  the  statute  of  Illinois  regulating  and  restraining 
the  opening  and  counting  of  the  ballots  as  shall  bring  that  statute  in  direct  conflict 
with  the  statute  of  the  United  States,  and  which  latter  statute  plainly  and  clearly  gives 
to  both  parties  to  an  election  contest  over  the  tm&t  of  a  meni4.)er  of  the  House  of  llej)- 
resentatives  the  right  to  select  any  one  of  the  officers  mentioned  in  the  Federal  statute 
before  whom  to  take  the  testimony,  and  clothes  that  officer,  when  so  selectcMl,  with 
the  full  power  to  retjuire  the  pnKluction  of  any  papt*r  or  i)apers  i)ertaining  to  the  elec- 
tion, or  toT)r()duce  and  deliver  uyt  certilitnl  or  sworn  copies  of  tne  same  in  case  they 
may  be  official  pajwrs. 

In  view  of  the  plenary  and  clear  terms  of  the  Federal  statute,  it  is  tlui  opinion  of 
the  undersigned  tnat  the  statute  of  Illinois  should  l)e  construecl  to  mean  that  where 
the  ballots  cast  at  any  election  for  iiieml)er  of  the  House  of  R<»presentatives  are  called 
for  by  a  subp<i?na  duces  tecum  is8ue<l  by  a  notary  jmblic  selected  under  sei^tions  110, 
111,  and  123  of  the  act  of  Congress  regulating  the  contests  of  seats  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  the  notary  so  selecteii  fully  rei^resent**  the  House  of  Repn»sentatives 
ana  constitutes  a  tribunal  or  IkkIv  for  the  puriK)se  and  with  the  power  of  procuring 
•  and  reducing  to  written  form  such  evidence  as  the  ballots  may  contain,  so  as  to  com- 
ply with  the  obvious  intention  of  the  State  statute,  inasmuch  as  it  is  obviously  inii)os- 
sible  for  the  ballots  in  a  contested-elec^tiou  case  in  the  House  of  Representatives  to  l>e 
oi)ened  "in  open  session  of  such  IkxIv,  and  in  the  pres<»ncre  of  the  offic(*r  haxnng  the 
custody  thereof." 

The  jwwers  conferred  by  the  Federal  statute  ujwn  the  notary  public,  or  other  offi- 
cers mentioned,  to  call  for  and  enforce  the  pro<luction  of  all  the  papers  ]H'rtaining  to 
the  election,  art^  full  and  complete  and  render  such  officer,  to  that  extent,  a  '*bo<ly 
trying  such  contest,"  to  the  extent  of  his  obtaining  and  nn'onling  the  evidence  in 
the  case.  That  is  j)lainly  and  clearly  the  meaning  and  effect  of  the  act  of  Congress, 
and  the  State  statute  should  be  construe<l  so  as  to  l)e  in  harmony  rather  than  in  con- 
flict therewith. 

To  construe  the  State  statute  so  as  to  prohibit  the  notary  or  other  officers  taking 
the  testimony  in  a  Congressional  elc^ction  contest  from  ol)taining  the  evidence  con- 
taineil  in  the  ballots  would  l)e  to  give  to  the  State  statute  the  efiect  of  ref)ealing  or 
nullifying  the  Ftnieral  law  regulating  Congressional  election  contest*^.  Congress  haa 
the  power  to  regulate  the  taking  of  testimony  in  case  of  the  contest  of  the  election  of 
any  member  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  That  i)Ower  has  l)een  exercised  by  the 
enactment  of  the  statute  alx)ve  quote<l,  and  when  in  c(mflict  with  its  provisions  all 
conflicting  State  statutes  or  decisions  to  the  extent  to  which  they  do  conflict  must  ]ye 
held  to  l)e  nugatory  and  void.     ♦    *    * 

In  the  opinion  of  the  undersigned.  Congress  has  bv  statute  made  ample  provision  for 
an  inspection,  examination,  and  recount  of  the  ballots  far  in  advance  of  the  meeting 
of  Congress,  and  that  it  is  not  intended,  or  to  Ije  tolerated,  that  the  time  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Election  Committee  shall  be  consumed  in  the  recounting  of  ballots  cover- 
ing an  entire  Congressional  district,  during  a  session  of  Congress,  when  eatrh  meml)er 
has  a  duty  to  perfonn  in  the  everyday  trourse  of  its  j)ro<'etnlings;  nor  is  it  to  be  per- 
mitted that  a  device,  such  as  that  of  obtaining  an  injunction,  contrary  to  the  act  of 
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Congress,  shall  operate  to  prolong  a  contest  practically  until  near  the  end  of  the  term 
for  which  the  member  was  elected. 

The  conclusion  and  finding  of  the  undersigned,  therefore,  is  that  the  injunction 
procured  by  the  contestee,  prohibiting  the  opening  and  counting  of  the  ballots  in  this 
case,  was  illegal  and  wrongful,  and  that,  as  a  consequence  thereof,  the  contestant  was 
at  liberty  to  offer  such  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  ballots  and  of  the 
facts  shown  by  the  evidence  suppressed  as  would  in  a  court  of  law  be  allowed  in  a 
case  in  which  one  of  the  parties  had  concealed  or  refused  to  produce  legal  and  mate- 
rial evidence  within  his  possession  or  control. 

In  two  of  the  counties  in  the  district  there  were  contests  between 
candidates  for  loc^l  offices,  in  which  the  ballots  were  recounted.  Dur- 
ing the  recount  of  25  of  the  precincts  in  one  county  and  of  4  in  the 
otner  county  a  friend  of  contestant  kept  a  tally  of  the  losses  and^ins 
of  the  Congressional  votes,  as  observed  by  him  on  the  ballots.  These 
tallies  showed  a  net  gain  for  contestant  of  35  votes  in  one  county  and 
of  4  votes  in  the  other,  which,  for  the  reasons  outlined  above,  the  com- 
mittee allowed  him. 

There  were  30  ballots  marked  with  a  cross  both  in  the  circle  at  the 
head  of  the  Republican  ticket  and  at  the  head  of  the  "Independent 
Republican"  ticKet.  The  latter  column  contained  but  one  name,  that 
of  the  independent  candidate  for  a  local  office,  and  under  a  recent 
decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  Illinois  the  committee  held  that  there 
was  no  '^double  marking"  for  the  other  offices  and  counted  the 
ballots. 

There  were  also  57  ballots  in  question  for  miscellaneous  irregulari- 
ties in  marking.  The  committee  discussed  the  general  principles 
applying  to  such  cases  and  found  that  41  of  these  ballots  were  fatall  y 
defective,  even  under  the  liberal  construction  of  the  law  recommended. 

Of  the  65  alleged  illegal  votes  brought  in  question,  the  committee 
found  only  6  proved  against  contestee  and  4  against  contestant. 

The  law  in  regard  to  the  assistance  of  illiterate  or  disabled  votera 
was: 

Chapter  46,  paragraph  311,  section  14.  Every  voter  who  may  declare  upon  oath 
that  he  can  not  read  the  English  language,  or  that  by  reason  of  any  physical  disa- 
bility he  is  unable  to  mark  his  ballot,  shall,  upon  request,  be  assisted  in  marking  his 
ballot  by  two  of  the  election  officers  of  different  political  parties  to  be  selected  from 
the  judges  and  clerks  of  the  precincts  in  which  tney  are  to  act,  to  be  designated  by 
the  judges  of  election  of  each  precinct  at  the  opening  of  the  \}o\\s. 

A  number  of  voters  were  assisted  by  the  election  officers  whose 
declaration  of  inability  was  informal  and  not  on  oath.  The  assistance 
was  not  officious,  but  was  asked  for  by  the  voters,  and  the  judges  knew 
or  believed  the  voters  to  be  in  fact  entitled  to  it.  The  committee  held 
the  law  to  be  directory  and  counted  the  votes. 

• 

In  the  op^inion  of  the  undersigned,  the  Illinois  statute  is  directory  only,  and  the 
Illinois  legislature  intended  not  to  disfranchise  the  voter  who  innocently  received 
assistance  without  making  the  statutory  oath,  by  omitting  those  clauses  found  in 
other  like  statutes  which  do,  or  are  construed  to,  prohibit  the  counting  of  the  ballots 
of  voters  so  assisted. 

The  committee  quoted  approvingly  from  the  minority  report  in  the 
case  of  O'Neill  vs.  Joy  in  the  preceding  Congress  and  discussed  the  case 
of  Steward  vh.  Childs  in  the  same  Congress,  showing  that  the  precedent 
in  that  case  did  not  apply  to  this  and  was  otherwise  not  binding. 

In  Cass  and  Pike  counties  the  word  ''Independent"  at  the  head  of 
the  "Independent  Republican"  column  was  printed  in  letters  only 
one-eighth  of  an  inch  nigh,  the  law  requiring  them  to  be  one-fourtn 
of  an  inch.     The  type  in  the  second  word  of  the  heading  ("  Republican  ") 
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was  of  the  right  size.  The  section  of  the  ballot  law  referring  to  the 
manner  of  printing  the  ballot^  unlike  the  other  sections,  conteined  a 
mandatory  clause.  The  committee,  however,  concluded  that,  from  the 
general  trend  of  its  decisions  on  similar  questions,  the  supreme  court 
of  Illinois  would  in  a  case  like  this  inquire  whether  any  fraud  was 
intended  or  any  harm  done.  Since  there  was  no  such  element  in  this 
case,  they  counted  the  ballots  rather  than  disfranchise  the  voters  of 
two  counties  for  an  oversight  of  the  officials. 

The  minority  discussed  only  the  two  questions  of  the  recount  and 
the  assisted  voters,  either  of  which,  as  thev  pointed  out,  would  be 
decisive.  They  argued  that  the  position  of  tne  Illinois  court  granting 
the  injunction  against  opening  the  ballots  was  at  least  defensible;  that 
its  effect  was  not  to  suppress  but  to  preserve  the  evidence,  and  that  the 
recounts  in  any  case  were  worth  less  than  the  original  counts.  If  the 
House  desired  to  know  the  state  of  the  ballots  it  should  send  for  them 
and  have  them  counted. 

On  the  question  of  assisted  voters  the  minority  held  the  law  to  be 
mandatory.  Under  the* old  ballot  laws  such  provisions  could  be  more 
liberally  construed,  but — 

Under  the  Australian  ballot  system  secrecy  is  not  merely  permitted,  it  is  enforced; 
it  is  not  solely  for  the  benefit  oi  the  voter,  but  for  the  benefit  of  the  pc^blic  as  well. 
A  compulsory  secrecy  unknown  to  former  systems  of  voting  is  a  fundamental  and 
essential  element  of  this  ballot  law. 

As  either  of  these  points  would  be  decisive  of  the  case  against  con- 
testee,  the  minority  recommended  resolutions  recommitting  the  case 
to  the  committee,  with  instructions  to  recount  or  have  recounted  the 
ballots.  The  House,  as  will  be  seen,  adopted  this  resolution,  and  in 
doing  so  appears  to  have  agreed  witn  the  minority  on  the  subject  of 
the  recount  and  with  the  maiority  on  the  subject  of  assisted  voters. 

The  case  was  fully  debated,  and  led  to  a  long  parliamentary  contest, 
in  which  many  subsidiary  motions  were  voted  on.  The  final  vote  to 
recommit  the  case,  as  recommended  by  the  minority,  was  137  to  13  (33 
counted  present  and  not  voting  to  make  a  quorum). 

The  ballots  were  sent  for  and  recounted,  and  contestant  was  found 
to  have  a  plurality  of  5  votes,  most  of  the  gain  (26^  being  in  one  pre- 
cinct. The  committee  therefore  brought  m  a  brief  report,  stating 
the  figures  as  shown  by  the  recount  and  recommending  the  seating  of 
contestant.  The  minority  still  expressed  their  opinion  that  the  ques- 
tion of  "assisted  voters"  would  be  decisive  of  the  case  for  contestee, 
"yet  believe  that  the  House  would  not  adopt  their  opinion  in  that 
respect  in  the  absence  of  a  controlling  decision  by  the  court  of  final 
resort  in  the  State  of  Illinois."  A  motion  to  recommit  the  case  was 
lost  by  a  vote  of  48  to  165,  and  the  resolution  seating  contestant  was 
then  passed  by  a  vote  of  167  to  52.  Mr.  Downing  was  then  (on 
June  5,  1896)  sworn  in. 

[Report  1400,  pai-ts  1  and  2,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress,  and 
report  2247,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(7)  Aldrich  v8.  Underwood. 

Fraud,  Majority  report  for  contestant;  minority  report  for  con- 
testee.    Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Daniels;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Bartlett. 
On  the  returns  as  canvassed  contestee  had  a  majority  of  1,166. 
Adding  some  votes  not  canvassed  he  had  a  majority  of  1,278.     The 
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committee  found  that  if  all  the  fraud  shown  by  the  evidence  were 
eliminated,  and  the  vote  corrected  in  accordance  with  the  proof,  con- 
testant would  have  a  majority  of  220.  Most  of  the  issues  in  the  case 
were  questions  of  fact,  depending  on  the  weighing  of  conflicting 
testimony. 

The  committee  added  votes  to  contestant  in  one  precinct  in  which 
the  voters  had  been  prevented  from  voting  by  the  intunidation  of  bois- 
terous election  oflBicers  and  challengers;  in  another  in  which  many 
frivolous  arrests  were  made;  in  one  in  which  most  of  the  ballots  haH 
been  stolen  the  night  before  election,  and  there  was  a  long  delay  in 
procuring  other  ballots;  in  one  in  which  the  booths  and  ballot  box 
were  in  different  rooms,  so  arranged  that  the  law  was  substantially 
violated  and  the  voter  had  no  assurance  that  his  own  ballot  went  into 
the  box,  and  there  were  other  evidences  of  fraud;  and  in  several  in 
which  there  was  evidence  that  more  votes  were  cast  for  contestant 
and  fewer  for  contestee  than  the  returns  showed.  In  some  precincts 
contestee  called  a  large  number  of  colored  voters  to  testify  tnat  they 
voted  for  him,  but  their  answers  were  all  alike  and  evidently  ^'  coached," 
and  the  committee  disregarded  them. 

The  minority  went  over  the  evidence  from  these  precincts  in  detail, 
showing  the  contradictions  and  inconclusiveness  oi  the  evidence^  but 
even  giving  the  contestant  the  benefit  of  the  doubt  as  to  votes  claimed 
by  him  in  some  precincts  where  the  testimony  was  very  conflicting, 
they  found  that  contestee  still  had  a  majority  of  1,038  votes. 

The  case  was  fully  debated,  and  the  resolutions  proposed  by  the 
committee  passed  by  votes  of  119  to  98  and  116  to  107.  Mr.  Aldrich 
was  then  (on  June  9,  1896)  sworn  in. 

[Report  2006,  parts  1  and  2,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(8)  Felton  vs.  Maddox. 

Fravd;  irregvlarities.     Report  for  conteatee^  who  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Daniels. 

Contestee  had  a  returned  majority  of  1,562  votes.  Contestant  charged 
fraud  and  irregularities  to  his  prejudice  in  three  counties,  and  con- 
testee made  countercharges  in  three  other  counties.  As  the  committee 
found  that  contestant's  charges,  so  far  as  sustained  b}'^  evidence,  could 
not  possibly  reduce  the  majority  of  contestee  more  than  350  votes,  they 
did  not  enter  into  a  discussion  of  the  countercharges. 

In  one  county  the  registration  list  was  verified  by  only  one  commis- 
sioner, instead  of  by  the  board;  in  another  it  was  written  instead  of 
printed,  and  there  were  minor  irregularities  in  the  third;  but  the  com- 
mittee found  that  none  of  these  irregularities  were  fatal  under  the 
Georgia  law.  The  charges  of  fraud  in  these  counties  were  not  sus- 
tained, and  the  individual  cases  of  wrongful  reception  or  rejection  of 
votes  were  comparatively  few.  The  committee  eliminated  the  maximum 
number  shown  oy  the  testimony. 

The  resolution  confirming  sitting  member  in  his  seat  was  passed  May 
lljj.896,  without  division. 

[Report  1743,  first  session  Fifty -fourth  Congress.] 
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(9)  Denny  vs,  Owens. 

IrregvlaHties.     Report  fm*  Hitting  inetnhei^  who  retained  the  neat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Turner. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  plurality  of  101  votes. 
Contestant  charged  irregularities  to  his  prejudice  in  two  counties,  and 
both  parties  proved  many  irregularities  at  various  precincts,  but  the 
(•ommittee  found  that,  after  all  deductions,  contestee  still  had  a  plu- 
rality of  61  votes. 

In  one  county  117  witnesses  swore  that  they  were  legal  voters  and 
were  refused  registration,  and  there  was  other  evidence  indicating  that 
the  number  refused  might  have  been  200  or  300,  but  very  few  of 
these  appeared  at  the  polls  and  offered  to  vote,  and  there  was  no  evi- 
dence tnat  the  registration  oflScers  required  more  proof  than  the  law 
required,  or  that  the  applicants  for  registration  offered  all  the  proof 
required.  Proof  was  required,  or  permitted  to  be  required,  of  all 
persons  not  personally  known  to  the  registration  oflScers. 

It  is  just  as  important  that  the  registration  lists  be  kept  free  from  the  names  of 
persons  which  are  not  entitled  to  be  there  as  it  is  that  every  l^al  voter  shall  be  reg- 
istered when  he  makes  such  application.  In  order  that  registration  lists  be  kept 
pure  the  officers  of  registration  are  required  to  take  the  precaution  prescribed  bv 
these  sections,  and  they  can  not  l)e  charged  with  wrongdoing  if  they  do  this,  thougn 
it  may  put  legal  voters  to  inconvenience. 

V 

In  Franklin  County  the  returns  were  twice  canvassed.  Contestant 
claimed  that  both  proceedings  were  illegal,  the  first  because  conducted 
by  the  wrong  board,  and  the  second  because  conducted  on  the  wrong 
day.  It  was  conceded  tha£  the  first  canvass  (made  also  one  day  too 
soon)  was  illegal  because  the  members  of  the  board,  being  themselves 
candidates  for  oflBice,  were  forbidden  by  the  law  to  make  the  canvass. 
The  nearest  justices  of  the  peace,  who  were  by  law  required  to  take 
the  places  of  the  regular  canvassing  board  when  its  members  were  dis- 
qualified, met  a  few  days  later  and  correctly  canvassed  the  returns. 

It  is  admitted  by  l>oth  parties  that  the  first  board  had  no  authority  to  canva»«  the 
returns  of  the  county. 

Contestant,  while  admitting  that  the  second  board  was  properly  constituted,  main- 
tains that  as  its  canvass  was  had  on  a  day  not  designated  by  law,  it  was  illegal  and 
void. 

We  can  not  agree  with  him  in  this  contention.  We  think  that  the  proper  board 
could  be  compelled  to  make  this  canvass  by  a  mandate  from  any  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction.  If  this  be  true,  then  the  board  may  do  the  same  thing  without  the 
mandate  of  a  court.  The  mandate  does  not  give  the  right  to  canvass  the  returns, 
but  re<^uire8  it  to  be  done;  because,  as  a  matter  of  ripht,  it  ought  to  l>e  done.  Cer- 
tainly it  would  be  a  good  return  to  the  alternative  writ  if  the  board  were  to  say  they 
had  already  done  what  the  court  was  asking  them  to  do. 

Aside  from  this,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  we  would  have  the  right  to  canvass 
the  returns  in  this  contest  and  declare  the  result,  though  there  had  never  been  a 
canvass. 

Very  great  irregularities  and  some  frauds  were  found  in  many  of 
the  precincts,  but  they  were  committed  in  the  interest  of  both  parties 
and  the  votes  affected  pracjtically  balanced  each  other. 

The  committee,  therefore,  reported  resolutions  confirming  contestee 
in  his  seat,  and  on  May  19,  1896,  the  resolutions  were  passed  by  the 
House,  without  division. 

[Report  1877,  first  session  Fifty -fourth  Congress.] 
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(10)  Hopkins  vs.  Kendall. 

Wron(/  device  on.  haUot.     Majority  report  for  sitting  memher;  mincT- 
ity  report  for  contestant.     Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Daniels;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Royse. 

Contestee  received  a  rrajority  of  253  on  the  face  of  the  returns. 
Contestant  claimed  that,  through  a  fraud,  to  which  the  county  clerk 
of  Clark  County  was  a  party,  the  emblem,  ''the  eagle  about  to  fly," 
regularly  used  by  the  Republican  party,  was  placed  over  another  col- 
umn containing  the  names  of  certain  candidates  for  local  oflSces  placed 
on  the  ticket  by  petition,  while  the  emblem  of  a  raccoon  was  placed 
over  the  regular  Republican  ticket.  There  seems  to  have  been  no 
question  about  the  facts  and  no  doubt  of  their  fraudulent  intent.  The 
petition  ticket  was  the  result  of  a  conspiracy  intended  to  injure  con- 
testant, and  bribery  was  used  to  obtain  signatures.  The  ballots  were 
not  distributed  until  the  morning  of  the  election,  in  order,  if  possible, 
to  conceal  the  deception.  Seventy-nine  voters  were  in  fact  aeceived, 
and  voted  the  "eagle"  ticket,  no  doubt  under  the  impression  that 
they  were  voting  the  Republican  ticket. 

The  committee  reported  these  facts  and  condemned  them,  but  as  the 
exact  extent  of  the  injury  done  was  shown  by  the  79  votes  cast  for  the 
fraudulent  ticket,  they  cured  the  injury  by  restoring  these  votes  to 
contestant.  No  other  voters  could  have  been  misled  by  the  deception, 
and  there  was  no  definite  evidence  that  any  person  who  intended  to 
vote  was  deterred  from  voting.  There  was  evidence,  in  fact,  that 
contestant  received  within  42  votes  of  the  full  estimated  Republican 
vote  of  the  county. 

All  but  two  members  of  the  committee,  therefore,  joined  in  a  report 
declaring  contestee  elected. 

Mr.  Rovse  and  Mr.  Linney  signed  a  report  declaring  contestant 
elected.  They  explained  at  length  the  heinous  character  of  the  fraud 
committed,  and  said: 

We  do  not  think  that  the  injuries  which  flow  from  a  wrong  of  this  kind  are  capable 
of  anything  like  an  accurate  measurement.  Such  injuries  are  not  capable  of  being 
weighed,  and  if  they  were  we  would  not  feel  justified  m  using  apothecary'* s  scales  for 
such  purpose.  From  such  a  bold  and  unscrupulous  transaction  the  presumption 
must  flow  that  a  grievous  wrong  has  been  done,  resulting  in  serious  injury  to  con- 
testant. 

Contestant  is  the  innocent  victim  of  this  fraud  of  the  clerk  of  Clark  County.  We 
do  not  believe  it  right  to  throw  upon  him  the  burden  of  making  an  accurate  meas- 
urement of  the  extent  of  his  injuries.  Even  if  we  should  require  him  to  furnish  any 
evidence  upon  this  subject  it  should  only  be  slight,  and  then  shift  the  burden  of  proof 
upon  him  who  has  received  the  benefit  of  this  fraud. 

But  even  under  the  rigid  rule  of  the  committee,  the  minority  could 
not  concede  that  the  extent  of  the  injur}'^  was  measured  by  the  79  votes 
actually  cast  for  the  fraudulent  ticket.  The  district  had  always  been  a 
Democratic  one,  but  in  this  election  the  Democratic  majority  had  been 
cut  down  to  203  by  contestant  making  large  gains  in  every  county  but 
Clark.  It  was  fair  to  suppose  that  the  exception  in  this  county  was 
due  to  the  fraudulent  ticket.  It  was  a  year  in  which  Republicans  were 
making  gains  everywhere — everywhere  but  in  Clark  County,  K}''. 
Moreover,  the  whole  ballot  in  this  county  was  void  in  law  by  reason  of 
this  fraudulent  petition.  There  were  only  104  signers  to  the  petition, 
of  whom  10  dia  not  give  their  addresses,  thus  leaving  less  than  the 
required  100  legal  signatures.     This  fact,  as  well  as  tne  fraudulent 
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device,  invalidated  the  whole  ticket,  and  the  vote  of  the  county  should 
be  thrown  out. 

During  the  first  session  of  Congress  resolutions  were  twice  pre- 
sented and  passed  giving  the  parties  additional  time  to  take  testimony 
in  regard  to  the  Clark  (5)unty  election,  and  the  case  did  not  come  to  a 
decision  until  near  the  close  of  the  second  session.  The  case  was  fully 
debated,  and  the  resolutions  presented  by  the  minority  were  adopted 
by  a  vote  of  197  to  91,  and  on  February  18,  1897,  Mr.  Hopkins  was 
sworn  in. 

[Report  2809,  second  session  Fifty -fourth  (>>ngress,  parts  1  and  2.] 

(11)  Watson  vs.  Black. 

Fraiidkdent  registrailcni;  hrlhery  and  repedting.  Report  for  con- 
t€i<teey  who  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Bartlett. 

Contestee  had  a  majority  of  1,556  votes  on  the  face  of  the  returns. 
Contestant  made  charges  against  the  fairness  of  the  registmtion  in 
every  county  in  the  district,  and  charged  fraud,  bribery,  and  repeat- 
ing m  Richmond  County  and  the  city  of  Augusta.  The  contest  was 
finally  narrowed  to  Richmond  County  and  Augusta,  all  of  the  votes  of 
which  must  be  thrown  out  in  order  to  sustain  contestant's  claim.  He 
alleged  that  the  registration  list  had  been  padded  in  this  county  with 
the  names  of  2,000  illegal  voters,  in  pursuance  of  a  conspiracy  to 
overcome  in  this  county  by  fraud  any  majority  he  might  get  in  the 
rest  of  the  district,  and  that  the  registrar  refused  to  purge  the  list  of 
these  illegal  names,  though  furnisned  a  list  of  them.  The  vote  of 
Augusta  was  also  challenged  because  more  than  one  ballot  box  was 
used  in  each  ward,  and  charges  of  bribery  and  repeating  were  also 
made.  In  regard  to  the  two  or  more  ballot  boxes  in  the  Augusta 
wards,  the  committee  simply  referred  to  the  case  in  the  preceding 
Congress  l>etween  the  same  parties  in  which  the  same  charge  was 
made,  and  quoted  from  the  n^port  in  that  case.  A  careful  review  of 
the  evidence  in  regard  to  registration  showed  that  the  charges  were 
not  sustained.  The  law  was  strictly  complied  with  and  there  was  the 
utmost  fairness.  Contestant's  party  was  represented  on  the  board. 
There  was  some  evidence  indicating  that  a  few  repeaters  voted  in 
Augusta,  and  a  few  negroes  were  given  10  cents  apiece  for  car  fare  or 
lunch.  But  ''if  there  were  deducted  from  contestee's  vote  in  the 
county  of  Richmond  every  vote  that  has  in  any  way  been  shown  to  be 
illegal,  and  believed  by  the  witnesses  to  have  been  cast  for  him,  his 
majority  still  would  be  large  and  not  overcome." 

The  committee  therefore  recommended  resolutions  declaring  con- 
testee elected,  which,  on  March  2,  1897,  were  adopted  by  the  House 
without  division. 

[Report  2892,  second  session  Fifty -fourth  Congress.] 

(12)  Chesebrough  vs.  McClellan. 

Contest  urithdraiim.     Contestee  confirmed  in  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Johnson. 

Contestant  served  notice  of  contest,  alleging  illegal  votes,  and  also 
charging  that  during  the  campaign  contestee  nad  instigated  the  pro- 

H.  Doc.  510 33 
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mulgation  of  a  circular  by  the  Metropolitan  Association  of  Cycling 
Clubs,  charging  contestant  with  having  signed  a  petition  against  the 
bill  gmnting  bicycles  equal  rights  with  other  vehicles  on  the  highways 
and  in  the  parks.  Contestee  denied  having  instigated  any  such  cir- 
cular, but  asserted  that  the  statements  attributed  to  it  were  true. 
Contestant  then  offered,  in  writing,  to  withdraw  from  the  contest  if 
contestee  could  show  or  prove  the  existence  of  any  such  petition  signed 
by  contestant.  Contestee  exhibited  the  petition,  signed  b}^  contestant 
eight  years  before,  whereupon  contestant  formally  withdrew  from  the 
contest.  The  committee  reported  these  facts  ana  recommended  reso- 
lutions confirming  contestee  in  his  seat.  The  resolutions  were  passed 
by  the  House,  without  division,  on  January  15,  1896. 
[Report  48,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(13)  Campbell  ns.  Miner. 

Jirihet^f//  tvrong  name  on  qfficUd  Ixillot;  suppre^v^ion  of  testimony^ 
petition  to  Tcopen  cane.  Petition  denied  and  report  imuh  for  ronteJ<tee^ 
who  retained  the  neat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Johnson. 

Contestee  was  elected  on  the  face  of  the  returns  by  a  majority  of 
954.  Contestant  served  notice  of  contest,  charging  bribery  and  intimi- 
dation and  alleging  that  contestee  had  failed  to  file  the  statement  of 
election  expenses  required  by  the  laws  of  New  York.  Contestant  took 
some  testimony;  contestee  took  none,  and  no  briefs  were  filed.  The 
committee  examined  the  testimony  and  found  some  evidence  indicating 
that  there  was  bribery  at  one  precinct,  but  not  sufficient  definitely  to 
establish  the  fact  or  to  show  to  what  extent  it  might  have  affected  the 
result.  They  therefore  reported  that  contestant  had  ''wholly  failed 
to  establish  any  of  the  grounds  of  contest  which  were  set  out  in  his 
notice  in  the  case." 

Contestant  made  application  to  the  committee,  undev  oath,  for  leave 
to  reopen  the  ease,  to  take  further  testimony  on  the  grounds  in  the 
notice,  and  on  the  further  allegation  that  he  had  been  deprived  of 
many  votes  by  the  arbitrary  action  of  the  police  commissioners  in 

8 lacing  the  name  of  one  Simpson  on  the  oflScial  ballot  as  the  regular 
Republican  nominee,  thus  compelling  contestant,  who  claimed  to  have 
received  the  regular  Republican  nomination,  to  run  as  an  independent 
candidate.  Simpson  received  5,214  votes,  all  of  which  contestant 
claimed  would  have  been  cast  for  himself  if  his  name  had  been  prop- 
erly placed  on  the  ballot.  He  alleged  that  he  had  been  prevented  from 
proving  these  facts,  while  taking  his  testimony,  by  reason  of  his  arrest 
for  contempt  of  court,  based  on  certain  statements  in  his  own  testi- 
mony in  this  case.  This  arrest,  he  claimed,  had  intimidated  his  wit- 
nesses.    The  committee  said: 

Your  committee  show  to  the  House  that  these  facts  which  the  contestant  asked 
leave  to  prove  were  not  stated  and  set  forth  as  a  ground  of  contest  in  his  notice  in 
the  case.  They  also  show  that  the  testimony  in  the  reconi  utterly  fails  to  disclose 
the  truth  of  contestant's  statement  that  he  lost  any  time  by  the  conduct  of  contestee's 
attorneys;  but  does  clearly  fehow  that,  without  any  just  excuse  or  reason  therefor,  he 
permitted  all  but  five  days  of  the  forty  days'  time  allowed  him  by  law  in  which  to 
take  his  testimony  in  the  case  to  expire  tn^fore  he  took  any  evidence  whatever;  that 
he  was  not  arrested  for  contempt  until  after  the  time  for  taking  his  testimony  had 
expired,  and  was  not  held  in  custody  upon  said  charge  except  for  a  few  moment*, 
and  that  his  witnes.ses  were  in  no  wise  intimidated  from  testifying;  all  as  is  shown  ^ 

by  his  own  evidence  now  on  file  in  the  case.  Jj 

s 
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The  committee,  waiving  the  question  an  to  whether  the  facta  which  contestant 
anked  permission  to  prove  would,  if  proven,  constitute  a  valid  ground  of  contest, 
declare  that  the  testnnony  already  taken  by  him  shows  tliat  it  is  very  doubtful 
whether  he  would  be  able  to  establish  such  facts  even  if  the  case  were  openetl  up  for 
his  V)enefit.  Actuated  in  the  matter  hy  the  considerations  which  have  been  sub- 
mitted, the  committee  overruletl  the  said  motion  of  the  contestant,  and  declined  to 
permit  him  to  take  additional  testimonv. 

The  committee  also  report  that  on  the  final  hearing  of  the  case  before  them  the 
contestant  urged  that  the  election  law  of  New  York  under  which  said  eleittion  was 
held  was  unconstitutional  and  void,  for  the  reason  that  the  provision  re<iuiring  the 
c!andidate  for  Representative  in  Congress  to  be  nominated  for  the  office  by  a  jwirty 
convention,  or  petitioned  for  by  a  certain  per  cent  of  the  voters  before  his  name  tran 
be  placed  upon  the  ticket  t^)  \>e  voted  for,  constitutes  an  abridgment  of  the  privik^ges 
and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  is  a  denial  by  the  State  to  i)er- 
sons  within  its  jurisdiction  of  the  equal  pnitection  of  the  laws,  as  guarantied  in  section 
1  of  Article  XIV  of  tlie  Federal  Constitution.  For  this  reason  he  insisted  that  the 
election  was  a  nullity,  and  that  the  seat  in  controversy  in  this  contest  should  be 
derlare<l  vacant. 

This  provision  of  the  New  Y^ork  election  law,  whose  unconstitutionality  is  urged, 
is  a  conspicuous  feature  of  what  is  known  as  the  Australian  ballot  system,  which  sys- 
tem has  been  in  force  in  a  number  of  States  of  the  Union  for  a  considerable  j)eriod 
of  time,  and  the  constitutionality  of  this  feature  has  never,  to  the  knowledge  of  your 
committee,  Ix^en  questioned  in  the  courts.  It  is  to  them  incredible  that  it  should 
have  gone  so  long  without  having  been  challenged  if  it  is  in  contravention  of  the 
Constitution.  If  it  is  really  open  to  this  objection  a  large  per  cent  of  the  members 
now  holding  seats  in  this  body  are  not  entitled  to  retiiin  the  same.  The  committee 
themselves  entertain  no  doubt  of  the  constitutionality  of  the  provision,  but  do  not 
deem  it  advisable  to  prolong  this  rei)ort  by  giving  the  arguments  in  support  of  their 
views. 

Resolutions  confirming  contestee  in  his  seat  were  recommended,  and 
were  passed  by  the  House  on  January  22,  189(5,  without  division. 
[Report  106,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(14)  Van  Horn  vj<.  Taksney. 

Fraud;  appHcatioii  to  take  additirmal  testimony.  Majority  report 
for  contestant y'  min</rity  report  to  rebpeii  casi\      Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Johnson;  second  report  by  Mr.  Tayler; 
minority  report  by  Mr.  Maguire. 

It  was  agreed  by  all  the  parties  in  this  case,  including  contestee, 
and  unanimously  reported  by  the  committee,  that  the  existence  of  a 
large  amount  of  fraud  in  four  precincts  was  conclusively  established, 
and  that  there  was  not  enough  evidence  in  the  record  to  purge  these 
polls  of  the  fraud..  If  the  polls  wTre  rejected,  contestant  would  be 
elected.  The  majority  reported  in  favor  of  seating  him;  the  minority 
reported  in  favor  of  reopening  the  case  for  taking  additional  testimony 
to  purge  the  polls  of  the  fraud,  so  that  the  honest  votes  might  be 
counted,  and  presented  figures  to  show  that  there  was  a  probability 
that  contestee  would  be  found  still  to  have  a  majority  6f  the  honest 
votes.  The  fraud  had  been  committed  in  the  interest  of  certain  candi- 
dates for  local  offices,  and  its  relation  to  the  Congressional  election 
seems  to  have  been  only  incidental. 

The  fraud  was  the  result  of  a  conspiracy  put  in  motion  before  the 
election.  Gangs  of  colored  men,  working  on  the  streets  of  Kansas 
City,  were  taken  to  the  registi*ation  office  repeatedly  and  registered 
over  and  over  again.  The  officers  of  election  appointed  to  represent 
the  Republican  party  were  not  chosen  from  the  list  presented  by  the 
<»,ommittee  of  that  party;  they  were  mainly  unknown  or  disreputable 
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persons,  often  having  only  a  technical  residence  acquired  for  the  pur- 

{)ose  in  the  precincts  where  they  acted;  they  were  not  pronounced 
lepublicans,  and  were  in  some  cases  Democrats.  The  Kepublican 
challengers  and  witnesses  were  excluded  from  the  polls  in  violation  of 
the  plain  provisions  of  the  law  and  the  direct  mandate  of  the  court. 

In  the  four  precincts  discussed  in  the  reports,  the  fraud  was  beyond 
question,  and  a  large  number  of  those  who  perpeti'ated  it  had  already 
been  imprisoned  or  were  then  under  indictment  for  their  connection 
with  it.  In  each  of  three  precincts  the  first  200  names  on  the  poll 
lists  were  all  given  as  colored  persons,  and  were  returned  as  having 
voted  in  alphal)etical  order.  Peraons  whose  names  closely  followed 
these  200  testified  that  they  voted  earlj^  in  the  morning  and  were  among 
the  first  to  vote.  There  was  also  testimony  that  many  other  fraudu- 
lent names  were  added  to  the  poll  books  during  the  day,  and  fraudulent 
ballots  placed  in  the  boxes  to  correspond  witn  them.  The  vote  at  all 
these  precincts  was  returned  as  being  impossibly  large,  while  the  tes- 
timony showed  that  the  actual  vote  was  small  or  moderate.  Persons 
who  testified  that  they  did  not  vote  were  returned  as  voting,  and  many 
of  those  (besides  the  a]pha})cti(jal  200)  returned  as  voting  were  shown 
to  be  unknown  persons,  registered  from  vacant  lots,  uninhabited  houses, 
or  other  impossible  places.  In  the  one  precinct  in  which  the  voting 
was  not  alphabetical  there  was  direct  evidence  that  the  judges  of  elec- 
tion took  out  during  the  dav  a  very  large  number  of  straight  Repub- 
lic4in  tickets  and  substituted  Democratic  tickets,  prepared  and  marked 
by  themselves,  f oi*  them. 

The  committee  found  all  four  of  these  returns  (precinct  No.  52,  Ninth 
Ward,  and  precincts  Nos.  5,  6,  and  7,  Second  Ward,  Kansas  City)  so 
tainted  with  fi*aud  that  the  returns  were  worthy  of  no  credence,  and 
as  there  was  no  way  under  the  evidence  of  eliminating  the  fraud  the 
whole  returns  were  rejected.  The  fraud  was  committeain  the  interest 
of  contestee's  party,  andcontestee  had  an  aggregate  plurality  of  1,120 
in  these  precincts.  Rejecting  them,  contestant  had  a  plurality  of  375 
votes  in  the  district. 

Contestee  applied  for  a  reopening  of  the  case,  alleging  upon  informa- 
tion that  an  agreement  could  be  shown  te  have  been  entered  into 
between  cert^iin  managers  of  the  campaign  for  contestant  and  the  per- 
peti-ators  of  these  frauds,  by  reason  of  wnich  certain  of  the  fraudulent 
votes  Ave  re  to  be  counted  for  contestant  in  consideration  of  the  exemp- 
tion of  the  election  officers  from  attack  in  a  newspaper  edited  by  him. 
He  also  alleged  that  he  could  show  that  100  of  the  200  ''alphabetical" 
ballots  in  one  precinct  had  been  ''scratehed"  and  counted  for  Mr. 
Van  Horn. 

The  committee  refused  te  reopen  the  case.  The  affidavit  of  con- 
testee was  very  indefinite.  It  did  not  state  the  names  of  his  inform- 
ants, or  their  sources  of  infomiation,  or  the  parties  to  the  alleged 
agreeiuent. 

To  oi>en  up  the  case  for  testimony  upon  statements  so  indefinite  and  insufficient  as 
these  would  certainly  be  l)ad  practice  and  would  be  setting  a  dangerous  precedent. 
Undoubtedly  a  stronger  showing  should  be  made  by  the  sitting  member,  whose  term 
is  already  half  expired,  as  to  the  probability  of  his  being  able  to  establish  the  alleged 
agreement  in  order  to  obtain  the  delay  in  the  determination  of  the  contest  which  the 
granting  of  his  prayer  would  involve. 

The  application  to  show  the  state  of  the  ballots  the  committee 
regardeci  as  made  "  at  a  very  late  day."    Even  if  there  was  no  provi- 
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sion  of  the  law  of  Missouri  whereby  the  ballots  could  be  recounted  in 
a  Congressional  contest,  the  Fedem  statute  provided  such  a  way. 

The  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  however,  provides  that  each  House  shall  be 
the  judge  of  the  elections,  returns,  and  qualifications  of  ite  own  menilx'rs,  and  to 
enable  the  House  of  Representatives  the  more  readily  to  exercise  this  prerogative, 
Congress  passed  a  statute,  prescribing  the  methods  to  be  obser\'ed  in  contests*  for  a 
seat  therem,  under  which  statute  this  contest  was  being  conducted.  The  Conj^titu- 
tion  and  this  statute,  enacted  pursuant  thereto,  are,  by  the  very  provisions  of  the 
Constitution,  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  and  the  judges  in  every  State  bound 
ttiereby,  anything  in  the  constitution  or  the  laws  of  the  State  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding. 

The  committee  believed  that  on  his  application  any  competent  <H)urt  could  and 
would  have  accorded  Mr.  Tarsney  an  inspection  of  these  ballots  if  they  were  proj>er 
evidence  to  be  considered  in  the  case. 

The  100  ballots  in  question,  moreover,  were  too  few  to  aflFect  the 
result,  and  were,  in  any  case,  impeached  as  evidence  by  having  passed 
through  tainted  hands  and  being  now  in  the  custody  of  the  very  official 
who  perpetrated  the  original  registration  fraud,  as  well  as  by  some 
positive  evidence  that  they  had  actually  been  tampered  with. 

The  ballots,  like  the  returns,  are  tainted.  They  have  passed  through  the  hands 
of  fraudulent  and  corrupt  officers  of  election,  and  thus  their  en  dibility  and  integrity 
is  destroyed. 

This  principle  is  one  laid  down  in  all  the  text-books  on  the  subject,  and  has  found 
frequent  recognition  in  the  determination  of  contested  election  cases  by  the  House, 
some  of  which  authorities  have  been  heretofore  cited  in  this  reiK)rt.  Being  founded 
in  reason  and  experience,  this  principle  ought  not  to  be  diareganled  in  this  instance. 

The  committee  therefore  recommended  resolutions  declaring  con- 
testant elected. 

Mr.  Tayler  presented  a  report  agreeing  to  the  conclusions  of  the 
committee  on  the  evidence  in  the  record,  but  protesting  that  the 
application  to  reopen  the  case  ought  to  have  been  granted. 

He  could  "find  no  testimony  in  the  case  which  indicates  that  the 
ballots  now  in  the  custody  of  the  proper  officials  are  not  the  identical 
ballots  which  were  fraudulently  created.  But,  having  })een  fraudu- 
lently placed  in  the  ballot  boxes,  they  were  honestly  counted." 

We  can  thus,  with  reasonable  definiteness,  appraise  the  fraud  and  l)e  relieved  from 
tlie  necessity  of  invoking  the  dangerous  and  mischievous  doctrine  that  a  poll,  taintetl 
with  fraud  and  not  purged,  must  be  entirely  disregarded.  This  drastic  method  is 
never  to  be  resorted  to  except  in  case  of  absolute  and  unavoidable  necessity.  The 
disfranchisement  of  honest  voters  thereby  wrought  is  too  grave  a  wrong  to  be  per- 
mitted if,  by  an^  possibility,  it  can  be  averted.    *    *    * 

I  am  therefore  convinced  that,  under  the*<e  circumstances,  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
committee  to  take  the  testimony  of  the  ballots  and  thereby,  if  the  contestant  was 
honestly  elected,  to  say  so  with  certainty.  His  title  would  no  longer  rest  upon  con- 
jecture and  inference,  and  the  committee  and  the  House  would  be  forever  relieved 
from  the  imputation  of  having  acted  in  a  partisan  spirit. 

The  doctnne  of  throwing  out  entire  returns  by  reason  of  fraud,  while  tolerable  in 
theory  and  sometimes  essential  in  practice,  is,  nevertheless,  most  vicious  and  unhapi)y 
in  its  application. 

I  doubt  if  a  single  instance  wuU  be  found  in  a  legislative  contested  election  case 
where  a  proposition  to  strike  out  an  entire  return,  if  of  the  substance  of  the  ca.se,  was 
decided  on  any  other  than  party  lines. 

A  principle  thus  fostered  and  thus  abused  is  not  a  principle  to  be  invoked,  except 
where  the  exigencies  of  the  case  absolutely  demand  it. 

The  minority  advocated  granting  the  application  of  contestee  to  take 
further  testimony.  The  fraud  was  conceded,  and  contestee's  returned 
plurality  in  the  precincts  where  it  occurred  was  larger  than  his  total 
plurality  in  the  district.  ''The  question,  therefore,  whether  these 
precincts  shall  be  purged  or  rejected  from  jconsidemtion  is  the  vital 
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question  in  the  case."  There  was  no  evidence  that  the  ballots  had 
been  tampered  with  since  the  count,  and  the  whole  nature  of  the  fraud 
was  such  as  to  make  it  improbable  that  they  would  be  altered,  as  such 
alteration  could  only  make  them  cease  to  agree  with  the  returns.  It 
would  now  })e  possible  to  sepai*ate  the  fraudulent  from  the  legal  vote, 
and  count  the  latter.  Mr.  Tarsney  could  not  have  procured  this  evi- 
dence before,  because  he  could  not  secure  access  to  the  ballots  under 
the  laws  of  Missouri. 

In  the  report  of  the  majority  of  the  committee  it  is  correctly  stated  that  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  is  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  and  that  the  provision 
therein  that  each  House  of  Congress  snail  be  the  sole  judge  of  the  qualification  and 
election  of  it«  own  nieral)er8  is  binding  upon  the  States,  and  that  no  State  law  can 
prevent  Congress  from  resorting  to  any  means  necessary  to  the  exercise  of  its  consti- 
tutional right  to  judge  of  the  qualificiition  and  election  of  its  own  members;  but  we 
do  not  agree  with  the  majority  that  anv  court  in  the  land  has  power,  in  aid  of  that 
Congressional  prerogative,  to  compel  oflScers  of  a  State,  county,  or  municipality,  con- 
trary to  a  State  law,  to  exhibit  ballots  cast  at  an  election  held  under  the  laws  of  such 
State  for  local  officers  and  for  Representatives  in  Congress  to  any  officer  or  commis- 
sioner other  than  a  duly  authorized  representative  of  either  of  the  Houses  of  Con- 
gress, and  we  do  not  believe  that  Mr.  Tarsney  was  giylty  of  anv  laches  in  failing  to 
appeal  to  tlie  courts  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  legal  custodian  of  the  ballots  in 
question  deliver  them,  or  exhibit  them,  to  any  notary  public,  or  commissioner,  or 
other  officer  taking  testimony  in  the  contested-election  case  of  Van  Horn  against 
Tarsney,  because  such  application  would  have  been  idle  and  futile. 

Unless  it  should  be  shown  by  the  evidence  that  at  least  560  of  the 
fmudulent  ballots  in  the  contested  precincts  were  cast  for  contesteo, 
his  majority  would  not  be  overcome. 

1  

We  think  the  showing  made  in  support  of  his  application  is  sufficient  to  justify  this 
House  in  believing  that  there  is  a  reasonable  probability  that  he  may  l)e  able  to  show 
that  less  than  550  of  the  fraudulent  votes  cast  m  those  precincts  should  be  taken  from 
him.  This  reasonable  probability  is  sufficient  to  warrant  the  House  in  granting  the 
application,  if,  indeed,  the  circumstances  do  not  make  that  course  the  imperative 
duty  of  the  House- in  seeking  the  ends  of  justice. 

The  minority  therefore  recommended  resolutions  recommitting  the 
case  for  the  tiiking  of  additional  testimony. 

The  case  was  fiilly  debated  in  the  House,  and  the  resolutions  pre- 
sented by  the  minority  were  lost  by  a  vote  of  110  to  168.  The  resolu- 
tions presented  by  the  committee  were  then  passed,  without  division, 
and,  on  February  27,  1896,  Mr.  Van  Horn  was  sworn  in. 

[Report  355,  pai"ts  1,  2,  and  3,  first  session  Fift3'-fourth  Congress.] 

(15)  Coleman  vf<.  Buck. 

Fraxid^  violence^  and intimidntiim,  Repfrrtfor  coTite^tei\  v^ho  retahud 
live,  Hmt, 

Report  by  Mr.  Miller. 

Contestc^e  was  elected  on  the  face  of  the  returns  by  a  majority  of 
7,653.  Contestant  made  many  charges  against  the  fairness  of  the 
election,  summarized  by  the  committee  as  follows: 

That  the  Democratic  officials  had  violated  the  election  law  in  the  appointment  of 
election  officers,  registrars,  and  other  persons;  that  many  legal  vot*»rs,  who  would 
have  voted  for  contestant,  were  prevented  from  rt^gistering  by  acts  of  violence  com- 
mitted by  Demoi'rate;  that  hun(ireds  of  Republicans  who  were  entitled  to  vote  and 
who  would  have  voted  for  contestant,  were  prevented  from  so  doing  by  ititimida- 
tion  and  other  unlawful  means  used  by  Democrats  in  the  interest  of  the  contestee; 
that  l)v  means  of  munier,  arson,  false  registration,  the  issuance  of  thousands  of 
fraudulent  ri^gistration  certificates,  l)allot-lH)x  stulling,  forgtnl  returns,  and  destnic- 
tion  of  ballots  voted  by  Republicans  for  contestant,  the  Democrats,  in  the  interest  of 
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contestee,  inaugurateil  and  maintained  before  and  at  the  time  of  said  election  Huch  a 
reign  of  terror,  and  committeti  such  acta  of  lawlessness,  with  the  knowledge  and 
consent  of  the  authorities,  that  no  legal  or  fair  election  could  be  or  was  held  in  said 
district. 

The  committee  found  a  large  part  of  these  charges  sustained  b}'  evi- 
dence, but  could  not  find  that  enough  votes  were  shown  to  be  affected 
to  overcome  the  large  returned  majority  of  contestee.  They  threw 
out  the  vote  of  Jefferson  Parish  and  of  the  First,  Second,  and  Fifth 
wards  of  St.  Chailes  Parish.  In  New  Orleans  much  fraud  and  violence 
was  proved,  but  not  enough  to  justify  throwing  out  all  the  votes,  nor 
to  show  that  the  number  of  votes  affected  was  sufficient  to  change  the 
result  of  the  election.  The  committee  therefore  recommended  reso- 
lutions declaring  contestee  elected,  which,  on  March  12,  1896,  were 
passed  by  the  House  without  division. 

[Report  758,  first  session  Fift^'-fourth  Congress.] 

(16)  Booze  7^v.  Rusk. 

Recount;  rejected  vf den;  illegal  votes ^fvaiuh  Rejyort  for  coi\testee^ 
wh(f  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Prince. 

The  returned  majority  of  contestee  was  518.  A  recount  of  the  bal- 
lots wjis  made,  on  which  contestant  gained  131  votes.  Forty  legal 
voters  who  would  have  voted  for-  him  were  refused  the  right  to  vote 
on  the  ground  that  other  persons  had  already  voted  on  their  names. 
One  hundred  and  sixty-one  illegal  and  fraudulent  votes  were  cast  for 
contestee.  The  committee  deducted  these  332  votes  from  the  returned 
majority  of  contestee,  but  they  were  less  than  the  whole  majority. 
Contestant  also  asked  that  several  precincts  be  thrown  out  entirely  for 
fraud  and  fatal  irregularities,  but  the  committee  found  the  charges 
against  these  precincts  disproved  by  the  evidence.  They  therefore 
reported  resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected,  which,  on  March  18, 
18i)6,  were  passed  by  the  House  without  division. 

[Report  849,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.  ] 

(17)  Benoit  vs.  Boatnek. 


FIRST   CASE. 


Fraud.,  violence.,  and  intimidation.  Majority  report  to  declare  seat 
vacant;  minority  report  fm'  contentee.     Seat  declared  vacant. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Tayler;  minority  report  })y  Mr.  Bailey. 

On  the  face  of  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  9,526  votes. 
Contestant  charged  that  this  majority  was  obtained  by  widespread 
fraud,  violence,  and  intimidation  in  ten  of  the  fifteen  parishes  of  the 
district.  The  committee  found  this  charge  sustained  and  held  that  no 
valid  election  had  taken  place.  The  minority  found  that  in  six  of  the 
ten  parishes  in  dispute  there  was  not  evidence  enough  to  justif}^  throw- 
ing out  any  polls,  and  that  in  two  of  the  others  there  were  only  9 
pc)ils  to  be  rejected,  leaving  only  two  parishes  to  l>e  rejected  entire. 
This  would  still  leave  contestee  a  majority  of  5,188.  If  all  the  polls 
against  which  contestant  brought  any  evidence  were  excluded,  con- 
testee would  still  have  327  majority.  The  minority  therefore  held 
that  the  election  was  valid  and  that  contestee  a\  as  elected. 
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The  committee  discussed  the  evidence  and  quoted  some  of  it  in 
regard  to  each  of  the  contested  parishes,  showing  that  there  was  a  gen- 
eral sentiment  among  the  white  minority  in  the  "  black  parishes"  in 
favor  of  controlling  the  elections  withoui:  reference  to  the  will  of  the 
negro  majority;  that  the  registration  lists  were  fraudulently  padded; 
that  the  vote  returned,  in  many  cases,  was  far  in  excess  of  the  actual 
vote,  and  in  some  cases  of  the  entire  registered  vote;  that  there  was  a 
great  deal  of  coercion  and  quiet  intimidation  of  ne^ro  voters  and  some 
violence,  though  less  of  this  than  formerly,  the  violence  of  the  past 
having  now  made  mere  threats  quite  sufficient  in  most  cases;  that  the 
returns  were  quite  generally  not  signed  or  not  sworn  to,  the  election 
officers  who  had  considered  themselves  justified  in  committing  fmud 
often  hesitating  to  swear  to  it;  that  the  poll  books  and  tall}^  sheets  had 
nearly  all  disappeared,  and  no  one  could  be  found  who  knew  anything 
about  them;  that  the  officers  of  election,  so  far  as  possible,  avoided 
testifying,  going  even  to  the  extent  of  disobeying  subptenas  or  refus- 
ing to  answer  questions,  on  the  ground  that  it  might  incriminate  them, 
or  by  resorting  to  technical  subterfuges  under  the  advice  of  counsel. 

The  committee  did  not  discuss  the  testimony  by  polls,  but  concluded 
on  the  whole  case  that  the  election  was  void. 

The  minority  went  over  the  testimony  by  parishes  and  polls.  In  a 
large  number  of  cases  the  evidence  was  found  to  be  insufficient  to  sus- 
tain the  charges.  Some  polls  were  thrown  out  because  the  returns  and 
tally  sheets  were  not  sworn  to  or  signed,  and  some  for  proved  intimi- 
dation or  fraud.  One  whole  parish  was  rejected  because  the  returned 
vote  was  shown  to  exceed  the  registered  vote  and  another  because  no 

Sart  of  any  of  the  returns  was  sw.orn  to.  After  making  all  these 
eductions,  contestee  still  had  a  majority,  as  a})ove  stated,  and  the 
minority  recommended  resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

The  case  was  very  briefly  debated  in  the  House,  the  statement  being 
made  that  the  day  of  the  debate  was  the  last  day  on  which  the  governor 
of  Louisiana  could  proclaim  a  new  election  on  the  same  day  as  the 
general  election,  and  if  a  new  election  was  to  be  ordered  it  was  desired 
to  hold  it  on  that  day.  The  resolutions  recommended  by  the  minority 
were  lost  by  a  vote  of  59  to  132.  The  resolution  recommended  })y  the 
majority  was  then  passed  without  division,  and  on  March  20,  1896, 
the  seat  was  declared  vacant.  A  new  election  was  ordered,  whicli  gave 
rise  the  next  session  to  another  contest  (q.  y.)  between  the  same 
parties. 

[Report  867,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(18)  Thompson  vs.  Shaw. 

Ca>(e  not  made  aut      Report  for  contei^tee^  who  retained  the  seat. 

Report  b}'  Mr.  Weller. 

On  the  returns  as  canvassed  contestee  had  a  majority  of  994.  It 
was  conceded  that  certain  returns  rejected  by  the  county  commission- 
ers ought  to  have  been  canvassed.  Counting  these,  contestee  still  had 
a  plurality  of  877  votes.  Charges  were  made  in  regard  to  the  elec- 
tion at  various  precincts,  but  the  nature  of  the  charges  was  not  stated 
in  the  report.  The  case  turned  on  Cross  Creek  precinct.  If  this  were 
rejected,  contestant  would  have  a  majority  of  not  over  524  votes;  if  it 
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were  counted,  contestee  would  have  a  majority  of  at  lea«t  581.     In 
regard  to  this  precinct  the  committee  said: 

Contestant  contends  that  the  whole  vote  cast  at  this  precinct  should  Ix^  rejected 
for  frauds  committed  and  unlawful  acts  done  by  the  partisans  of  contestee. 

While  the  committee  believe  that  there  were  irregularities  in  the  conduct  of  wiid 
election,  and  that  perhaps  there  were  illegal  votes  cast  and  counted  for  contestee, 
yet  they  do  not  feel  warranted  upon  the  Tacts  proved  in  disregarding  the  whole  of 
the  \otes  cast  at  said  precinct  at  said  election. 

The  committee  therefore  recommended  resolutions  dcclarinpf  con- 
tee  elected.  The  House,  on  May  6,  1896,  passed  the  resolutions  with- 
out division. 

[Report  1635,  first  session  Fifty -fourth  Congress.] 

(19)  Chkatham  vm.  Woodakd. 

Case  not  made  out.     Report  fm*  cimteHtee^  who  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Prince. 

According  to  the  returns,  Woodard,  the  Democratic  candidate, 
received  14,721  votes;  Cheatham,  Republican,  9,413  votes,  and  Free- 
man, Populist,  5,314  votes.  Cheatham  contested,  alleging  that  the 
colored  voters  were  in  the  majority  in  the  district  and  that  the  colored 
vote  was  solid  for  him.  Neither  of  these  charges,  the  committee  held, 
wa«  sustained  by  the  evidence.  A  very  bitter  factional  fight  in  the 
Republican  party  had  deprived  contestant  of  much  of  his  party  vote. 
It  was  further  alleged  by  contestant  that  the  election  was  not  conducted 
fairly,  and  that  the  poll  holders  were  ignorant  and  corrupt  and 
defrauded  him.  "This allegation,"  the  committee  said,  "is  not  main- 
tained, except  in  a  few  insSinces  where  the  poll  holders  were  shoAvn 
to  be  ignorant." 

The  resolutions  recommended  by  the  committee  declaring  contestee 
elected  were  passed  by  the  House  May  14, 1896,  without  division. 

[Report  1809,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(20)  MiTCHELT.  vs,  Walsh. 

Bribery,  Majority  report  foi*  conteiifant„  minority  rejwrt  for  con- 
teMee,      Contestant  seated. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority"  of  367  in  the 
district.  Outside  of  the  second  assembly  district  contestant  had  a 
majority  of  1,328,  but  in  this  district  (the  Bowery  lodging-house  dis- 
trict of  New  York  City)  contestee  had  a  majority  of  1,695.  Contestant 
charged,  and  the  committee  found,  that  in  this  district  there  was  a 
conspirac}^  on  the  part  of  the  Tammany  leaders  to  carry  the  election 
by  fraud  and  bribery,  and  that  the  conspiracy  was  carried  out.  Con- 
testee was  the  Tammany  candidate.  His  name  was  not  on  the  regular 
Democmtic  ticket,  but  was  on  the  Tammany  ticket  and  on  Tammany 
"msters,"  which  were  used  in  large  numbers. 

The  committee  quoted  from  the  testimony  in  regard  to  the  methods 
of  bribery  used.  The  Tammany  captain  in  each  district  was  said  to 
have  had  a  place  near  the  voting  booth,  ostensibly  *'to  prepare  bal- 
lots." He  gave  out  "Tammany  pasters."  Clerks  and  proprietors  of 
lodging-houses  assisted  in  the  "  work."  The  price  of  votes  (paid  after 
voting)  was  f  rolQ  $1  to  $2. 
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After  quoting  the  testimony  of  witnesses  in  regard  to  these  fi-auds, 
the  committee  said: 

Gontestee  attempted  to  discredit  the  testimony  of  the  above  witnesses  by  showing? 
that  they  had  been  entertained  by  contestant  and  his  attorneys,  and  for  this  reason 
are  unworthy  of  belief. 

They  were  not  impeached  in  any  instance,  and  we  believe  that,  taking  into  con- 
sideration the  surrounding  circumstances,  they  are  entitled  to  credence. 

Fraud  can  rarely,  if  ever,  \>e  proved  by  direct  evidence,  and  the  rule  is  that  when- 
ever a  sufficient  number  of  circumstances  which  point  to  its  existence  are  clearly 
established  a  prima  facie  case  of  its  existence  is  made,  and  if  this  case  is  not  met 
with  explanation  or  contradictions  it  becomes  conclusive. 

In  this  case  contestee  did  not  introduce  any  of  the  persons  accused 
of  fi'aud  to  explain  his  actions. 

Contestee  insists  that  he  should  only  lose  those  votes  where  individual  instances  of 
bribery  are  shown.  We  can  not  accept  this  theory  of  the  law  when  the  evidence 
shows  the  existence  of  a  conspiracy  to  corrupt  voters  by  bribery. 

Either  ail  the  votes,  or  all  the  votes  for  contestee,  in  the  polls  where 
bribery  in  his  interest  was  shown  should  be  rejected.  The  committee 
did  not  decide  which  of  these  two  courses  was  coiTect.  In  one  case 
contestant  would  have  a  majority  of  362,  in  the  other  of  76,  and  the 
committee  therefore  recommended  resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

Contestee  objected  to  all  the  testimony  taken  in  New  York  County 
before  William  A.  Hoar,  one  of  the  notaries  in  the  case.  Hoar  had 
been  a  resident  of  Kings  County  and  a  notary  public  for  that  county, 
with  the  right  to  officiate  in  New  York  County  on  filing  his  certificate 
in  that  county  (which  he  had  done).  Before  taking  the  testimony 
in  this  case  he  had  become  a  resident  of  New  York  County,  which, 
under  the  law,  probably  vacated  his  oflSce.     No  objection  to  his  com- 

Eetency  had  been  entered  during  the  taking  of  the  testimony  in  chief, 
ut  such  an  objection  had  been  entered  durirg  the  taking  of  rebuttal 
testimonv.     The  committee  said: 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  testimony  taken  before  William  A.  Hoar  ought  to  l)e 
considered  by  the  committee  and  the  House,  for  the  reasons  following: 

1.  Because  it  is  too  late  for  the  contestee  to  be  permitted  to  object  on  this  ground. 
He  knew,  or,  what  is  the  same  in  legal  effect,  he  was  charpjd  with  knowle<lge  of  the 
fact,  as  to  whether  Hoar  was  a  notary  authorize<l  to  administer  oaths.  He  knew  that 
the  notary  was  described  in  the  notice  as  residing  in  the  Eighth  Congressional  dis- 
trict, and  in  his  signatures  to  the  transcript  of  testimony  as  notary  of  Kings  County, 
with  certificate  filed  in  New  York  County.    To  say  the  least,  he  was  put  upon  inquiry. 

The  contestee  is  in  the  same  position  as  if  he  and  the  contestant  had  agret^i  that 
the  testimony  might  be  taken  before  a  person  who  was  not,  by  any  law,  authorized 
to  administer  oatns.  It  is  true  that  such  an  agreement  niijjht  not  i^e  recognized  by 
the  House  of  Representatives.  It  might  abrogate  that,  as  it  might  any  other  agree- 
ment Ijetween  parties.  But  it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  either  jmrty  who  has, 
either  in  fact  or  constnictively,  so  agreed  to  object  to  the  validity  of  testimony  so 
taken. 

2.  But  we  are  constrained  to  put  our  conclusion  on  still  broader  grounds.  The 
House  of  Representatives,  with  its  broad  and,  indeed,  limitless  powers  resix^cting  tlie 
settlement  of  contested-election  cases,  is  only  desirous  of  arriving  at  the  truth. 
While  it  will  not  depart  from  wise  and  well-settled  rules  of  law,  it  will  not  hedge 
itself  about  with  technical  rules  which  do  manifest  wrong. 

In  this  case  it  is  apparent  that  the  parties  to  the  contest,  their  attornevs,  and  everv 
witness  who  was  summoned,  supposed  that  Hoar  was  a  notary  tniblic,  with  full 
power  to  administer  oaths,  and  that  a  prosecution  for  jHjrjury  could  as  certainly  l)e 
based  upon  a  false  statement  l)efore  him  as  upon  a  false  statement  maiie  on  oath  in 
a  court  of  justice.     We  have  therefore  considered  the  evidence. 
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The  minority  were  of  the  opinion  that  all  the  testimony  taken  before 
Hoar  should  be  excluded. 

We  can  not  assent  to  the  proposition  that,  under  any  circumstances,  unsworn 
statements  of  persons  called  as  witnesses  can  be  substituted  for  evidence  taken  under 
oath  duly  administered  as  required  by  laws  governing  contested  elections.  Such  a 
course  of  procedure,  whether  agreed  to  by  the  parties  or  not,  would  reduce  the  tak 
ing  of  testunony  in  contested  election  cases  to  a  farce  unworthy  of  a  moment's  con- 
sideration in  the  determination  of  an  election  contest.    *    *    * 

We  think  the  acceptance  and  consideration  of  testimony  so  taken  w^ithout  the 
sanction  of  an  oath  would  be  an  exceedingly  dangerous  precedent  in  contested  elec- 
tion cases.  The  temptation  to  perjury,  exaggeration,  and  evasion  for  partisan  pur- 
poses, or  through  more  unworthy  motives,  is  already  great  enough  in  such  cases 
without  adding  the  encouragement  of  the  assurance  that  Congress  will  accept  and 
consider  testimony  taken  by  persons  not  authorized  to  administer  oaths,  in  the  giv- 
ing of  which  the  witnesses  are  assured  of  their  al)Solute  immunity  from  punishment 
for  perjury.  If  the  contestant  and  his  witnesses,  knowing,  as  stated,  that  Mr.  Hoar 
was  a  notary  public  for  Kings  County,  and  that  he  had  changed  his  residence  from 
Kings  County  to  New  York  County,  were  ignorant  of  the  l^al  effect  of  those  facts, 
it  may  be  a  hardship  upon  him  to  exclude  from  consideration  the  testimony  taken 
on  his  liehalf  before  Mr.  Hoar,  but  it  is  a  misfortune  for  which  he  alone  is  responsi- 
ble, and  it  is  a  misfortune  for  which  no  relief  can  be  given,  at  this  time,  without 
causing  a  public  injury  infinitely  greater  than  the  private  injury  which  might 
thereby  Ije  avoided. 

Contestant  had  a  remedy  for  his  mistake  in  taking  the  testimony  in  question  before 
an  unauthorized  person  to  which  he  might  have  resorted  after  discovenng  Mr.  Hoar's 
incapacity. 

He  might  have  applied  to  the  House  or  to  this  committee  for  leave  to  retake  the 
testimony  before  an  authorized  person,  and  such  a  request,  if  made  in  reasonable  time 
and  in  apparent  good  faith,  would  certainly  have  been  granted. 

However,  since  much  of  the  report  of  the  majority  was  based  on 
this  testimony,  the  minorit}'^  discussed  it  with  the  rest,  calling  atten- 
tion, how^ever,  in  each  case,  to  the  fact  of  its  inadmissibility. 

On  the  issue  of  fact  the  minorit}^  said: 

It  is  not  claimed  that  the  evidence  shows  a  suflicient  number  of  votes  procured  to 
be  cast  for  contestee  by  briberv  to  overcome  his  majority  as  shown  by  the  returns, 
and  to  show  that  a  majority  of  the  lawful  votes  cast  were  really  cast  for  contestant; 
but  it  is  claimed  that,  as  a  legal  result  of  proof  that  there  was  in  those  districts  a  gen- 
eral conspira(*y  to  bribe  voters  in  the  interest  of  the  contestee  and  other  nominees  on 
the  Democratic  ticket,  and  that,  pursuant  to  that  conspiracy,  some  voters  were  l.)rilKHl 
to  vote  for  contestee,  and  did  so  cast  their  ballots  as  a  result  of  such  briljery,  the  entire 
vote  of  each  of  the  precincts  in  which  such  bribery  is  shown  to  have  existed  at  all 
should  l)e  thrown  out  and  eliminated  from  the  count.  The  result  of  this  rule  applied 
by  the  majority  of  the  committee  to  the  alleged  facts  would  give  to  contestant  a  plu- 
rality of  76  votes  in  the  entire  Congressional  district.  We  deny  the  sufficiency  of  the 
evidence  to  support  any  of  these  findings. 

The  minority  discussed  the  testimony  in  detail,  showing  its  indefinite 
and  unsatisfactory  nature,  as  well  as  the  evident  low  character  of  most 
of  the  witnesses,  and  the  suspicious  action  of  contestant's  attorney  in 
sending  many  of  these  witnesses  to  be  kept  at  his  expense  in  Harlem, 
N.  Y.,  and  New  London,  Conn.,  and  in  supplying  them  with  liquor  in 
his  office. 

If  a  tithe  of  the  money  that  seems  to  have  been  expended  in  herding  and  boanling 
and  lodging  and  clothing  and  intoxicating  these  witnesses  had  l)een  expended  in  pro- 
curing the  services  of  reputable  i)ersons  to  watch  the  election  and  the  count  on  elec- 
tion (lay  in  those  districts,  as  seems  to  have  been  done  by  the  Good  Government 
Club  in  some  of  the  districts,  reliable  testimony  from  credible  witnesses  might  have 
lx?en  produced  to  establish  the  truth  resi)ecting  the  matters  in  issue.  It  is  contestant's 
misfortune  that  he  has  not  l)een  able  to  produce  testimony  worthy  of  credit,  just  as 
it  would  be  his  misfortune  if  no  witnesses  at  all  could  have  been  procured  by  him  to 
testify  to  what  he  believes  to  have  been  the  facts. 
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In  one  election  district  the  minority  found  enough  evidence  to  estab- 
lish a  prima  facie  showing  of  bribery  committed  by  three  named  per- 
sons in  the  interest  of  the  Democratic  ticket,  of  which  contestee  may 
have  reaped  the  advantage.  At  least  one  of  these  persons  should  have 
been  called  as  a  witness  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  fraud,  but  even  if 
this  poll  were  rejected  contestee  would  still  have  a  majority.  In  the 
other  polls  the  minority  found  no  testimony  to  support  the  conclusions 
of  the  committee. 

In  the  House,  after  debate,  the  substitute  resolutions  proposed  by 
the  minority  were  lost,  without  division,  and  the  resolutions  proposed 
by  the  committee  were  passed  by  a  vote  of  162  to  39.  Mr.  Mitchell 
was  then,  on  June  2,  1896,  sworn  in. 

[Report  1849,  parts  1  and  2,  first  session  Fift^'-fourth  Congress.] 

(21)  Martin  vs,  Lockhart.^ 

Fraud;  tm^ongfal  rejection  of  votes;  hallots  In  m^oiig  hoxes.  Majority 
re])ortf(yr  contestant;  rnhioHty  report  for  contestee.      Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Strode;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Bailey. 
On  the  face  of  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  444  votes. 
Contestant  made  charges  summarized  b}'^  the  committee  as  follows: 

That  the  contestant,  Charles  H.  Martin,  was  unlawfully  aeprived  of  a  large  num- 
ber of  votes  to  which  he  was  entitled;  that  the«e  votes  were  fraudulently  rejected 
upon  the  pretense  of  irregularities  in  the  registration;  that  the  voters  were  not  in 
fault  with  regard  to  such  irregularities,  but  that  they  were  committed  by  the  election 
officers;  that  the  votes  of  a  large  number  of  VQters  who  would  have  vote<l  for  con- 
testant were  rejected  by  the  poll  holders  on  frivolous  challenges;  that  the  i)oll  hold- 
ers in  many  voting  precincts  purposely  placed  votes  cast  for  contestant  in  the  wrong 
boxes  and  afterwards  rt»jected  them  because  they  were  deposits!  in  the  wnwig  l)oxeH; 
that  iK)ll  holders  in  many  voting  precincts  refused  to  put  the  ballots  of  voters  in  the 
ballot  lx)xes,  and  that  many  voters  who  could  not  read  and  who  cast  their  votes  for 
contestant  were  compelled  to  de{>o8it  their  own  Miotic  and  by  mistake  dei)osited 
them  in  the  wrong  l)oxes,  and  that  they  were  rejected  by  the  poll  holders,  when 
counting  the  vote,  because  they  were  found  in  the  wrong  lx)xes;  that  ballots  for 
contestant  were  rejecteii  because  they  were  not  printed,  the  regularly  printed  tickets 
of  contestant  having  l)een  stolen;  that  boxes  were  not  used  in  some  of  the  j)recinct8 
as  reiwsitories  for  the  ballots,  as  the  law  required;  that  the  ballot  l)oxes  in  some  of 
the  precincts  were  not  labeled  with  roman  letters,  as  the  law  required;  that  ix)ll 
hohlers  in  some  of  the  prei'incts  purposely  changed  the  positions  of  ballot  l)oxes  so 
as  to  disarrange  them  in  their  order,  in  order  to  entrap  unlettered  Republicans  and 
Populists  who  desired  to  vote  for  contestant  into  puttmg  their  tickets  in  the  wrong 
lK)xes;  that  at  one  voting  place  the  election  offic(»rs  refused  to  count  the  Imllots  or 
make  any  returns  of  the  election,  where  the  contestant  claims  to  have  received  a 
large  majority  of  the  votes  cast;  that  many  who  were  unlawful  electors  cast  their 
ballots  and  they  were  counted  for  contestee. 

In  one  precinct  70  voters,  who  testified  that  they  tendered  ballots 
for  contestant,  were  rejected  because  of  allejred  irregularities  in  their 
registration  entries.  The  irregularity  in  many  of  the  cases  was  the 
absence  of  an}^  entry  on  the  registration  book  under  the  heading 
''Township  or  county  from  whence  removed,"  though  the  other  entries 
in  regard  to  some  of  them  showed  that  they  were  born  in  the  township 
where  they  were  registered  and  they  had  lived  there  all  their  lives. 
Others  were  rejected  for  other  immaterial  irregularities  in  the  entries 
for  which  the  registering  officers  were  responsible.     The  conuuittee 

*  The  title  of  this  case  was  printed  by  mistake  at  the  head  of  the  majority  n^port 
as  "James  A.  Lockhart  r«.  Cnarles  H.  Martin,"  the  names  of  contestant  and  con- 
testee Ijeing  transpoeed. 
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counted  all  of  thejse  70  votes.  The  minority  said:  "While  there  may 
be  ground  of  dispute  as  to  all  of  these,  there  certainly  should  be  none 
as  to  8  of  them,  who,  under  the  registration  laws  of  the  State,  were 
clearly  not  entitled  to  vote,"  1  of  them  not  being  registered,  and 
the  irregularities  in  the  other  7  cases  being  such  as  Sie  supreme  couil 
had  declared  fatal. 

In  another  precinct  very  many  votes  were  rejected  for  similar 
irregularities,  placed  in  the  re^stration  book  by  the  deliberate  policy 
of  the  registering  oflScers  to  write  down  the  answers  given  by  ignorant 
applicants  just  as  they  gave  them,  though  the  facts  stated  were  suffi- 
cient to  enable  the  clerks,  of  their  own  knowledge,  to  make  the  entries 
in  correct  form.  There  was  also  intimidation  at  this  precinct,  and 
some  of  the  other  frauds  described  in  the  other  precincts,  affecting  an 
unascertainable  number  of  votes.  The  committee  threw  out  the  pre- 
cinct. The  minority  counted  it,  except  a  few  votes,  claiming  that  the 
irregularities  were  the  fault  of  the  voters  and  that  the  intimi(k,tion 
consisted  of  groundless  rumors. 

There  were  6  ballot  boxes  at  each  of  the  polls,  and  each  voter  was 
required  to  vote  6  tickets.  The  boxes  were  reauired  to  be  labeled  in 
plain  roman  letters,  and  the  vote  was  requirea  to  "be  put  into  the 
proper  box  or  boxes  by  said  voter,  or  by  the  judges  at  the  request  of  the 
voter."  A  great  many  "Fusionist"  (Kepublican  and  Populist)  votes, 
but  no  Democratic  ones,  were  found  in  the  wrong  boxes.  The  Repub- 
lican or  Populist  poll  holders,  where  any  were  appointed,  were  put  in 
charge  of  tne  "constable's  box"  (there  being  only  one  candidate  for 
constable),  and  the  other  election  officers  in  charge  of  the  other  }>oxes 
refused  to  deposit  ballots  for  voters  or  were  alleged  to  have  deposited 
them  in  the  wrong  boxes.  The  committee  counted  the  votes,  where 
there  was  proof  of  them,  or  threw  out  the  whole  poll  where  the  fraud 
was  such  as  to  vitiate  the  returns  and  the  true  vote  was  not  otherwise 
ascertainable.  The  minority  held  that  votes  found  in  wrong  boxes 
should  not  be  counted,  arguing  that  otherwise  it  would  be  possible  for 
a  voter  to  cast  6  votes  for  one  candidate  for  one  office  by  placing  a 
vote  for  him  in  each  box,  and  asserting  that  this  was,  in  fact,  done  in 
one  precinct. 

In  one  precinct  all  the  printed  tickets  for  contestant  had  been  stolen 
and  written  ballots  were  used.  The  committee  unanimously  counted 
these. 

In  another  case  the  tally  sheet  was  kept  bv  an  unsworn  outsider 
and  was  the  only  count  of  the  vote  made.  T&e  tally  keeper  did  not 
testify,  and  two  witnesses  swore  that  they  watched  the  tally  and  that  it 
was  16  votes  more  than  the  returns  showed.  The  majority  counted 
and  the  minority  did  not  count  these  votes. 

In  another  precinct  a  large  number  of  tickets  were  tendered  to  the 
judges,  who  refused  to  deposit  them  in  the  boxes  unless  they  were 
handed  in  1  at  a  time.  The  voters  refused  to  separate  their  tickets, 
and  placed  them  on  the  table  and  left.  There  were  other  wrongs  which 
made  it  impossible  for  the  correct  vote  of  the  precinct  to  be  deter- 
mined,, and!^  the  committee  threw  it  out.  The  minority  held  that  the 
voters  should  have  complied  with  the  not  unreasonable  request  to 
separate  their  ballots  and  hand  them  in  1  at  a  time. 
^  In  another  district  the  election  officers  refused  to  count  the  vote, 
alleging  threats  and  violent  actions  on  the  part  of  contestant's  friends 
to  force  them  to  leave  the  building  where  the  election  was  conducted 
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to  make  the  count.  The  committee  reported  the  facts,  but  made  no 
count  of  the  votes. 

Under  the  findings  of  the  majority  contestant  had  a  majority  of 
330  votes,  and  they  recommended  resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

Under  the  findings  of  the  minority  contestee  still  had  a  majority 
of  256  votes,  and  they  recommended  a  resolution  declaring  him  elected. 

The  case  was  fully  debated  in  the  House.  The  resolution  presented 
by  the  minority  was  lost  by  a  vote  of  67  to  156.  A  motion  to  recom- 
mit was  lost  by  a  vote  of  51  to  149.  The  resolutions  recommended 
bj^  the  committee  were  then  passed  by  a  vote  (on  division)  of  113  to 
5,  and,  on  June  5,  1896,  Mr.  Martin  was  sworn  in. 

[Report  2002,  parts  1  and  2,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(22)  Benoit  v8.  Boatner. 

(second  case.) 

■ 

I^ra ud^  vlolencii^  an d  in t irn idai Uni.  Repart  fm*  cmi U'^fti \  who  r*4<t In ed 
the  f<eat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Johnson.    , 

As  the  result  of  a  contest  between  the  same  parties  the  seat  from  this 
district  had  been  declared  vacant  at  the  previous  session  (see  first  case 
of  Benoit  vs,  Boatner,  above)  and  a  special  election  had  been  called  to 
fill  the  vacanc}'.  At  this  election  Boatner  was  returned  as  elected  by 
a  majority  of  4,568.  Benoit  contested,  charging  wholesale  frauds, 
violence,  and  intimidation,  of  the  same  character  as  at  the  previous 
election.  The  committee  found  that  the  charges  were  sustained  to  a 
large  extent,  but  not  enough  to  overcome  the  returned  majority  of 
contestee  or  to  make  the  whole  election  invalid. 

The  committee  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  contestant  carried 
the  '"  white"  or  hill  parishes,  and  that  contestee,  the  Democratic  can- 
didate, obtained  his  greatest  majorities  in  the  river  parishes,  where 
the  colored  voters  were  overwhelmingly  in  the  majority.  In  general 
the  returns  showed  that  contestant's  strength  was  greatest  in  the  white 
neighborhoods  and  contestee's  was  greatest  in  black  neighborhoods. 
The  election  in  the  former  neighborhoods  was  usually  fair;  in  the  lat- 
ter fraud  and  intimidation  were  generally  chai'ged. 

Going  over  the  testimony  by  polls  and  parishes,  the  committee  found 
that  the  vote  of  one  parish  should  be  changed  from  758  to  64  for  con- 
testee, and  that  the  vote  of  two  parishes  should  be  rejected.  This, 
however,  would  still  leave  a  majority  of  802  for  contestee. 

While  the  evidence  establishes  the  fact  that  flagrant  frauds  were  perpetrated  in  all 
of  Tensas  Parish,  and  in  a  portion  of  Catahoula  Parish,  and  that  intimidation  pre- 
vailed generally  throughout  the  jmrish  of  Ouachita,  still  the  committee  do  not  feel 
justified  in  recommending  that  the  election  beheld  void  and  the  seat  declared  vacant, 
Tor  the  reason  that  these  three  parishes  constitute  only  one-fifth  of  the  tottil  parishes 
of  the  district,  and  their  entire  rejected  vote  does  not  amount  to  one-third  of  the  vote 
cast  therein  at  the  election. 

The  committee  are  not  sure  that  the  fraud  and  intimidation  were  so  extensive  and 
general  throughout  the  district  as  to  render  it  certain  that  there  was  not  a  free  and 
fair  expression  by  the  great  body  of  the  electors,  however  strongly  they  may  suspect 
this  to  have  been  the  case. 

Resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected  were  therefore  recommended. 
On  the  general  question  of  intimidation  the  committee  said: 

In  passing  upon  this  qu&stion  of  intimidation  the  committee?  have  had  in  mind  cer- 
tain propositions  which  seemed  to  them  to  be  sound,  and  in  the  light  of  which  they 
have  reached  the  conclusion  above  announced. 
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Tht'v  recognized  the  fact  that  coercive  measures  do  not  operate  alike  upon  all 
voterH.  That  which  would  have  no  effect  whatever  upon  one  class  might,  neverthe- 
less, exert  an  irresistible  influence  upon  another  class. 

It  is  therefore  believed  that  in  determining  whether  or  not  intimidation  exists  in 
any  (*ase,  due  regard  should  always  be  had  to  the  mental  and  physical  organization 
cif  the  particular  electors  upon  whom  the  wrong  is  charged  to  have  been  inflicted, 
their  relation  to  the  alleged  wrongdoers,  their  condition  of  dependence  or  independ- 
ence, and.  indeed,  to  their  whole  environment  as  well  as  to  the  character  and  dis- 
position of  the  wrongdoers  themselves.  Norisit,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  either 
a  logical  or  a  just  doctrine  that  the  oppressive  acts  which  will  avoid  an  election  must 
necessarily  be  of  such  a  character  as  to  overpower  the  will  of  voters  of  reasonable 
courage  and  intelligence.  Such  a  principle  as  this  would,  in  its  practical  operations, 
result  in  the  disfranchisement  of  the  weak  and  the  ignorant  electors,  wno  should 
ever  Ije  the  object  of  the  law's  solicitude,  and  in  the  arrogation  of  political  power 
into  the  hands  of  the  electors  who  are  strong  and  well  informed. 

It  is  evident,  too,  that  physical  violence  against  the  person  of  the  elector  is  not  the 
Fole  criterion  by  which  the  existence  or  nonexistence  of  intimidation  is  to  be  deter- 
niine<l,  since  some  electors  might  be  beaten  without  being  atall  terrorized,  while  other 
ele(;tors  might  be  put  in  great  fear  without  the  striking  of  a  sinele  blow.  Nor  do  the 
eciumiittt^e  believe  that  in  passing  upon  the  question  as  to  whether  intimidation  pre- 
vailed the  examination  should  bi  limited  to  the  unlawful  acts  committed  against  the 
voters  at  the  very  time  of  the  election  in  contest.  It  is  often  the  case  that  preceding 
occurrences,  although  somewhat  remote  in  point  of  time,  give  great  significance  and 
momentum  to  recent  acts  of  oppression  and  thus  become  very  proper  subjects  for 
examination  and  consideration. 

On  January  14,  1897,  the  Clerk  of  the  House  addressed  a  letter  to 
the  Speaker  calling  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  usual  course  of  filing 
briefs,  etc.,  under  the  geneml  law  would  carry  the  preliminary  stages 
of  this  case  l)eyond  the  date  of  adjournment.  The  case  was  there- 
fore referred  to  the  committee  at  once,  and  on  January  15  a  resolu- 
tion was  passed  instructing  the  committee  to  go  on  with  the  case. 
The  report  of  the  committee  was  made  on  February  5,  Mr.  Bailey 
stating  in  the  House  that  he  agreed  to  the  conclusions,  but  that  he 
might  wish  to  put  in  a  minority  report.  No  such  report  appears, 
however,  to  have  been  filed. 

On  February  15, 1897,  the  resolutions  recommended  were  passed  by 
the  House  without  division. 

[Report  2808,  second  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(23)  Beattie  vs.  Price. 

Frand^  viol^mce^  and  inthnidation.  Majority  report  for  cm^testae; 
luhxiyrhy  report  to  declare  seat  vacant.      Contestee  retainea  ths  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Tayler;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Johnson. 

Contestee  was  returned  as  elected  by  a  majority  of  5,766.  Contest- 
ant charged  fraud,  violence,  and  intimidation,  which  resulted  in  a 
practical  disfranchisement  of  the  colored  voters  of  the  district,  who 
were  said  to  be  adherents  of  contestant.  The  committe  found  that  the 
colored  voters  were  not,  in  genei'al,  supporters  of  contestant,  and  that 
the  fraud  and  intimidation  shown  were  not  sufficient  to  overcome  the 
returned  majority  of  contestee  or  to  invalidate  the  election. 

Contestant  was  the  nominee  of  a  convention  of  white  men,  mostly 
former  Democrats,  calling  themselves  *'  New  Republicans,"  who  under- 
took to  organize  a  white  Republican  party  in  Louisiana.  The  position 
of  the  new  party  on  the  race  question  was  thus  stated  by  the  chairman 
of  the  convention: 

That  we  had  gone  into  this  for  the  purpose  of  organizing  a  white  man's  Republican 
party  in  the  State  of  Louisiana;  that  we  proposed  that  the  policy  of  the  party  lately 
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organized  should  be  dominated  by  white  men;  that  this  party  would  be  controlled 
by  white  men,  and  that,  while  we  did  not  reject  the  vote  of  any  American  citizen^ 
white  or  black,  the  negro  must  recognize  that  the  white  men  would  dominate  and 
control,  and  that  he  could  follow  and  we  would  lead. 

Conimenting  on  this  situation,  the  committee  report  used  the  fol 
lowing  language: 

In  view  of  these  facts,  it  is  diflScult  to  understand  how  any  considerable  number  of 
such  voters  were  disfranchised.  It  is  inconceivable  that  any  considerable  number  of 
such  voters  could  have  any  desire  to  vote  for  the  contestant.  It  is  quite  true  that  he 
ran  on  the  Republican  ticket  and  that  the  negro's  loyalty  to  the  Republican  ticket  is 
beyond  question:  but  whatever  incapacity  may  be  charged  against  the  negro  of  Lou- 
isiana, however  he  may  incline  to  follow  the  Republican  l>anner  wherever  it  leads, 
he  has  not  yet  fallen  to  that  depth  of  pusilanimous  ignorance  and  stupidity  where  he 
will  voluntarily  indorse  a  party  whose  battle  cry  is  white  supremacy,  however  meri- 
torious may  be  the  other  principles  to  which  it  adheres.  The  predicate  of  the  con- 
testant's claim  is  the  suppression  of  the  negro  vote;  but  the  negro  vote  in  the  cam- 
mign  of  1894  was  not  his,  and  by  no  stretch  of  imagination  can  be  conceived  to  have 
been  his.  The  negro  might  possibly  support  the  Republican  ticket  and  a  Republican 
platform  in  which  the  question  of  the  negro's  civil  and  political  rights  were  relegated 
to  the  background,  but  we  submit  that  it  is  iinpossible  that  he  could  supjwrt  a  Rt- 
publican  ticket  standing  on  a  platform  which  affirmatively  declared,  in  the  language 
of  the  chairman  of  the  committee  of  that  kind  of  a  Republican  party,  as  follows: 
[Quoting  the  statement  above.] 

On  the  question  of  fraud  and  intimidation,  the  committee  repeated 
the  statement  of  the  law  quoted  in  the  case  of  Benoit  vs.  Boatner,  as 
follo*vs: 

If  fraud,  violence,  and  intimidation  have  been  so  extensive  and  general  as  to  ren- 
der it  certain  that  there  was  no  free  and  fair  expre&sion  by  the  great  body  of  the  elec- 
tors, then  the  election  must  be  set  aside,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  in  some  of  the 
precincts  and  parishes  there  was  a  peaceable  and  fair  elocution. 

The  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  bring  this  ease  under  the  rule. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  justify  the  claim  that  there  was  **  no  free  and  fair 
expression  by  the  great  body  of  the  electors." 

So  far  as  the  testimony  shows,  there  was  a  "peaceable  and  fair  ele(;tion"  in  not 
only  "some  of  the  precincts  and  parishes,"  but  in  most  of  them. 

There  are  166  polling  places  in  the  district,  and  as  to  more  than  three-fourths  of 
them  there  is  not  a  syllable  of  testimony  showing  fraud,  violence,  or  intimidation. 

There  was  violence  in  some  parts  of  the  district,  and  two  murders 
were  committed  just  befoi-e  the  election,  one  at  least  of  which  appeared 
to  have  been  political.  But  the  number  of  votes  affected  was  m  any 
case  too  small  to  affect  the  result. 

Messrs.  Johnson,  Long,  and  Strode  signed  a  minoritjr  report,  hold- 
ing that  the  election  should  be  declared  void.     They  said: 

We  are  unable  to  agree  with  the  committee  in  their  view  of  this  case. 

The  reading  of  the  report  naturally  leaves  the  impression  that  the  white  Republi- 
cans of  the  district  spumed  the  colored  voters  with  contempt  and  made  no  effort 
whatever  to  secure  their  votes,  and  that  this  conduct  was  resented  by  the  colore<l 
voters  so  strongly  that  they  had  no  desire  to  vote  for  Seattle,  and,  for  this  reason, 
did  not  do  so. 

We  have  read  the  evidence  with  great  care,  and  we  deny  that  it  warrants  any  such 
(conclusion.  Upon  the  contrary,  it  shows  clearly  that,  while  there  was  manifested 
by  the  white  Republicans  a  determined  disposition  to  lead  in  the  canvaas,  and  to 
establish  a  new  Republican  organization  committed  to  the  doctrine  of  white  suprem- 
acy and  a  protective  tariff,  yet,  with  rare  exceptions,  they  recognized  the  ri^ht  of 
the  colored  electors  to  vote,  and  made  earnest  efiorts  in  many  parts  of  the  district 
to  secure  their  suffrages. 

The  evidence  shows,  too,  beyond  question  that  the  colored  electors  were  very 
generally  desirous  of  voting  for  Beattie. 

We  particularly  dissent  from  the  statement  made  in  the  report  of  the  committee 
that  "There  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  justify  the  claim  that  there  was  no  free  and 
fair  expression  by  the  great  body  of  the  electors.     So  far  as  the  testimony  shows, 
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there  was  a  peaceable  and  fair  election  in  not  only  some  of  the  precincts  and  par- 
ishes, but  in  most  of  them.'* 

With  all  deference  to  the  committee,  we  insist  that  this  declaration  is  incorrect. 

In  our  opinion  the  record  discloses  widespread  intimidation  of  the  colored  voters 
by  the  supporters  of  Price — intimidation  practiced  in  a  majority  of  the  parishes  of 
the  district — the  effe<*t  of  wliich  was  to  deter  great  numbers  of  them  from  attending 
the  election  and  casting  their  ballots  for  Beattie. 

For  instance,  the  killing  of  Tally  Whitehurst,  a  prominent  colored  Republican, 
and  a  supporter  of  Beattie,  who  resided  in  the  parish  of  Lafourche,  is  clearly  shown 
by  the  evidence  to  have  Ijecn  a  cold-blooded  and  premeditated  murder,  perpetrated 
by  some  of  the  white  friends  and  supporters  of  Pnce,  a  few  days  before  tne  election, 
solely  for  political  purposes,  and  to  mtimidate  the  colored  voters. 

It  kpijcars  that  this  munler  had  the  desired  effect,  not  only  in  Lafourche,  but  also 
in  one  or  two  of  the  adjoining  parishes. 

We  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee  that  Beattie  is  not  entitled  to  be  seated, 
but  disagree  with  their  conclusion  that  Price  is  entitled  to  the  seat. 

We  are  convinced  that  fraud  and  intimidation  prevailed  so  extensively  and  gen- 
erally throughout  the  district  as  to  prevent  a  free  and  fair  expression  by  the  great 
b<Klv  of  the  elei'tors,  and  we  believe,  tlierefore,  that  the  election  should  be  decuired 
void  and  the  seat  left  vacant. 

There  was  no  debate  in  the  House,  and  the  resolutions  pre^sented  by 
the  majority  were  passed  without  division. 
[Report  2812,  second  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(24)  Davis  rs.  Culberson. 

Case  ahand(me(L      Contestee  coujtrined  in  neat. 

Report  by  Mr.  McCall. 

Contestant  served  notice  of  c>ontest,  but  appears  to  have  taken  no 
further  steps.  The  committee  recommended  resolutions  declaring  con- 
testee  elected,  which,  on  January  30,  1896,  passed  the  House  without 
division. 

[Report  180,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(25)  Rosenthal  vs.  Crowley. 

Delayed  and  irregular  returns.  Report  for  contestee,  Qjivtestee 
ret<tinvd  the  neat. 

Reports  by  Mr.  Jenkins. 

On  the  face  of  the  returns  as  canvassed  contestee  had  a  majority  of 
1,303.  The  countv  canvassers  in  one  countv  did  not  canvass  certain 
returns,  which  contestant  claimed  should  be  counted,  and  in  another 
county  canvassed  returns  which  contestant  claimed  should  not  have 
been  counted.  Counting  the  returns  in  question  from  the  former 
county  and  excluding  those  of  the  latter  would  give  contestant  a  major- 
ity of  120,  but  the  committee  reported  that  part  of  the  rejected  pre- 
cincts in  the  one  county  were  excluded  on  the  same  ground  as  that  on 
which  contestant  now  asked  that  the  precincts  from  the  second  county 
should  be  excluded — that  the  returns  were  not  filed  with  the  county 
commissioners  within  the  legal  time.  Contestee  would  be  elected  if 
the  rule  were  applied  either  way  to  both  counties  alike,  and  the  com- 
mittee therefore  recommended  resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

Contestant  had  not  included  all  the  precincts  asked  to  be  considered 
in  his  notice  of  contest,  and  applied  for  leave  to  amend  the  notice  so  as 
t<)  cover  them,  but  as  the  committee  had  considered  all  the  evidence 
as  if  the  notice  had  covered  it,  and  had  still  found  contestant's  case  not 
made  out,  they  reported  adversely  the  resolution  to  amend, 
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The  resolutions  recommended  were  passed  by  the  House  on  January  \ 

31,  1896,  without  division. 
[Reports  177  and  197,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(26)  Moorman  t^s.  Latimer. 

Rejected  votes.     Report  for  contestee,      Oontestee  retained  tJie  neat. 

Rei>ort  bv  Mr.  Bell. 

In  the  whole  district  contestee  received,  according  to  the  returns, 
5,778  votes,  contestant  985,  and  another  candidate  342 — a  plurality  for  • 

contestee  of  4,793  votes.  Contestant  claimed  that  all  the  ballots  of 
contestee  were  invalid,  and  also  that  from  6,000  to  7,000  Republican 
voters  were  refused  the  right  to  vote  because  they  did  not  have  regis- 
tration certificates,  as  was  required  by  the  laws  of  South  C^arohna, 
which  laws,  he  contended,  were  unconstitutional,  because  in  conflict 
with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  of  South  Carolina.  He 
claimed  also  that  a  number  of  properly  registered  voters  were  refused 
the  right  to  vote  by  the  election  ofticers  on  various  pretexts. 

All  the  ballots  voted  for  cont(\stee  were  printed  *'  Representative  in 
Congress,  Third  district,  A.  C.  Latimer,"  and  contestant  claimed  that 
they  were  deficient  in  that  they  did  not  specify  that  they  were  voted 
for  a  candidate  for  the  Third  district  of  the  State  of  South  C'arolina 
nor  for  a  Representative  to  the  Fifty -fourth  Congress.  The  committee, 
referring  to  the  case  of  Blair  vs,  Barrett,  in  which  a  ballot  headed  ''  For 
Congress,  Francis  P.  Blair,"  had  been  held  to  be  sufficient,  expi*essed 
the  opinion  that  the  ballots  in  this  case  were  clearly  sufficient  and  had 
been  properly  counted  for  contestee.  i 

Adopting  the  most  favomble  construction  on  all  the  other  issues,  the  ' 

evidence  or  contestant  still  failed  to  overcome  the  returned  majority  of 
contestee.     Supposing  that  the  registration  law  were  unconstitutional,  ^ 

that  all  the  persons  rejected  had  a  right  to  vote,  and  that  they  would 
all  have  voted  for  contestant,  the  number  was  still  215  short  of  the 
returned  majority  of  contestee.  Even  these  figures  would  require  the 
support  of  contestant's  claims  at  several  precincts  where  the  evidence 
was  wholly  insufficient  to  establish  anything.  The  committee  there- 
fore recommended  resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected,  which,  on 
April  15,  1896,  were  passed  bv  the  House  without  division. 

[Report  626,  first  session  Fifty -fourth  Congress.] 

(27)  Johnston  v«.  Stokks. 

Rejected  votes.  Majority  report  j^or  co7\testee;  repirrt  hij  Mr.  Me  Coil 
to  declare  seat  vacant;  vilnority  report  for  contestant.  Se<jt  deehired 
vacant. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Jenkins;  second  report  by  Mr.  McCall; 
minority  report  by  Mr.  Overstreet. 

On  the  face  of  the  returns  as  canvassed  contestee  had  a  plurality  of 
4,702  votes.  Counting  some  returns  not  canvassed  and  correcting 
other  minor  errors,  this  plurality  would  be  reduced,  according  to  the 
majority  report,  to  4,204,  or,  according  to  the  minority  report,  to  4,275. 
The  ca^e  turned  on  a  large  number  of  rejected  votes  refused  by  the  \ 

officers  of  election  chiefly  on  the  ground  of  nonregistration.  It  wius 
claimed  that  there  was  evidence  showing  by  name  7,336  of  these  votes. 
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much  more  than  enough  to  overcome  the  returned  plurality  of  con- 
testoe.  Five  members  of  the  committee  held  that,  unaer  the  evidence, 
contestee  was  elected;  Mr.  McCall  held  that  neither  party  was  elected, 
and  MessiTs.  Overstreet,  Walker,  and  Thomas  held  that  contestant  was 
ele<t4^d.     The  House  agreed  with  Mr.  McCall. 

('ontestant  claimed  that  the  election  law  of  South  Carolina  was  uncon- 
stitutional, being  in  violation  both  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  State  of  South  Carolina.  The  minority  quoted 
authorities  on  this  point.     The  majority  simply  said: 

The  contestant  insiRts  that  the  registration  law  of  South  Carolina,  under  which  this 
election  waH  held^  iH  unconstitutional,  \niinff  in  violation  of  the  constitution  of  that  iState 
and  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

The  committee  do  not  agree  with  the  contestant  as  to  the  latter  claim,  and  while 
there  is  a  difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  extent  of  its  unconstitutionality,  the  com- 
mittee agree  that  a  part  of  the  law  is  unconstitutional,  being  in  violation  of  the  con- 
stitution of  the  State  of  South  Carolina.  But  the  committee  find  that  the  election 
was  held  throughout  the  State  on  the  basis  of  such  registration,  the  electors  acq uiesce^l 
in  and  conformed  to  the  law,  and  the  committee,  l)emg  unable  to  find  from  the  evi- 
dence that  electors  sufficient  in  number  to  change  the  result  were  prevented  from 
voting  by  reason  of  the  registration  law,  hold  the  election  valid. 

The  brief  report  of  Mr.  McCall  discussing  this  point,  and  also  the 
issue  of  fact  from  the  point  of  view  finally  adopted  by  the  House  is, 
in  full,  as  follows: 

I  concur  in  the  conclusion  of  the  majority  of  the  committee  that  the  contcjstant  was 
not  elected.  The  testimony,  in  my  opinion,  does  not  show  such  a  tender  of  votes  on 
the  part  of  the  excluded  voters,  such  as  the  authorities  require,  as  will  justify  the 
counting  of  a  sufficient  numl)er  of  them  to  overcome  the  adverse  plurality.  But  while 
the  testimony  is  not  sufficient  for  such  a  purpose,  it  does  show  a  wholesale  exclusion 
of  voters  and  an  unfair  application  of  the  registration  law. 

The  law  only  provides  one  registration  place  in  each  county,  and  only  one  day  for 
registration  each  month  from  December  to  June,  inclusive.  Althougirthe  constitu- 
tion provides  that  a  male  j)er8on  otherwise  qualified  shall  have  the  right  to  vote  who 
has  resided  in  the  precinct  sixty  days  before  the  election,  the  registrati(m  law,  in 
fact,  denied  him  registration,  and,  consequently,  the  right  to  vote  unle*»s  he  had 
reHide<l  in  the  precinct  on  the  Ist  day  of  July  preceding  the  election.  This  provi- 
sion is  clearly  repugnant  to  the  constitution  of  South  Carolina,  which,  under  the 
pretense  of  regulating  suffrage,  inij)ose8  a  new  qualification  up<m  it  and  is,  therefore, 
unconstitutional.  I  may  ad<l  that  the  chief  justice  of  Sf)uth  ('arolina  and  the  judge 
of  the  United  States  court  for  that  (uriniit  each  rendere<l  an  opinion  that  the  law  was 
unconstitutional,  and  although  their  associates  held  in  each  of  the  cases  presented 
that  the  court  did  not  have  jurisdiction,  that  fact  does  not  detract  from  the  weight 
of  the  opinions. 

The  ttvtimony  shows  that  many  voters,  some  of  them  coming  30  or  40  miles, 
appeared  regularly  at  the  i)laces  of  registration  from  month  to  month,  and  were 
(lenie<l  registration  by  means  of  a  systematic  obstructicm.  It  shows  further  that 
manv  thousand  men  who  had  the  constitutional  qualification,  but  were  not  regis- 
tered, and  who  therefore  had  the  right  to  vote  if  the  registration  laws  were  unconsti- 
tutional, expressed  their  desire  to  vote  by  going  to  the  polls.  Doubtless  many 
thousands  more  unregistere<l  voters  remained  at  home  who  would  have  come  had 
they  not  known  that  a  rule  re<iuiring  registration  certificates  was  in  force  and  that 
they  would  be  excluded  if  they  came. 

"If  the  officers  conducting  an  election  adopt  and  enforce  an  erroneous  rule  as  to 
the  (lualification  of  voters  which  preventa  certain  legal  voters  who  offer  to  vote  from 
giving  in  their  votes,  and  l)eing  made  known  prevents  other  legal  voters  similarly 
situated  from  offering  to  vote,  the  election  mav  be  set  aside,  esi)ecially  if  it  appear 
that  such  votes  if  offered  and  nn^eived  would  have  changed,  or  rendered  doubtful, 
the  result.  After  a  decision  has  been  made  by  the  election  officers  affecting  the  right 
of  a  class  of  voters  to  vote  and  that  decision  becomes  known,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
every  voter  belonging  to  such  class  should  offer  his  vote  and  have  it  formally  rejected." 
(M((>eary  on  Elections,  third  edition,  section  241;  Scranton  borough  election  case, 
Brightly' 8  Election  Cases,  465.) 
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The  colored  raoe  is  enormously  in  the  majority  in  this  district,  and  it  appears  that 
as  a  rule  the  voters  of  that  race  in  that  district  were  Repuhlicans.  Believing  that 
the  registration  law  of  South  Carolina  was  unconstitutional,  I  am  constrained  to  find 
from  the  evidence  in  this  case  that  if  said  law  had  not  l)een  applied  at  all,  or  even 
fairly  applitni,  the  result  would  prol>ahly  have  l)een  different,  and  I  am  therefore  not 
ableto  give  my  asst^it  to  the  conclusions  of  the  majority  of  my  colleagues  that  the 
contestec  was  elected. 

The  minority  referred  to  the  case  of  Miller  vm.  Elliott  in  the  Fifty- 
Hrst  Congress,  in  which  this  law  was  declared  unconstitutional,  and 
also  to  the  cases  of  Mills  r,s.  Green  ((57  Federal  Reporter,  818),  and  of 
Butler  vs.  EUerbe  and  Bates  (22  8.  E.  Reports,  425,  437),  mentioned 
by  Mr.  McCall  above,  quoting  from  the  opinion  in  the  former  case. 

All  the  committee  agreed  that  lawful  votes,  lawfully  tendered  and 
unlawfully  refused,  should  be  counted  on  sufficient  proof  being  made. 
The  majority  said: 

« 

It  hafl  iK'en  held  that  lawful  votes  tendered  but  not  received  can  not  oe  made 
available  by  either  party.  (State  ex  rel.  Six^nce,  18  Ala.,  805;  Webster  7'ai.  Byrnes, 
34  Cal.,  273';  Hart  rn.  Harvey,  19  llf)w.  Pr.,  245;  Newcum  vs,  Kirttey,  13  B.  Munroe, 
Ky.,  515;  Biddle  and  Richard  vs.  Wing,  first  Pet*8ion  Nineteenth  CongreHS.) 

!No  doubt  it  is  the  safer  and  better  rule,  when  the  evidence  will  warrant  it,  and  as 
this  House  has  done  in  many  instances  since  the  Nineteenth  Congress,  to  count  law- 
ful votes,  lawfully  tendered  and  unlawfully  refused,  when  the  numl>er  is  sufficient  to 
change  the  result  and  it  is  known  for  what  candidate  the  elector  intended  to  vote. 
But  before  the  vote  can  be  counted,  it  ought  to  apjjear  by  competent  evidence  that 
qualified  electors,  sufficient  in  numl)er  to  change  the  result,  had  lawfully  tendered 
their  votes  and  were  unlawfully  rejwttHl,  and  for  whom  the  rejected  electors  would 
have  voted  if  they  had  been  iwrmitted  to  vote. 

But  the  majority  held  that  the  dechirations  of  the  votere  could  not 
be  received  to  establish  these  facts,  and  that  in  most  of  the  cases  in 
the  present  contest  even  the  declarations  of  the  voters  as  a  part  of  the 
res  gest4e  were  not  estiiblished  by  evidence.     They  said: 

If  the  declaration  of  the  elector  who  was  denie<l  the  right  to  vote  can  not  l)e 
received,  certainly  the  hea<iingH  of  the  ])etition  can  not  l)e  admitted  as  evidence  for 
a  declaration. 

No  doubt  a  few  votes  can  lx»  counted,  but  not  enough  to  make  mention  of;  but 
independent  of  that  theni  is  no  evidence  to  show  declarations  of  elet^tors  as  to  their 
qualificaticms,  intentions,  or  efforts  to  vote. 

It  is  elementary  that  hearsay  evidence  is  not  admissible  in  ele<^tion  cases.  The 
same  rules  of  law  api)ly  in  election  cases  jus  in  all  other  cases,  and  while  the  power 
of  the  House  is  very  greiit  in  election  cases,  yet  its  acti(ms  should  be  governed  by 
law  and  evidence.     It  is  not  only  just,  but  safe. 

If  the  House,  uninfluenctnl  by  partisiin  feeling,  decide  election  cases  acconling  to 
the  e8tal)lished  principles  of  law  an<l  rules  of  evidence,  it  will  come  nearer  doing 
exact  and  e<iual  justice;  and  it  will  be  establishing  a  dangerous  precedent  to  admit 
what  is  offere<l  in  this  case  to  im{)each  the  title  to  a  seat  in  this  House. 

It  was  argued  upon  the  i)art  of  the  contestant  that  these  lists,  etc.,  might  be  receive<l 
as  a  part  of  the  res  gestae.  It  certainly  is  no  part  of  the  res  gestie,  for  anything  said 
or  done  after  the  vote  Wiis  n'jected  and  the  elector  had  gone  away  from  the  polls 
would  have  no  connection  whatever  with  the  princii>al  fact,  which  in  this  (*ase  was 
what  was  said  and  done  by  the  elector  at  the  polls  when  offering  to  vote.  But  even 
this  pf)sition  would  fail  from  the  fac;t  that  no  declarations  were  made,  if  correct  as  a 
proposition  of  law. 

Owing  to  the  large  number  of  rejected  votes  in  question,  contestant 
attempted  to  show  their  names  and  number  by  the  testimony  of  list 
keepei-s,  who  were  stationed  at  the  polls,  took  the  signatures  or  wrote 
the  names  at  the  recfuest  of  the  voters  to  a  petition  addressed  to  the 
House  of  Representatives,  reciting  that  the  petitioners  were  lawful 
voteu's  who  att(»nded  at  the  election,  undertook  to  vote,  and  were 
refused,  and  that  they  would,  if  permitted,  have  voted  for  contestant. 
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The  majority  claimed   that  the  actual  testimon}'  in  most  cases  fell 
short  in  one  or  more  respects  of  this  description.     They  said: 

This  so-called  testimony  is  further  weakened  by  the  fact  that  it  can  not  even  be 
called  hearsay  testimony.  There  are  1,820  so-called  votes  where  the  witness  throujirh 
whom  it  is  sought  to  count  the  same  did  not  keep  the  lists,  but  in  ea(!h  case  testilies 
that  some  one  else,  not  called,  kept  the  list.  There  are  also  1,221  votes  where  the 
witness  kept  the  lists  in  part  only,  the  other  list  keepers  not  Ixiinj?  called;  877  votes 
are  not  on  original  lists,  but  on  copies,  and  even  if  the  original  would  be  competent 
evidence,  the  copies  are  not  made  evidence. 

There  are  4,554  votes,  by  actual  count,  where  the  lists  were  not  offered  in  evidence 
and  made  part  of  the  deposition  according  to  any  prat^tice.  This  shows  the  danger 
of  not  being  governeii  by  rules  of  evidence,  and  to  sustain  the  claim  of  the  contest- 
ant in  this  case  would  be  laying  down  a  more  dangerous  precedent  than  was  ever 
established  by  this  House. 

The  minority  argued  elaborately  in  favor  of  the  admissibility  of  this 
class  of  "list  evidence,"  under  circumstances  which  render  the  resort 
to  better  evidence  impracticable,  and  quoted  many  authorities  in  sup- 
port of  this  contention.     They  said: 

No  doubt  it  is  true,  as  a  general  proposition,  that  the  party  offering  evidence  is 
required  to  produce  the  best  evidence  of  which  the  case  in  its  nature  is  susceptible, 
but  it  will  be  observed  that  the  nature  of  the  case  is  to  be  considered.  Here  a  class 
of  men  numbering  thousands  was  denied  the  right  to  vote  l)ecau8e  of  the  nature,  as 
well  as  the  administration,  of  the  registration  law  of  South  Carolina.  To  have  exam- 
ined each  of  these  witnesses  concerning  each  and  all  of  the  facts  establishing  his  right 
to  registration  and  to  vote,  proving  the  incidents  of  the  attempt  or  failure  t^)  exercise 
the  right  of  suffrage  and  subjecting  the  witnesses  to  lengthy  cross-examinations  by 
contestee's  attorneys,  would  have  required  more  time  tnan  the  law  grants  for  the 
taking  of  testimony  and  have  caused  a  miscarriage  of  justice.  And  so  it  became 
incumbent  up)n  the  contestant  to  offer  the  best  evidence  that  he  could  command 
within  the  limitations  and  conditions  existing,  and  he  did  that  by  furnishing  the 
written  declarations  of  these  men  as  to  their  qualifications,  efforts,  and  pur])oses, 
supplemented  by  the  testimony  of  men  who  knew  them,  to  the  effect  that  they  were 
entitled  to  but  were  denied  the  right  of  suffrage.  Where  there  is  no  sul)stitution  of 
evidence,  but  only  a  selection  of  weaker  instead  of  stronger  proofs,  or  an  omission  to 


stronger 

proofs,  and  for  the  very  l)est  of  reasons,  considering  rea«^ous  from  the  stand]x>iiit  of 
existing  conditions  and  not  of  theory. 

The  admissibility'^  of  the  declarations  of  voters,  made  at  the  time  of 
voting,  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestae,  is  established  by  a  long  line  of  prece- 
dents in  the  House  of  Representatives  and  elsewhere.  The  committee 
quoted  from  the  New  Jersev  case  (1  Bart.,  19,  25,  26);  Vallandigham 
vs.  Campbell  (1  Bart.,  223,  230-236);  Bell  vs.  Snyder  (Smith,  247,  250- 
255);  Wallace  ?w.  McKinley  (Mobley,  1H5);  Smith  7vv.  Jackson  (Rowell, 
13).  On  the  question  of  the  admissibility  of  lists,  thev  referred  to 
McDuffie  VM.  Turpin,  Fifty-first  Congress  (Rowell,  257,  275-285).  The 
conclusions  of  tne  minority  were  summed  up  as  follows: 

The  principle  underlying  the  Congressional  cases  above  cite<l  is  thih?:  That  the 
declaration  of  a  voter,  or  one  entitled  to  vote  at  a  given  election,  made  at  or  in  ihe 
vicinity  of  the  voting  place  immediately  following  his  effort  to  vote,  concerning  his 
own  a<»t8  and  (jualifications  or  dis(iualifications,  are  j)art8  of  the  rt»s  gestae  and  are 
admissible  in  evidence.  In  voting  or  in  attempting  to  vote,  or  in  being  present  at 
the  polls  with  the  desire  to  vote,  the  voter  is  discharging,  or  attempting  to  discharge, 
or  desiring  to  discharge,  one  of  the  most  solemn  and  momentous  duties  of  citizenship, 
and  U)  us  it  seems  clear  that  his  every  act  and  word  cAlculate<l  to  show  in  any  d(»gree 
what  his  purix)se«  or  (qualifications  were  are  clearly  admissible  in  evidence  iis  a  part 
of  the  res  gestae.  This  evidence  may  be  furnished  by  the  depositions  of  others,  or 
by  the  written  statements  of  others,  made  at  the  time,  i)reservingand  exhibiting  the 
statements  or  declarations  or  admissions,  either  oral  or  written,  made  by  the  voter 
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or  the  nonvoter,  as  the  case  may  be,  as  is  clearly  established  by  the  preceding 
authorities.    *    *    ♦ 

These  authorities  and  the  reasoning  upon  which  they  are  predicated  clearly  show 
that  the  declarations  of  those  who  were  deprived  of  the  privilege  of  voting  on 
election  day  are  competent  evidence  in  support  of  the  alle^tion  that  they  were 
lawful  voters,  intended  to  vote,  were  deprived  of  that  privilege,  and  woulS  have 
voted  for  contestant.  These  declarations  were  made  at  the  time  of  holding  the 
election,  and  to  persons  in  or  near  the  voting  places.  They  related  to  the  sunjectr 
matter  of  the  election,  formed  a  part  of  the  history  of  the  transactions  of  the  elec- 
tion, and  were  in  the  highest  and  truest  sense  parts  of  the  res  gestae. 

Acting  on  this  principle,  the  minority  considered  the  evidence  in 
regard  to  each  precinct  m  dispute,  and  said: 

We  do  not  contend  that  the  evidence  is  suflScient  to  count  all  of  the  lists  under  the 
rules  of  law,  which  we  above  affirm,  but  we  do  believe  that  the  evidence  is  sufficient 
to  count  for  the  contestant  in  the  various  counties  of  the  district  4,523  votes,  the 
same  being  a  sufficient  number,  when  added  to  the  return  vot-e  of  the  contestant,  to 
entitle  him  to  a  seat  in  Congress. 

The  case  was  fully  debated  in  the  House,  attention  being  called  to 
the  fact  that  the  question  of  the  constitutionality  of  the  South  Carolina 
registration  law  was  also  involved  in  the  cases  of  Moorman  vs.  Lati- 
mer, Wilson  VM.  McLaurin,  and  Murray  vs,  Elliott.  On  May  29, 1896, 
the  resolution  proposed  by  the  minority,  declaring  contestant  elected, 
was  lost  by  a  vote  of  95  to  105.  The  reverse  resolution,  declaring  contest- 
ant was  not  elected,  was  then  carried  by  a  vote  of  103  to  99.  The  House 
then  adjourned,  and  on  June  1  voted  without  division  to  reconsider 
both  these  votes.  Mr.  McCall  then  moved,  as  an  amendment  to  the 
minority  resolution,  a  resolution  declaring  that  no  valid  election  had 
been  held  and  vacating  the  seat.  This  was  carried  by  a  vote  of  130  to 
125,  so  on  June  1,  1896,  the  seat  was  declared  v-acant. 

[Report  1229,  first  session,  Fift3'^-fourth  Congress.] 

(28)    CORNETT  7W.    Sw^ANSON. 

QmHtitutionality  of  Virginia  hallot  I-aw.  Majority  report  f&r  con- 
teHtec;  minority  report  to  declare  seat  vacant,  Oontestee  retained  the 
seat. 

Majoritv^  report  by  Mr.  Jones;  minorit3r  report  by  Mr.  Thomas. 

Contestee  received  a  majority  of  2,333  on  the  face  of  the  returns. 
Contestant  took  testimony  in  regard  to  12  precincts  in  the  district,  only 
5  of  which  were  mentioned  in  his  notice  of  contest.  If  all  that  he 
claimed  in  all  12  precincts  were  conceded  him,  contestee  would  still  have 
a  majority.  There  were  144  precincts  in  the  district.  The  case  there- 
fore turned  wholly  on  the  charge  that  the  new  Australian  ballot  law  of 
Virginia,  known  as  the  "Walton  election  law,"  was  unconstitutional. 
Since  the  election  the  supreme  court  of  Virginia  had  unanimously  held 
that  the  law  was  constitutional,  and  the  majorit}^  of  the  committee 
therefore  reported  resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected.  The  com- 
mittee said: 

But  it  is  not  deemed  necessary,  for  the  reason  stated,  tc  enter  upon  any  extended 
discussion  of  these  legal  and  constitutional  ciuestions,  or  to  inquire  to  what  extent  the 
deciHions  of  a  8tatt»  court  should  be  r^ardea  by  the  House  of  Representatives  or  by 
this  coniniitteo.  It  would  not  necessarily  follow,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee, 
were  it  concedeii  that  the  Walton  election  law  was  unconstitutional,  and  therefore 
inoperative  as  t^)  the  particular  features  of  that  law  here  ansaileil,  that  no  valid  elec- 
tion had  l)een  held  in  the  Fifth  Congressional  district  of  Virginia.  The  sections  which 
are  assailed  by  reason  of  their  alleged  unconstitutionality  are  not  so  essential  to  the 
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operation  of  the  law  under  which  this  election  was  held,  or  ho  inseparably  connected 
with  its  other  provisions  and  reauirements,  that  even  should  they  he  thought  to  l)e 
inoperative  this  committee  would  be  justified  upon  that  ground  in  declaring  that 
there  had  been  no  legal  election. 

Messrs.  Thomas,  Walker,  and  Overstreet  signed  a  minority  report 
arguing  that  the  election  should  be  vacated.  On  the  legal  question 
they  said: 

As  to  the  riqht  of  the  House  of  Repre^entcUires  to  inquire  into  the  vcdidiiy  of  the  election 
l(nr  of  Virginia. — ^The  House  of  Representatives  having  original  jurisdiction  as  to  the 
right  of  a  person  to  a  seat  in  its  Chamber,  and  being  a  tribunal  of  last  resort,  it 
undoubtedly  has  the  power  to  pass  upon  any  question  that  it  deems  relevant  to  the 
issue.  It  has  never  been  claimed  by  any  political  party  in  the  historv  of  the  Republic 
that  the  power  to  act  carries  with  it  the  right  to  act.  On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been 
the'uniform  prac^tice  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to  base  its  action  in  all  cases 
upon  certain  fundamental  principles,  and  those  principles  have,  and  ought  to  have, 
the  binding  force  of  law.     Among  those  principles  is  this: 

That  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  a  State  ou^ht  to  govern  in  all  cases, 
unless  the  constitutional  rights  of  the  citizen  are  clearly  mvaded.  And  it  may  be 
said  that  in  all  cases  where  the  question  is  local  to  the  State  and  relates  purely  to  its 
domestic  affairs  the  House  of  Representatives  will  always  abide  by  the  decision  of 
its  court  of  last  resort.  But  it  is  clear  that  questions  might  arise  in  which  not  only 
the  rights  of  the  citizen  but  the  interests  of  the  nation  at  large  would  be  involvea, 
and  in  such  case  the  House  of  Representatives  would  most  certainly  exercise  its 
original  jurisdiction. 

For  instance,  suppose  a  State  should  by  its  constitution  give  to  all  illiterate  persons 
over  21  years  of  age  the  right  to  vote;  and  suppose  the  legislature  should  provide  that 
no  elector  should  be  permitted  to  know,  by  all  eustomarv  means,  the  contents  of  his 
ballot  (and  that  after  it  was  handed  to  him  no  man  should  come  near  him,  and  that 
if  anyone  gave  him  any  information,  either  by  word,  or  sign,  or  signal,  it  would  be 
a  crime) ,  and  that  thereby  all  illiterate  electors  were  disfranchised;  and  suppose  the 
supreme  court  of  the  State  should  decide  that  such  a  law  was  constitutional,  it  would 
not,  we  think,  be  denied  by  anyone  that  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives to  declare  sucli  an  election  void,  and  to  refuse  to  seat  the  man  who  had 
be€;n  elected  by  those  only  who  could  read  their  ballots.  This  would  be  a  case  of 
disfranchisement  where  an  appeal  would  lie,  so  to  speak,  from  the  supreme  court 
of  a  State  to  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  minority,  therefore,  examined  the  case  cited,  first,  to  ascertain 
whether  the  supremo  court  of  Virginia  had  legally  passed  upon  the 
question,  and,  vsecond,  whether  the  question  was  of  such  vital  national 
interest  as  to  challenge  the  attention  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  decision  in  Question  they  found  to  be  pure  dictum,  uttered  in  a 
collusive  case,  of  wnich  the  court  itself  decided  that  it  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion. The  plaintiff  in  the  case  had  brought  an  action  in  chancery  to 
collect  wages  due  him  from  a  county,  for  which  he  had  a  plain  remedy 
in  law.  The  court  below  promptly  threw  out  the  case  on  the  ground 
of  want  of  equity  jurisdiction.  The  defendant  county  took  no  part  in 
the  case  in  any  of  its  stages.  Plaintiff,  instead  ot  bringing  action 
in  law,  then  appe4iled  the  case  to  the  supreme  court,  and  in  his  brief 
made  an  incidental  reference  to  the  election  law.  The  supreme  court 
took  up  this  reference,  issued  its  dictum  on  the  election  law,  and  then 
'proceeded  to  sustain  the  court  below  on  the  onl}^  point  at  issue  and 
throw  out  the  whole  case  for  want  of  jurisdiction.  Such  a  decision  is 
never  regarded  as  a  precedent. 

The  charge  against  the  election  law  was  that  it  deprived  all  illiterate 
voters  of  the  secrecy  of  the  ballot  by  forbidding  public  knowledge  in 
advance  of  the  order  of  the  names  on  the  ballot,  b^'  requiring  the 
voter  to  mark  his  own  ballot,  on  a  complex  system,  in  a  secret  booth, 
40  feet  from  any  other  person,  in  two  and  one-half  minutes,  and  by 
permitting  him,  if  illiterate,  to  get  no  help  except  from  the  special 


536  DIGEST   OF   CONTESTED   ELECTIOK    CASES. 

constable  appointed  for  the  purpose,  who  was  always  a  member  of  the 
party  controlling  the  election  machinery. 
There  were  110,000  illiterate  voters  in  Virginia. 

Your  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that,  in  view  of  the  magnitude  of  the  question, 
involving  the  political  rights  of  more  than  100,000  of  the  voters  of  Virginia,  nie  irreg- 
ular character  of  the  suit,  the  strange  and  one-sided  manner  in  which  it  was  con- 
ducted and  the  suddenness  with  which  it  was  abandoned,  the  irrelevancy  of  the 
Walton  law  to  the  controversy,  and  because  the  constitutional  rights  of  American 
citizens  are  directly  involved,  the  House  of  Representatives  may  inquire  into  the 
validity  of  the  Walton  election  law  of  Virginia  in  this  cai»e. 

The  minority  discussed  the  law  and  the  manner  of  its  operation  in 
detail,  and  summed  up  the  objections  to  it  as  follows: 

It  is  the  policy  of  this  Republic  to  extend  and  encourage  the  use  of  the  elective 
franchise.  Any  law  that  deters,  discourages,  and  hinders  it«  use  is  destructive  of 
the  democratic  principles  of  government  The  Walton  law,  bv  clothing  an  officer 
of  election  with  arbitrary  power,  by  destroying  the  secrecy  of  the  ballot,  and  by 
establishing  a  qualification  in  contravention  of  the  constitution  of  the  State,  can  not 
be  upheld  and  enforced  without  the  most  serious  consequences  to  our  free  institutions. 
A  law  which  enables  an  officer  to  mislead  voters,  to  falsely  prejmre  ballots,  to  change 
the  vote  of  a  whole  precinct,  and  to  know  the  contents  of  Mlots  before  they  are  cast 
is  too  dangerous  to  he  upheld  and  too  destructive  to  constitutional  rights  to  be  tol- 
erated in  American  statute  books  (p.  13) . 

Your  committee  is  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  this  law  is  unreasonable,  and 
therefore  unconstitutional,  because  it  withholds  from  the  voter  a  timely  and  neces- 
sary knowledge  of  the  arrangement  of  the  names  of  candidates  on  a  mixed  and  con- 
solidated ballot.  It  is  void  because  it  withholds  from  the  voter  all  ordinary  and 
customary  means  of  knowledge  (p.  15). 

1.  Having  adopted  the  Australian  consolidated  ticket,  this  law  adds  to  its  com- 
plexity and  enigmatical  character  by  providing  that  any  number  of  men,  on  their 
own  motion,  may  have  their  names  placed  on  the  ticket  as  capdidates.  Thus  the 
illiterate  voter  may  be  confused  with  a  hundre<l  useless  names.  In  other  States, 
such  as  Pennsylvania,  New  York,  Ohio,  Mai^sachusetts,  New  Hampshire,  Kentucky, 
Vermont,  and  Maryland,  the  law  provides  whole:?ome  restraints  against  the  cxni- 
fusion  attending  a  long  lii?it  of  needless  candidates. 

2.  Under  this  law  the  election  officers  may  all  belong  to  the  same  party.  Other 
States  require  that  each  political  party  shall  be  represente<l. 

3.  Under  this  law  the  judges  may,  in  secret,  open  the  ballot  boxes  and  empty 
them  of  their  contents.     In  other  States  it  must  l)e  done  m  the  j^resence  of  tlie  public. 

4.  Under  this  law  every  voter  is  prevented  from  knowing  what  is  on  the  ballot 
until  a  moment  (two  and  one-half  minutes)  before  he  must  deposit  it.  In  other 
States  the  official  l)allot  is  publishe<l  in  newspapers  and  posted  in  public  places 
before  the  election  for  the  purjwae  of  instructing  tne  voters. 

5.  Under  this  law  the  names  may  be  printed  in  different  ty  ne  and  in  different  order, 
on  different  tickets,  at  the  same  precinct.  In  other  States  tney  must  be  in  the  same 
order  and  in  the  same  type  in  all  precincts. 

0.  Under  this  law  the  electoral  boani  may  have  but  one  booth  for  hundreds  of 
voters.  In  other  States  booths  must  l>e  prepared  for  every  hundred  votc^,  and,  in 
some  States,  for  every  fifty. 

7.  Under  this  law  the  voter  can  not  avail  himself  of  the  assistance  of  a  friend,  of  a 
neighbor,  or  of  an  educated  son  or  daughter  or  relative,  or  any  person  in  whom  he 
has  confidence.     In  other  States  all  the  avenues  of  knowledge  are  open  to  him. 

8.  Under  this  law  he  can  not  1k^  satisfied  that  his  vote  will  be  counted  as  he  directs, 
and  he  is  deterred  from  voting  at  all.  In  other  States  he  can  satisfy  his  judgment 
and  his  conscience  that  his  ballot  will  express  his  choice,  and  he  is  encourageil  to 
cast  his  vote. 

9.  Under  this  law  the  voter  can  be  compelle<l  to  disclose  his  ballot  to  a  political 
enemy,  and  be  made  to  rely  upon  him  as  to  the  character  of  the  ballot  he  casts.  In 
other  States  he  nee<l  not  reveal  anything  to  a  political  foe  and  need  not  seek  advice 
or  counsel  outi^ide  the  circle  of  his  trusteil  friends. 

10.  Under  this  law  the  ballot  is  dishonored,  the  illiterate  voter  disfranchised,  man- 
hood and  suffrage  brought  into  disrepute,  and  Americiin  citizens  repelle<l  from  the 
ballot  box.  In  other  States  the  ballot  is  honored,  the  illiterate  voter  is  aided  and 
encouraged,  the  elective  franchise  held  in  universal  esteem,  and  American  citizens 
encouraged  to  perform  their  political  duty. 
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11.  Under  this  law  only  those  electors  can  cast  a  secret  ballot  who  can  read.  But 
the  Virginia  constitution  enfranchised  those  who  can  not  read.  Therefore  the  Wal- 
ton law  defeats  the  constitution  l)y  disfranchising  those  who  can  not  read. 

Such  is  the  perversion  of  the  Aujstralian  ballot  system  by  the  Walton  law  of  Vir- 
ginia. A  beneficent  system,  originating  forty  years  ago  in  South  Australia,  and 
since  largely  adopted  throughout  the  civilized  world,  designed  to  protect  the  secrecy 
and  freedom  of  the  ballot  and  to  -secure  an  honest  count,  is  stripped  of  every  safe- 
guard and  mutilated  and  deformed  beyond  recognition  by  the  legislature  of  Virginia 
and  ironically  called  the  Australian  system  (pp.  19, 20). 

The  minority  therefore  recommended  a  resolution  declaring  the  seat 
vacant. 

In  the  debate  in  the  House,  Mr.  McCall  called  attention  to  the  fact 
that  the  House  had  already  seated  two  members  in  contests  from  Vir- 
ginia under  the  same  law  and  that  the  remainder  of  the  Virginia  mem- 
bers, who  held  their  seats  uncontested,  were  elected  under  the  same  law. 

After  some  further  debate  the  resolutions  reported  b}'  the  majority' 
were  (on  Februar^^  3,  1897)  passed  without  division;  so  contestcc 
retained  the  seat. 

[Report  1473,  parts  1  and  2,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(29)  HocjE  iw.  Otey. 

Ocise  not  made  Old,  Applicatiwi  f(yt'  further  time  to  take  testimmiy 
ref lined,      Qmtestee  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  De  Armond. 

The  body  of  the  brief  committee  report  is  as  follows: 

According  to  the  returns,  contestee  receive<i  2,346  more  votes  than  contestant. 

The  reconl  contains  but  a  few  pages  of  testimony,  and  it  would  })e  impossible  to 
give  to  such  testimony  any  effect  by  which  the  seat  in  controversy  could  l)e  awarded 
to  the  contestant  or  could  be  taken  from  the  contestee. 

Contestant  has  asked  that  the  case  l^  opened  for  the  taking  of  further  testimony, 
but  he  has  failed  to  show  any  sufficient  reason  for  such  course.  Not  only  is  there  no 
apparent  reason  for  making  an  exception  in  this  case  to  a  fair  and  long-established 
statutory  rule,  fixing  the  time  for  the  taking  of  testimony  in  contested  election  cases, 
but,  from  contestant's  own  showing,  it  appears  that  if  the  case  were  openeii  the 
result  of  the  contest  wf)uld  not  be  different. 

The  resolutions  recommended  were  passed  on  May  15, 189(3,  without 
division;  so  contestee  retained  the  seat. 

[Report  1530,  first  session  Fifty -fourth  Congress.] 

(30)  Thorp  vh,  McKenney. 

Partisan  appointment  of  election  Ixnivdii;  fraud.  Both  rfpm'ts  for 
cwitestant,      Uontesta7it  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Walker;  minority  report  ])y  Mr.  De 
Arftiond. 

According  to  the  canvassed  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  of  8(M. 
Adding  one  uncanvassed  return,  his  majority  was  785.  Contestant 
charged  fraud  and  irregularities  and  the  partisan  appointment  of  elec- 
tion officials.  Contestee  replied  to  the  notice  of  contest,  but  took  no 
testimony,  so  the  case  came  before  the  committee  on  the  testimony  of 
contestant  alone.  All  the  committee  agreed  that  contestant  was 
elected,  but  the  minority  did  not  subscribe  to  the  strictures  of  the 
majority-  on  the  motives  of  the  electoral  lx)ards  in  failing  to  appoint 
Republican  judges  of  elections. 
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The  law  of  Virginia  required  the  electoral  boards  of  each  county  to 
appoint  three  judges  of  election  in  each  precinct  who  "shall  be  chosen 
for  each  voting  place  from  pei'sons  known  to  belong  to  different 
political  parties,  each  of  whom  shall  be  able  to  read  and  write."  This 
provision  for  nonpartisan  election  oflBcers  was  generally  violated.  All 
the  county  electoral  boards  and  all  the  canvassing  boards  were  unani- 
mously Democratic.  At  least  two  of  -the  judges  of  election  in  each 
precinct  and  practically  all  the  clerks,  constables,  and  other  election 
oiBcials  were  Democrats,  and  in  a  number  of  precincts  the  Republicans 
were  denied  any  representation  at  all,  there  being  either  no  Repub- 
lican judge,'  or  a  pretended  Republican,  who  was  not  trusted  by  the 
Republicans,  could  not  read,  or  was  physically  disabled.  There  were 
11  precincts,  giving  contestee  a  returned  plurality  of  1,366  votes,  at 
which  the  Republicans  had  no  representation,  and  8  others,  giving 
contestee  a  returned  majority  of  523,  at  which  the  Republican  judge 
was  illiterate  or  physically  incompetent,  or  was  not  regarded  as  a 
Republican.  The  failure  to  appoint  Republicans  in  these  precincts 
was  not  due  to  oversight  or  to  the  diflSculty  of  finding  competent  men, 
for  the  electoral  boards  had  their  attention  expressly  directed  to  the 
matter  by  requests  from  the  Republican  chairmen,  giving  the  names 
of  competent  Republicans  in  eacn  district  who  were  trusted  by  their 

Earty.  If  all  these  18^  precincts  should  be  rejected,  contestant  would 
e  elected  by  a  plurality  of  1,184.  The  committee,  however,  rejected 
only  the  11  at  wnich  there  was  no  Republican  representation,  at  each 
of  which  (or  at  10  of  them,  see  footnote)  there  was  direct  and  circum- 
stantial evidence  of  fraud.  This  would  show  a  majority  for  cx>nte8tant 
of  571  (or  401,  see  footnote)  votes.  The  committee  added,  however, 
''  Several  other  precincts,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  ought  to  be 
rejected,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  them  out  here,  as  by  doing  so  we 
would  only  increase  the  contestant's  majority." 
In  regard  to  these  partisan  appointments  iihe  committee  said: 

The  provision  of  law  requiring  judges  of  election  to  be  able  to  read  and  write  and 
selected  from  voters  known  to  belong  to  different  political  parties  is  wise  and  salu- 
tar>Y  as  evidenced  by  its  being  recognized  and  incorporated  in  the  election  laws  of 
all  the  States  which  claim  to  have  honest  election  laws,  It  is  a  provision  intended 
as  a  safeguard  against  fra{id,  and  is  in  Virginia  especially  important  to  that  end, 
because  in  this  State  the  judges  of  election,  after  the  polls  are  close<J,  and  liefore  any 
representatives  of  opposing  candidates  are  admitted  into  the  election  room,  open 
the  ballot  boxes,  count  the  ballots  to  see  whether  they  correspond  with  the  number 
of  names  on  the  poll  books,  and  if  they  exceed  the  number  of  electors  on  the  poll 
books,  withdraw  enough  ballots  to  reduce  the  number  of  ballots  to  the  number  of 
electors,  which  affords  to  partisan  and  unscrupulous  judges  the  opportunity  to  sub- 
stitute false  ballots  for  true  ballots. 

This  provision  might  ordinarily  be  considered  as  mandatory — it  is  such  an  impor- 
tant saieguaril  against  fraud — but  the  Virginia  statute  further  provides  that  **  no 
election  snail  be  deemed  invalid  when  the  judges  shall  not  belong  to  different  polit- 
ical parties,  or  who  shall  not  possess  the  above  qualifications;'*  i.  e.,  as  we  understand 
it,  an  election  fairlv  conducted  without  any  charge  or  taint  of  fraud  shall  be  valid 
though  the  judges  (lonot  l)elong  to  different  political  parties,  et<!.    It  was  intended  to 

*It  will  be  noteil  that  the  committee  makes  11  and  8  equal  18.  There  are  several 
other  apparent  discrepancies  in  the  arithmetic  of  the  report  which  do  not,  however, 
affect  the  result.  The  committee,  for  instance,  give  a  hat  of  10  precincts  rejec^teti  of 
the  above  first  list  of  11,  and  then  deduct  the  vote  of  the  entire  11.  The  second  list 
of  8  alK)ve  is  evidently  only  7,  1  return  being  counted  twice  under  two  heads.  The 
second  error  is  of  no  importance,  as  the  committee  did  not  reject  the  return  under 
either  name.  The  first  error,  if  the  inclusion  of  the  vote  of  the  First  Ward  of  Peters- 
burg in  the  rejected  figures  and  its  omission  from  the  rejected  list  was  unintentional, 
would,  if  corrected,  r^uce  the  contestant's  majority,  as  found,  from  571  to  401. 
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cover  the  cases  of  a  few  isolated  precincts  where,  by  accident  or  otherwise,  all  the 
judges  happened  to  l>elong  to  the  same  political  party  or  a  judge  happened  to  be 
appointed  who  did  not  possess  the  necessary  qualincations,  but  the  w^ill  of  the  voter 
was  nevertheless  fairly  expressed  and  correctly  and  honestly  returned.  In  such  a 
case,  there  being  no  Iwul  faith  or  intentional  wrong  on  the  part  of  the  appointing 
power  or  the  judges,  the  election  ought  to  stand  and  the  return  be  accepted. 

But  this  statute  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  a  case  like  the  one  before  the  com- 
mittee.    It  never  was  intended  as  a  shiela  lor  fraud. 

The  charge  here  is  that  the  election  held  at  these  18  precincts  by  judges  all  of  the 
same  party  were  dishonestly  conducted,  and  the  returns  made  by  these  judges  are 
false  and  utterly  unreliable  as  evidence  of  what  was  the  true  vote  cast. 

The  Virginia  statute  does  not  say  that  the  returns  of  an  election,  where  the  judges 
do  not  belong  to  different  political  parties,  etc.,  shall  he  accepted,  nor  does  it  say 
what  weight  shall  be  given  to  this  failure  to  appoint  such  judges  in  considering  the 
question  of  fraud;  but  the  report  of  the  committee  in  the  case  of  McDuffie  vs.  iSirpin 
(Fifty-tirBt  Congress) ,  quoted  in  the  brief,  does  say  that  in  itself  it  raises  a  strong 
suspicion,  if  it  does  not  fullv  prove,  a  conspiracy  to  falsify  the  returns. 

The  failure  to  comply  witli  the  law  in  this  respect  was  not  in  a  few  isolated  pre- 
cincts. 

Under  the  Virginia  election  law  the  custodians  of  the  official  ballots 
were  forbidden  to  disclose  their  contents  or  arrangement,  and  the 
voter  was  required  to  prepare  his  ballot  alone  or,  if  illiterate  or  dis- 
abled, with  the  assistance  of  the  special  constable  appointed  for  the 
purpose.  In  the  city  of  Petersburg  and  five  of  the  counties  of  this 
district  the  names  on  the  ballots  were  *'  alternated;"  that  is,  not  printed 
in  the  same  order  on  the  whole  bundle  of  tickets  for  the  precinct,  but 
in  several  different  orders,  tickets  of  the  different  sorts  being  alternated 
in  the  bundle,  so  that  it  would  be  impossible  for  an  illitemtc  voter  who 
could  count  to  identify  a  name  on  his  ballot  by  being  told  its  number 
as  ascertained  on  his  own  ballot  by  some  preceding  voter  who  could 
read.  Script  type,  and  various  sizes  and  stjrles  of  type  were  also  used, 
tickets  with  different  arrangements  of  tj'pe  for  different  names  being 
alternated  in  the  same  confusing  manner.  This  plan  had  been  deter- 
mined on  at  a  secret  meeting,  after  the  ballots  had  already  been  once 
printed  in  uniform  style.  The  conmiittee  took  this  fact,  and  the  vari- 
ous circumstances  described  below,  as  evidence  of  a  general  conspiracy 
to  defraud  contestant  of  votes  justly  his. 

The  district  was  a  recognized  Republican  district.  The  party  support 
of  contestant  was  harmonious  ana  enthusiastic;  that  of  contestee  was 
divided  and  apathetic.  The  precincts  at  which  the  Republicans  were 
denied  represontjition  were  strong  Republican  precincts  and  were 
returned  as  giving  large  Democratic  majorities.  The  Democratic  offi- 
cers of  election  were,  m  several  cases,  not  those  regularly  appointed, 
and  there  were  serious  infonnalities  in  their  procedure.  The  returns 
in  most  cjises  showed  a  discrepancy  of  seve™  votes  l)etween  the  total 
vote,  minus  the  rejected  ballots,  and  the  vote  for  Congress,  which 
""  alone  and  unexplained  is  sufficient  to  discredit  the  returns."  Repub- 
lican tally  keepers  were  appointed  at  each  poll,  who  presented  lists  of 
known  Republicans  who  were  seen  to  vote  and  who  stated  that  they 
voted  the  Kepublican  ticket,  showing  a  number  considerably  in  excess 
of  the  returned  vote  of  contestant.  These  tally  keepers  were  interfered 
with  in  their  work,  and  in  some  cases  driven  away,  by  the  election 
officers,  and  in  several  cases  there  was  direct  proof  of  fraud.  In  one 
precinct  a  judge  was  seen  to  substitute  a  ballot  from  his  pocket  for  the 
one  handed  him  by  the  voter.  In  some  precincts  intelligent  voters  in 
excess  of  the  number  returned  for  contestant  testified  that  they  pre- 
pared their  own  ballots  for  him  and  voted  them.     In  some  cases  the 
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entire  list  of  voters  was  returned  as  voting  for  one  or  the  other  candi- 
dates for  the  State  legislature,  though  a  number  of  intelligent  votei's 
testified  that  they  did  not  vote  for  either  candidate  for  the  legislature, 
and  that  there  was  a  general  agreement  among  Republicans  not  to  so 
vote,  and  in  some  precincts  the  special  consfiibles  refused  to  assist 
illiterate  voters  unless  they  would  vote  the  Democratic  ticket.  The 
committee  analyzed  the  testimony  showing  these  facts  at  each  of  these 
precincts  and  concluded: 

It  is  unnecessary  to  cite  law  or  authorities  further  than  has  already  been  done  to 
show  the  right  of  the  contestant  to  a  seat  in  the  Fifty-fourth  Congress. 

The  refusal  of  the  electoral  boards  in  the  several  counties  and  cities  in  this  district 
to  appoint  Republican  judges  at  precincts  where  it  was  possible  to  do  so;  the  alterna- 
tion of  the  names  of  the  candidates  upon  theticketS)  printing  them  in  unusual  type 
and  in  type  of  different  sizes  and  styles;  the  appointment  of  Democratic  officehold- 
ers as  judges,  constables,  and  clerks  at  many  precincts;  the  appointment  of  illiterate, 
incomjxitent  Republican  judges  at  other  precmcts;  the  refusal  of  the  siK'cial  consta- 
bles to  assist  illiterate  voters,  as  the  law  required  them  to  do;  the  illegal  and  arbitrary 
action  of  the  judges  and  officers  of  election  in  driving  away  Republican  tally  keepers 
from  the  vicinity  of  the  polls  with  threats  of  violence  andimprisonment;  refUi^ing  to 
permit  a  Republican  to  l>e  present  at  the  counting  of  the  votes,  and  placing  the  name 
of  an  illiterate  and  obscure  negro  upon  the  tickets  as  a  pretende<l  candidate  for  Con- 
gress furnish  conclusive  evidence  of  a  conspiracy  on  the  part  of  the  election  officers 
to  defraud  the  voters,  which  destroys  the  integrity  of  their  act  and  taints  the  returns 
so  as  to  render  them  wholly  unreliable,  and  devolves  upon  the  contestee  the  duty  of 
prtwing  what  was  the  true  state  of  the  poll,  which,  as  we  have  seen,  he  has  not 
attempted  to  do. 

Add  to  these  evidences  of  fraud  and  conspiracy  the  many  proofs  of  error,  fraud, 
and  irregularity  at  the  various  precincts,  as  above  set  forth  in  this  report,  and  it  is 
clear  that  the  contestant  was  duly  elected  by  a  majority  of  the  legal  votes  cast  at 
said  election,  and  that  the  contestee  was  not  elected. 

The  minority  presented  a  rej)ort  concurring  in  the  conclusion  that 
contestant  was  elected,  and  saying  that  they  regretted  the  failure  of 
the  electoral  l)oards  to  appoint  Republican  judges  in  the  precincts  in 
Question,  but  that  it  had  been  done  by  reason  of  a  mistaken  view  of 
tne  law  and  not  with  the  intention  of  defrauding  anvbody. 

The  resolutions  presented  were  passed  without  (iel)atc  or  division, 
and,  on  May  2,  1896,  Mr.  Thorp  was  sworn  in. 

[Report  1531,  parts  1  and  2,  first  session  Fift3'-fourth  Congress,  j 

(31)  Pearce  vvv.  Bell. 

CoHC  abandoned.      Report  fin*  cmitestee^  who  retained  the  s«at. 

Report  by  Mr.  Walker. 

The  body  of  the  brief  report  is  as  follows: 

In  this  case  the  contestant  gave  no  notice  of  contest,  as  required  by  law,  and  has 
taken  no  evidence  to  sustain  the  allegations  of  fraud  and  intimidation  claimed  by  him 
to  have  lieen  committed. 

The  official  returns  show  that  the  contestee  receiveil  47,703  votes,  that  Thomas  M. 
Bowen  received  42,369  votes,  that  W.  A.  Rice  received  2,032  votes,  and  the  contestant 
received  157  votes. 

The  committee  therefore  presented  resolutions  declaring  contestee 
elected,  which,  on  April  29,  1896,  were  passed  by  the  House  without 
dc])ate  or  division. 

[Report  1529,  first  session  Fifty -fourth  Congress.] 

(32)  Newman  vs,  Spenckr. 

(33)  Ratliff  tw.  Williams. 

(34)  Brown  vr,  Allen. 
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Validity  of  conMituthpn'  of  MiHslsslppL     Re2>ort«  fo7*  amteatees^  who 
ret  a  hud  neaU. 

Reports  by  Mr.  McCall. 

These  three  cases  involved  the  same  question,  and  the  three  reports 
are  in  substantially  the  same  language.  The  body  of  the  report  in  the 
case  of  Newman  vh,  Spencer  is  as  follows: 

In  this  case  no  testimony  has  heen  presented  to  the  committee.  It  is  alleged  that 
some  was  taken,  but  nothinjr  has  been  filed  with  the  Clerk  of  the  House.  The  con- 
testant, however,  contends  that  section  241  of  article  12  of  the  constitution  of  the 
State  of  Mississippi,  adopted  in  1892,  is  in  contravention  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
Unite<l  States  and  of  the  a<?tof  Conj?ress  of  February  28,  1870,  entitled  *'Ana(^t  to 
admit  Mississippi  to  representation  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,'*  and  has 
filed  a  brief  in  support  of  his  contention.  He  claims  that  the  above-named  sec^tion 
of  the  State  constitution  Is  void,  and  that  therefore  no  valid  election  was,  or  could  t)e, 
held  in  the  Seventh  Congressional  district  of  the  State  of  Mississippi. 

As  the  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  a  decision  that  the  constitution  of  the  State 
of  Mississipi)i  was  invalid  would  not  necessarily  deprive  the  State  of  representation  in 
Congress,  it  does  not  attempt  to  decide  that  question,  and  in  absence  or  any  testimony 
on  behalf  of  the  contestant  it  recommends  the  adoption  of  the  following  resolutions. 

The  resolutions  recommended  in  all  three  cases  were  adopted  with- 
out debate  or  division  on  April  30,  1896. 

[Reports  153(>,  1537,  and  1538,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(35)  Wilson  vh.  McLaurin. 

Illegal  rejection  of  votes.     Report  ft  ri''  contestee^  who  retained  tJui  neat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Codding. 

This  case  turned  (like  the  other  South  Carolina  cases  in  this  Congress) 
on  the  question  of  counting  a  large  number  of  votes  offered  by  otherwise 
qualified  electors  but  rejected  bj  the  election  officers  on  the  ground 
of  nonregistration.  The  committee  found  that  the  number  of  these 
rejected  votes  clearlv  proved  in  this  case  was  less  than  the  contestee's 
returned  majority  ol  5,716,  and  therefore  presented  resolutions  declar- 
ing cont<>stee  elected. 

Cx)ntestee  demurred  to  the  notice  of  contest.     The  committee  said; 

It  is  a<lmitted  that  the  notice  was  in  writing  and  was  addressed  by  registcre<i  mail 
U)  the  contestee,  one  copy  to  his  *'home  office"  at  Bennettsville,  S.  C.,  and  the  other 
copy  to  Washington,  I).  C  It  is  not  denied  that  both  copies  were  received  by  Mr. 
Mcliaurin  within  the  statutory  thirty  days,  nor  is  it  alleged  that  he  has  been  plact^l 
at  any  <lisadvantage  by  the  manner  of  service.  That  the  notice  was  in  writing  and 
that  it  rt*ached  the  proper  party  are  sufficient  for  this  committee  to  hold  the  con- 
testee  to  the  necessity  of  hw  answer  and  proofs.  In  all  such  cases  the  rules  as  to 
service  may  naturally  Ihj  somewhat  flexible,  according  to  the  circumstances,  pro- 
vi<lcd  that  no  clear  right  >)e  thereby  denied  or  infringed.  An  intelligent  and  intel- 
ligible notice  in  writing,  at^tually  in  the  hands  of  a  contestee  within  the  thirty  days 
established  by  statute  ought  to  l)e  sufficient. 

On  the  question  of  the  constitutionality  of  the  registration  law  of 
South  Carolina  the  committee  said: 

A  casual  examination  of  the  testimony  discloses  the  fact  that  if  the  contestant  is  to 
overcome  the  majority  returned  against  him  his  chief  reliance  must  rest  in  l)eing 
allowed  Uy  reverse  the  results  of  the  registration  law  of  1882  and  to  ally  with  his 
certified  vote  the  aggregate  of  such  votes  as  were  rejected  under  that  law. 

In  taking  up  this  question  some  surprise  is  not  unnatural  that  during  its  career  of 
more  than  twelve  years  the  constitutionality  of  this  law  has  not  been  urged  to  a  deci- 
sion l>efore  the  highest  tribunals.  Disfranchising,  it  is  alleged,  manv  thousands  of 
voters,  the  law  a])pears  before  this  House  for  construction  at  a  period  when  it  is 
approaching,  or  has  reached  through  other  legislation,  a  practical  death  in  the  Stat^ 
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of  its  adoption.  Under  these  circumstances  no  labored  or  extended  ai^ument  will 
be  attempted  in  thifl  report.  That  law,  by  its  specific  terms,  extended  the  perioci  of 
residence  required  by  the  constitution  of  South  Carolina.  It  placed  in  the  hands  of 
a  sux)ervisor  of  registration,  an  official  holding  by  executive  appointment  a  power 
practically  absolute  of  jud^ne  the  rights  of  votera,  and  the  t^imony  is  abundant 
that  the  power  was  unsparmgly  used  for  the  exclusion  of  at  least  one  class.  It  is 
equally  true  that  the  same  power  so  molded  the  details  of  many  registration  certifi- 
cates that  officers  conducting  elections  were  able,  or  assumed  to  be,  to  reject  many 
voters  on  account  of  trivial  or  pretended  defects  in  their  certificates.  Against  the 
sweeping  disfranchisement  of  this  law  the  average  voter  was  powerless  when  he  ten- 
derea  his  ballot.     Under  color  of  law  his  exclusion  was  complete. 

A  majority  of  this  committee  has  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  voters  of  the 
district  now  in  consideration  who  were  qualified  under  the  constitution  of  South 
Carolina  and  who  were  rejected  under  color  of  the  enforcement  of  the  registration 
law  are  entitled  to  be  heard  in  this  contest. 

In  this  conclusion  no  violence  is  done  to  the  doctrine  that  "where  the  proper 
authorities  of  a  State  have  given  a  construction  to  their  own  statutes  that  construction 
will  be  followed  by  the  Federal  authorities."  While  the  supreme  court  of  South 
Carolina  has  not  passed  decisively  upon  the  statute  in  question  the  people  themselves, 
the  highest  authority  in  that  State,  have  decreed  its  disappearance  from  the  statute 
book. 

From  this  standpoint  we  look  for  the  course  to  be  followed.  Shall  the  election  be 
set  aside  and  the  seat  in  question  vacated?    Under  the  authorities  we  think  not. 

Beyond  doubt  the  usual  formalities  of  an  election  were  for  the  most  part  observed. 
No  substantial  miscount  of  votes  actually  cast  is  allied.  There  are  no  charges  of 
violence  or  intimidation  seriously  affecting  the  result  which  have  been  verified.  If 
fraud  be  alleged,  under  sanction  of  legislative  enactment,  it  was  a  general  fraud,  and 
the  returns  are  in  general  unchallenged  for  correctness.  The  votes  actually  cast  are 
not  in  controversy;  the  votes  not  cast  are  the  ones  presented  for  computation. 

Quoting  McCrary,  sections  483,  489,  and  Waddill  vs.  Wise  (Rowell, 
224),  the  committee  said: 

It  is  d  matter  of  serious  import  and  precedent  to  introduce  into  an  election  the 
count  of  a  large  disfranchised  class.  But  if  the  principle  is  good  as  to  4  or  40  or  400 
it  should  certainly  be  no  less  available  for  a  larger  number;  or,  briefly,  the  number 
is  immaterial  if  capable  of  correct  computation. 

The  contestant  claimed  to  be  allowed  the  votes  of  several  thousand 
alleged  voters,  whose  names  were  given,  but  whose  qualifications 
rested  on  varying  testimony.  The  names  of  the  voters  appeared  in 
lists  executed  in  most  of  the  election  precincts  on  the  day  of  the  elec- 
tion, signed  by  the  parties  or  by  authorization,  and  were  m  most  cases 
appended  to  a  form  of  petition  addressed  to  Congress,  reciting  that 
the  subscribers  were  qualified  to  register  and  vote  and  had  "'made 
every  reasonable  effort  to  become  qualified  to  vote  according  to  the 
registration  law  of  this  State,  but  have  been  denied  an  equal  chance 
and  the  same  opportunity  to  register  as  are  accorded  to  others,"  and 
had  presented  tnemselves  at  the  election,  intending  and  desiring  to 
vote  for  contestant,  and  were  denied  the  right  to  vote.  The  committee 
said: 

These  petitions  are  not  usually  verified  by  affidavit,  but  are  generally  supple- 
mented by  testimony  of  those  who  had  them  m  charge,  with  such  explanations  and 
corroborations  as  the  witnesses  could  give. 

It  is  considered  bv  a  majority  of  this  committee  that  these  lists  are  not  per  se  e\n- 
dence  in  the  pending  contest.  They  are  declarations,  important  partfe  of  which 
should  be  proven  in  accordance  with  usual  legal  forms.  It  is  not  inipo8s»ible  so  to 
do,  and  consequently  we  think  it  is  necessarv  for  reaching  trustworthy  results. 

IJnder  the  authority  of  Vallandigham  vs.  Campbell  (1  Bartlett,  p.  81)  these  decla- 
rations might  serve  a  use  beyond  a  mere  list  for  verification,  for  it  was  there  held 
"the  law  is  settled  that  the  declaration  of  a  voter  as  to  how  he  voted  or  intended  to 
vote,  made  at  the  time,  is  competent  testimony  on  the  point.'* 

We  propose  to  compute  the  ballots  of  those  who  were  entitled  to  cant  them,  and 
there  is  ample  support  in  a  line  of  authorities  and  precedents.  A  few  only  are 
selected. 
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Delano  vs.  Morgan  (2  Bartlett,  170) ,  Hogan  vs.  Pile  (2  Bartlett,  285),  Niblack  vs. 
Walls  (Forty-Becond  ConjrresB,  104,  January,  1873),  Bell  vs.  Snyder  (Smith's  Rep., 
251),  are  uniformly  for  "the  rule,  which  is  well  settled,  that  where  a  legal  voter 
offers  to  vote  for  a  particular  candidate,  and  uses  due  diligence  in  endeavormg  to  do 
so,  and  is  prevented  by  fraud,  violence,  or  intimidation  from  depositing  his  ballot, 
his  vote  shall  be  counted." 

In  Bisbee,  jr.,  vs.  Finley  (Forty-seventh  Congress)  it  was  stated,  "as  a  question 
of  law  we  do  not  understana  it  to  be  controverted  that  a  vote  offered  by  an  elector 
and  illegally  rejected  should  be  counted  as  if  cast" 

In  Waddill  vs.  Wise  (supra)  the  same  doctrine  was  elaborately  discussed  and  a 
further  step  taken  by  holding  "that  the  abilitjr  to  reach  the  window  and  actually 
tender  the  ticket  to  the  judges  is  not  essential  in  all  cases  to  constitute  a  good  offer 
to  vote." 

Referring  to  the  evidence  given  in  connection  with  the  lists  in  this  record  it  seems 
proper  to  ^opt  some  general  principles  as  a  standard  for  the  examination,  and  the 
following  have  been  u^  as  suitable  and  in  accord  with  the  precedents  quoted: 

First..  The  evidence  should  establish  that  the  persons  named  in  the  lists  as  excluded 
voters  were  voters  according  to  the  requisites  of  the  constitution  of  South  Oarolina. 

Second.  The  proof  should  show  that  said  persons  were  present  at  or  near  the  Con- 
gressional voting  place  of  their  respective  precincts,  for  tne  purpose  of  voting,  and 
would  have  voted  but  for  unlawful  rejection  or  obstruction. 
■  Third.  That  said  excluded  voters  would  have  voted  for  the  contestant. 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  testimony  in  detail  the  committee 
found  3,124  votes,  501  of  which,  however,  were  included  ^'for  argu- 
ment's sake,"  being  from  places  at  which  nopoUs  were  opened.  By 
either  computation  the  number  was  insufficient  to  overcome  the 
returned  majority  of  contestee. 

There  was  no  minority  report,  and  when  the  case  was  presented  to 
the  House  it  was  stated  that  the  ••*  resolutions  in  the  report  represent 
the  unanimous  sense  of  the  committee,"  but  most  of  the  points  of  law, 
a.s  above  quoted,  are  expressly  stated  in  the  report  to  be  the  opinion  of 
''a  majority"  of  the  committee. 

The  resolutions  presented  were  adopted  without  division  on  May  1, 
1896,  and  contestee  retained  the  seat. 

[Report  1566,  first  session  Fifty-fourth  Congress.] 

(36)  Murray  v8,  Elliott. 

lUi^gal  rejection  of  votes.  Majority  report  for  contestant;  ininority 
repirrtfor  contestee.      Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Overstreet;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Jones. 

This  case  turned  on  the  charges  of  unlawful  rejection  of  votes  by 
the  election  officers  in  the  city  of  Charleston,  S.  C.  According  to  the 
returns,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  1,637.  It  was  admitted  that  con- 
testant should  be  credited  with  217  votes  cast  at  Haut  Gap,  Berkeley 
County,  where  the  Federal  polls  were  not  opened  by  reason  of  the  fail- 
ure of  the  managers  to  act,  but  the  electors,  under  the  law,  improvised 
an  election  board  and  cast  their  votes.  This  would  reduce  the  returned 
majority  of  contestee  to  1,420.  His  returned  majority  in  the  city  of 
Charleston  was  2,414.  The  committee  called  attention  to  the  history 
of  this  disti-ict  in  Congressional  contests  and  to  the  fact  that  contestee 
in  this  case  had  been  the  contestee  in  two  previous  contests.  In  the  city 
of  Charleston  the  number  of  colored  men  of  voting  age  was  8,437;  that 
of  whites  was  6,492.  The  colored  voters  were,  as  a  whole.  Republi- 
cans, and  were  actively  interested  in  the  election,  attending  in  large 
crowds,  both  at  the  registering  offices  and  at  the  polls,  and  yet  the 
returned  vote  was,  Elliott,  2,811  votes  and  Murray  397  votes.  Con- 
testee received  43  per  cent  of  the  white  vote  and  contestant  4  per  cent 
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of  the  colored  vote,  the  white  minority  thus  outvoting  the  colored 
majority  nearly'  10  to  1.     The  committee  said: 

In  the  absence  of  8ome  reasonable  explanation  it  would,  indeed,  be  strange  that  in 
a  city  of  (55,000  population,  with  8,000  colored  voters  and  6,000  white  voters,  the 
proportion  of  white  voters  to  colored  voters  should  be  as  10  to  1. 

But  a  study  of  the  record  discloses  a  reasonable  explanation;  and  that  is  that  the 
board  of  supervisors  fraudulently  impeded  and  prevented  the  registration  of  colored 
voters,  and  committed  intentional  errors  in  the  execution  of  legistration  certificates  for 
illiterate  voters,  and  that  challengers,  unauthorized  by  law,  and  by  the  sanction  of  the 
managers  at  the  various  precincts,  arbitrarily  passed  upon  the  qualifications  of  colored 
voters  and  directed  who  should  vote  and  who  should  not,  and  that  in  some  of  the 
precincts  the  dead  and  absent  were  recorded  as  having  voted. 

The  board  of  supervisors  for  the  city  of  Charleston  consisted  of  three  men,  to  whom 
each  voter  was  required  to  apply  for  a  certificate  of  r^istration.  This  board  was  an 
arbitrary  court,  before  which  illiterate  and  ignorant  voters  were  compelled  to  go  and 
in  which  they  had  a  right  to  place  full  confidence.  If  errors  were  made  upon  the 
certificates  the  illiterate  voters  would  not  be  able  to  discover  them  and  if  an  error 
proved  fatal  to  his  certificate  the  voter  was  helpless. 

A  common  excuse  for  rejection  of  ballots  was  that  certificates  held  by  the  voter 
failed  to  givt  the  number  of  the  precinct,  or  the  correct  numl^er  of  the  ward  in 
which  the  voter  lived,  or  the  proper  number  of  his  residence.  The  fact  that  these 
errors  appeare<l  always  with  certificates  held  by  colored  voters  is  significant.  That 
the  voters  holding  such  certificates  were  illiterate  was  sufficient  excuse  for  their 
ignorance  of  the  condition  of  the  certificates,  and  plainly  shows  that  the  errors  were 
made  by  the  supervisor  of  registration,  and  whetner  intentional  or  not  should  not 
oTx^rate  against  the  voter.  The  common  character  of  the  apparent  mistakes,  and 
their  frequency,  strongly  and  conclusively  indicate  that  they  were  intentional,  and 
made  for  the  purpose  of  depriving  the  holders  of  the  certificates  of  their  ballots. 

The  evidence  strongly  shows  that  the  supervisors  of  registration  in  Charleston 
threw  every  possible  obstacle  in  the  way  of  a  full  and  fair  registration.  By  delay  in 
the  issuing  of  certificates,  by  seeming  investigations,  by  excuses,  by  favoritism,  and 
by  discrimination  against  the  colored  voters,  unquestionably  many  hundreds  were 
prevented  from  registering.  This  state  of  facts  is  shown  to  have  existed  in  almost 
everv  precinct  in  the  city.  To  show  the  character  of  this  testimony,  and  that  the 
conffition  was  almost  universal,  the  following  extracts  from  the  evidence  taken  from 
the  record  are  given: 

The  committee  quoted  a  large  amount  of  testimony  and  added: 

THE   DEMOCRATIC   CHALLEN(iERH. 

ft 

The  law  of  South  Carolina  makes  no  provision  for  any  such  officer  as  a  challenger; 
neither  does  it  recognize  or  favor  party  representation  in  the  formation  of  the  different 
boanls.  And  yet  in  every  precinct  in  the  city  of  Charleston  a  Democratic  challenger 
was  on  duty,  and  in  nearly  every  instance  a  privileged  character  within  the  iK)lling 
place,  while  at  each  precinct  the  officers  of  election  were  all  Democrats. 

In  many  instances  the  challenger  was  the  authority  of  the  board  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  (qualification,  and  in  no  case  where  the  challenge  was  exercised  was  the  voter 
allowe<l  a  hearing  or  i)ermitte<l  to  vote. 

The  familiarity  of  tne  challengers  with  the  registration  books  and  the  kind  of  cer- 
tificates held  by  the  voters  evidenced  their  preparation  for  their  part  in  the  plan, 
which  was  to  point  out  the  defet^ts  in  the  certificates  of  registration  because  of  which 
the  elec^tion  managers  rejected  the  ballots. 

THE   ELECTION   MANAGERS. 

The  election  managers  in  each  precinct  in  the  city  of  Chark^ston  were  Democrats. 
No  other  party  was  recognized  upon  the  boards.  And  while  the  law  of  the  State  is 
silent  a«  to  jwirty  representation,  all  sense  of  justice  and  right,  etiuity  and  fairness, 
would  demand  such  recognition.  It  is,  of  course,  possible  for  a  boanl  composed 
wholly  of  men  of  one  party  to  properly  and  honestly  discharge  the  duties  of  such 
l)oanl,  and  the  law  presumes  their  duties  were  so  discharged;  but  in  this  case  the 
managers  of  election  became  the  third  side  in  the  triangle  of  fraud  that  controlled 
the  election  in  the  citv  of  Charleston.  Bv  their  treatment  of  the  Democratic  chal- 
lenger,  whereby  he  was  made  the  authority  upon  the  qualification  of  voters,  by  their 
refusal  in  many  cases  to  expose  the  inside  of  the  box  before  voting  began,  and  the 
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conduct  of  a  private  count  at  the  close,  and  in  some  cases  bv  the  personal  misconduct 
of  the  members  of  the  board,  the  presumption  of  law  in  their  favor  is  overthrown; 
and,  construing  their  action  in  the  light  of  the  conduct  of  the  8Ui)ervisors  of  registra- 
tion and  Democratic  challengers,  a  conspiracy,  involving  them  all,  to  defraud  the 
colored  voters  of  their  ballots  in  the  interest  of  the  contestee  is  reasonably  inferred. 
To  show  the  character  of  this  testimony,  and  that  it  was  common  throughout  the 
city  of  Charleston,  the  following  extracts  from  the  evidence  taken  from  the  record 
are  given: 

The  committee  here  quoted  a  large  amount  of  testimony  bearing  on 
those  point,s,  and  also  on  instances  of  fraudulent  voting  of  dead  or 
absent  persons.     They  summed  up  the  case  as  follows: 

These  instances  strengtlien  the  claim  that  the  entire  election  in  the  city  of  Charles- 
ton was  tainted  with  fraud,  and  that  gross  irregularities  occurred  at  nearly  every' 
precinct. 

The  conduct  of  the  suixjrvisors  of  registration  and  the  managers  of  election,  and 
the  practice  of  swelling  poll  lists  with  the  names  of  the  dead  and  absent  voters,  was 
such  as  to  cloud  the  result  with  uncertainty  and  doubt. 

The  presence  of  the  challenger  and  his  conduct,  although  unauthorized  by  law, 
would  not  in  itself  l>e  sufficient  to  invalidate  the  election  where  such  officer  acted, 
but,  considered  as  a  circumstance  in  connection  with  the  known  misconduct  of  the 
supervisors  of  registration  and  the  managers  of  election  and  the  swelling  of  poll  lists, 
it  becomes  of  great  importance  in  determining  whether  or  not  the  will  of  the  major- 
ity of  the  voters  at  sucn  precincts  is  expressed  by  the  returns.  Fraud  in  the  conduct 
of  an  election  mav  be  shown  by  circumstantial  evidence.  (McCreary  on  Elections, 
3d  ed.,  sec.  540;  l^^nglish  r«.  Peelle,  Forty-eighth  Congress.) 

It  is  not  ne<.!e8sary,  in  order  to  set  aside  a  return  for  fraud,  that  the  officers  of  elec- 
tion participated  in  the  IVaud.  But  if  the  unlawful  acts  of  third  persons  are  connived 
at  by  the  officers  the  effect  is  the  same.     (McCreary  on  Elections,  3d  ed.,  sec.  543.) 

It  is  the  oi)inion  of  the  committee  that  the  conduct  of  these  officers  was  such  as  to 
bear  the  badge  of  fraud  at  each  of  the  election  precincts  of  Charleston,  except  Nos. 
1  in  Ward  2,  1  and  2  in  Ward  6,  and  1  in  Ward  10,  and  the  question  then  arises 
whether  the  returns  shall  be  purged  or  rejected. 

The  authorities  are  clear  and  complete  that  where  fraud  taints  a  return  it  can  not 
be  pulled,  but  must  be  rejected;  but  a  return  can  be  pui^ed  only  by  rejecting  ballots 
illegally  cast  or  wrongfully  counted.  While  in  this  case  legal  ballots  were  unques- 
tionably kept  from  the  box  by  the  ille^l  and  wrongful  acts  of  persons  connected 
with  the  machinery  of  the  election,  it  is  impossible  to  determine  the  number  of  these 
ballots,  and  the  only  logical  and  equitable  result  is  to  reject  such  returns. 

The  committee  therefore  rejected  all  but  four  precincts  in  the  city 
of  Charleston. 

Making  the  corrections  and  deductions  indicated,  contestant  would 
have  a  majority  of  434  votes,  and  the  committee  therefore  presented 
resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

The  minority  disagreed  on  nearly  every  point.     They  said: 

The  undersigned,  not  being  able  to  a^ree  to  the  report  of  the  committee  or  its  con- 
clusions, feel  constrained  not  only  to  dissent  therefrom,  but  to  assail  it  as  failing  to 
present  the  case  fully  and  properly  for  the  determination  of  the  House. 

There  was  no  dissent  in  regard  to  counting  the  Haut  Gap  votes. 
The  issue  was  on  the  20  precincts  (out  of  24)  in  the  city  of  Charleston. 
This  city,  the  minority"  noted,  was  never  in  the  old  Seventh  district,  to 
whose  history  the  majority  had  referred.  The  new  district  was  a  sea- 
coast  district,  of  contiguous  territory  and  similar  interests.  The 
minority  quoted  testimony  showing  that  contestant  was  unpopular 
with  his  own  party.  He  had  been  accused  of  getting  his  nomination 
by  unfair  means,  and  was  not  a  resident  of  the  district.  Contestee 
was  shown  by  the  returns  to  have  received  large  majorities  at.  many 
strong  colored  precincts  against  which  there  was  no  evidence  of  fraud. 
The  registration  board  of  (Charleston  had  thrice  moved  its  office,  so  as 

H.  Doc.  510 36 
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to  give  everybody  a  convenient  chance  to  register,  and  had  taken 
three  months  to  do  its  work.  There  was  no  evidence  against  the  char- 
acter of  its  members.  All  the  charges  in  the  testimony  against  registra- 
tion officers  either  related  to  a  former  or  subsequent  board  or  no  time 
was  fixed  by  the  witness.  The  testimony  quoted  in  the  majority 
report  on  the  genei'al  manner  of  conducting  the  election  was  contra- 
dicted by  mucn  other  testimony  not  quoted.  The  minority  quoted 
some  of  it  by  precincts. 

Taking  all  the  testimony  given  about  persons  rejected  at  the  polls  who  were  regis- 
tered, we  find  that  the  names  of  118  persons  are  testified  to  as  having  registered  and 
were  not  allowed  to  vote;  that  of  this  number  only  36  themselves  swore  that  they 
were  registered,  and  that  Supervisor  L.  E.  Williams  proves  that  of  the  remainder 
77  jiever  had  been  r^isterea.  Deducting  these  77  from  the  118,  there  remain  41 
persons  as  to  whom  it  has  been  testified  that  they  were  rejected  as  voters  although  reg- 
istered. So  tl  it,  taking  the  most  extreme  case  against  the  contestee,  there  were  not 
in  the  entire  city  of  C'harleston  more  than  41  registered  voters  who  were  refused  the 
right  to  vote.  *  *  «  A  careful  scrutiny  of  the  whole  evidence  in  this  case  con- 
vinces us  that  the  contestee  received  a  substantial  majority  of  the  votes  cast  for  Repre- 
sentative in  Congress,  and  that  if  every  vote  of  those  who  offered  to  vote,  with  or 
without  certificates  of  registration,  in  the  city  of  Charleston  should  l)e  counted  for  the 
conte.stant  the  majority  of  the  contestee  would  not  be  materially  reduced.    *    *    * 

Unless  the  presumption  is  indulged  that  every  man  who  has  a  dark  skin  is  a  Repub- 
lican and  votes  the  Republican  ticket  at  all  times  and  under  all  conditions  and  cir- 
cumstances, even  when  he  swears  that  he  voted  otherwise,  it  will  be  impossible  to 
give  the  contestant  the  seat  which  he  (ilaims. 

The  minority  therefore  recommended  resolutions  declaring  contestee 
elected. 

The  case  was  fully  debated  in  the  House,  and  the  resolutions  pre- 
sented by  the  minority  were  lost  by  a  vote  of  48  to  144.  The  resolu- 
tions presented  by  the  majority  were  then  passed  by  a  vote  of  153  to 
33,  and  on  June  4,  1896,  Mr.  Murray  was  sworn  in. 

[Report  1567,  parts  1  and  2,  first  session  Fifty- fourth  Congress.] 

(37)  Kearby  vh.  Abbott. 

Hejected  ballots,*  recount;  informal  retwrns,  liejMxrt  fm*  v<mtestee^ 
who  retained  the-  seat. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  received  a  plurality  of  344  votes. 
Contestant  alleged  that  several  hundred  votes  in  the  various  precincts 
of  Dallas  County,  Texas,  were  cast  and  not  included  in  the  returns, 
and  that  they  were  all  cast  for  him;  that  in  another  county  there  were 
no  precinct  returns,  but  only  tally  sheets,  which  the  county  commis- 
sioners had  no  right  to  count,  and  that  his  party  was  denied  repre- 
sentation at  polls  in  another  county.  Sundry  minor  irregularities  were 
also  alleged.  A  recount  of  the  votes  in  Dallas  County  and  of  one 
precinct  in  another  county  showed,  according  to  contestant's  claim,  a 
net  gain  for  him  of  144  votes.     The  committee  said: 

Many  questions  arise  as  to  the  various  ballots  concerning  which  there  is  a  contro- 
versy between  the  contestant  and  contestee,  but  for  the  pur[)(>se  of  the  decision  in 
this  ca»se  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  them,  and  the  case  may  be  disposed  of  on  the 
theory  that  the  contention  ol  the  contestant  is  correct,  and  that  the  144  votes  which 
he  claims  to  have  gained  should  be  credited  to  him. 

The  charges  of  nonrepresentation  of  contestant's  (the  Populist)  party 
were  disproved.  The  case  must  then  turn  on  the  rejection  of  the 
tally-sheet  returns  counted  by  the  county  commissioners.  The  com- 
mittee said: 

It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  the  contestant  asks  to  be  awarded  a  seat  to  which 
he  was  not  elected,  on  the  ground  that  the  officers  at  certam  election  precmcts 
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neglected  to  wmply  with  the  statutory  requirement — ^that  they  should  make  out  and 
deliver  to  the  county  judge  returns  showing  the  vote  polled  at  the  precincts  of  which 
thev  were  the  managers  of  the  election.    ♦    *    * 

T^he  contestee  took  the  testimony  of  one  or  more  officers  of  each  of  the  election 
precincts  from  which  no  returns  were  made,  and  it  was  proved  that  the  failure  to 
make  the  returns  in  each  instance  was  occasioned  by  the  fact  that  no  blanks  ui>on 
which  returns  should  have  been  made  were  furnished;  but  as  to  each  precinct  proof 
was  made  from  the  tally  sheet  and  from  the  memory  of  the  oflBcers  of  election 
exactly  what  the  vote  actually  polled  for  each  candidate  was. 

It  was  not  contended  bv  the  contestant  and  no  effort  was  made  to  prove  that  the 
vote  was  in  any  instance  different  from  that  shown  by  the  tally  sheet  and  as  testified 
to  by  the  witnesses.  But  he  contends  that  it  was  necessary  that  there  should  have 
been  a  recoimt  of  the  ballots  cast  at  each  of  the  voting  precincts.  Upon  this  point 
the  committee  are  agreed  that  if  the  contestant  had  alleged  that  the  vote  at  any  of 
the  precincts  from  which  there  were  no  formal  returns  was  different  from  that  shown 
by  the  tally  sheet,  or  if  he  had  charged  that  there  was  any  fraud  on  the  part  of  tlie 
election  oflScers,  it  would  have  been  necessary  for  the  ballots  cast  at  such  nrecincte 
to  have  been  recounted,  as  they  were  in  the  precincts  concerning  which  ne  made 
such  charges,  but  it  is  to  be  observed  that  no  such  contention  was  made  by  the  con- 
testant, and  no  suspicion  was  raised  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  vote  as  estimated  by 
the  commissioner's  courts  of  the  different  counties  and  as  proved  by  the  contestee. 

The  resolutions  recommended,  declaring  contestee  elected,  passed 
the  House  May  4,  1896,  without  division. 

(38)  Yost  vs.  Tucker. 


Illegally  rejected  ballots;  it^regvlarlties.  Majority  report  for  con- 
testee; mhiointy  report  for  contestant,      Contestee  retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  McCall;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Walker. 

According  to  the  returns,  contestee  had  a  plurality  of  the  ballots 
counted  of  892.  The  officers  of  election  at. the  various  precincts  of  the 
district  threw  out  3,797  ballots  as  improperly  or  imperfectly  marked 
(under  the  Walton  Australian  ballot  law  of  Virgmia).  Of  these 
rejected  ballots,  1,021  were  destroyed  by  the  election  officers,  and 
2,776  were  preserved  and  included  in  the  subsequent  recount  of  all 
the  ballots  in  the  district.  , 

Contestant  claimed  that  the  ballots  rejected  by  the  election  officers 
wore  nearly  all  marked  with  sufficient  accuracy  to  disclose  the  inten- 
tion of  the  voter,  and  that  the  imperfections  of  the  ballots  were  due 
to  a  partisan  administration  of  the  law  in  the  interest  of  contestee. 
A  recount  of  all  the  ballots  preserved  was  held,  and  a  description  of 
the  character  of  all  the  rejected  ballots  preserved  was  thus  in  the  record. 
Testimony  was  taken  showing  the  nature  of  the  irregularities  of  some 
of  the  ballots  destroyed  on  the  night  of  the  election,  and  this  testi- 
mony, so  far  as  it  was  clear  enough  to  establish  the  facts,  was  also  con- 
sidered by  the  conMnittee.  The  sections  of  the  law  describing  the 
ballot  and  the  method  of  voting  were  as  follows: 

8ec.  2.  Each  person  offering  to  vote  shall  deliver  a  single  l>allot  to  one  of  the  judges 
of  election  in  the  presence  of  at  least  one  of  the  other  two  judges. 

8ec.  3.  The  ballot  shall  be  a  white  i>aper  ticket  containing  the  names  of  the  per- 
sons who  have  complied  with  the  provisions  of  this  act,  as  hereinafter  provided,  and 
the  title  of  the  office  printed  or  written  as  hereinafter  provided.  None  other  shall 
be  a  legal  ballot. 

Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  electoral  boards  of  the  several  counties  and 
cities  within  the  State,  within  thirty  dajj's  preceding  each  election,  to  cause  to  be 
printed  a  number  of  ballots  eoual  to  twice  the  entire  registered  vote  of  the  said 
county  or  city.  These  ballots  shall  contain  the  names  of  all  candidates  complying 
with  the  provisions  as  above  required,  printed  in  black  ink,  immediately  below  the 
office  for  which  they  have  so  announced  their  candidacy. 
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Sec.  11.  Every  elector  (qualified  to  vote  at  a  precinct  shall,  when  he  so  demands, 
be  famished  with  an  official  ballot  by  one  of  the  judges  of  election  selected  for  that 
duty  by  a  majority  of  the  judges  present.  The  said  elector  shall  then  take  the  said 
official  ballot  and  retire  to  said  voting  booth.  He  shall  then  draw  a  line  with  a  ]^n 
or  pencil  through  the  names  of  the  candidates  he  does  not  wish  to  vote  for,  leaving 
the  name  or  names  of  the  candidate  or  candidates  he  does  wish  to  vote  for  unscratched. 
No  name  shall  be  considered  scratched  unless  the  pen  or  pencil  mark  extend  through 
three-fourths  of  the  length  of  said  name;  and  no  ballot  save  an  official  ballot  alK)ve 
provided  for  shall  be  counted  for  any  person.  When,  as  to  any  office,  more  than  one 
name  remains  unscratched,  the  ballot  for  that  particular  office  shall  be  void,  but  the 
ballot  as  to  any  other  office  for  which  only  one  name  remains  unscratched  shall  be 
valid.  He  shall  fold  said  ballot  with  the  names  of  the  candidates  on  the  inside  and 
hand  the  same  to  the  judge  of  election,  who  shall  place  the  same  in  the  l)aIIot  box 
without,  any  inspection  further  than  to  assure  himself  that  the  ballot  is  a  genuine 
ballot,  for  which  purpose  he  may,  without  looking  at  the  printed  inside  of  said  bal- 
lot, inspect  the  omcial  seal  upon  the  back  thereof:  I^ovidedy  It  shall  be  lawful  for 
any  voter  to  erase  any  or  all  names  printed  upon  said  official  ballot  and  substitute 
therein  in  writing  the  name  of  any  person  or  persons  for  any  office  for  which  he  may 
desire  to  vote. 

The  result  of  the  recount  showed  12, 126  perfect  ballots  cast  for  con- 
testee  and  10,512  for  contestant.  It  was  agreed  that  a  large  number 
of  more  or  less  im^rfect  ballots  should  be  added  to  these  figures. 
According  to  the  majority,  the  added  ballots  would  reduce  the  majority 
of  contestee  (892  on  the  returns  or  1,614  on  the  perfect  ballots)  to  221 
or  161  votes;  according  to  the  minority,  the  majority  of  contestee 
would  be  overcome  and  a  majority  for  contestant  of  62  votes  shown, 
which  would  be  further  increased  to  736  by  wholly  rejecting  two 
counties  and  three  precincts  where  the  whole  conduct  of  the  election 
was  tainted  by  fraudulent  conspiracy. 

Upon  1,169  ballots  cast  for  contestant  and  114  cast  for  contestee  the 
only  irregularity  was  that  the  caption  of  the  ticket  as  well  as  the 
names  of  the  candidates  not  voted  tor  was  '"scratched."  These  ''cap- 
tion-marked" tickets  were  counted  by  both  the  majority  and  the 
minority.     The  majority  said: 

The  general  rule,  doubtless,  is  to  count  those  ballots  which  clearly  express  the 
intention  of  the  voter,  but  the  intention  must  be  expressed  as  provided  by  law.  We 
do  not  suppose  it  would  be  contended,  in  view  of  the  requirement  of  this  statute  for 
an  official  ballot  and  an  express  {)rohibition  against  counting  any  other  ballot,  that  a 
ballot  provided  by  the  voter  himself  and  deposited  by  him  should  l)e  counted, 
although  it  expressed  his  intention  beyond  all  doubt.  The  question  here  is  not  one 
which  rests  on  a  supposed  ambiguity  of  the  ballot,  but  it  is  a  question  of  what  the 
laws  of  Virginia  reqmre. 

The  intention  of  the  voter,  if  it  can  be  clearly  ascertained  from  the  ballot,  will 
generally  be  given  effect  to,  and  when  it  is  not  expressed  according  to  the  strict 
requirements  of  a  statute,  such  requirements  will  often  be  regarded  as  merely  directory, 
unless  a  failure  to  comply  with  them  is  declared  to  be  fatal  to  the  ballot.  But  where 
the  statute  itself  provides  that  a  certain  thing  shall  be  done  by  the  voter  or  his  vote 
shall  not  be  counted,  then  there  can  be  no  question  that  a  provision  of  that  character 
is  mandatory  and  that  a  failure  to  comply  with  it  is  fatal  to  the  ballot. 

In  the  present  case  there  is  no  question  of  the  intention  of  the  voter.  There  was 
onlv  one  office  to  be  filled,  and  it  is  hardly  conceivable  that  more  than  1,200  voters 
in  this  district  should  have  left  their  homes,  gone  to  the  polls,  entered  the  booths, 
and  gone  through  the  act  of  voting  with  the  intention  of  voting  to  fill  no  office  what- 
ever. This  was  the  first  election  at  which  the  Walton  law  was  applied  in  Vii^nia, 
and  undoubtedly  the  caption  was  marked  out  by  reason  of  the  failure  on  the  part  of 
the  voter  to  understand  this  novel  system.  Unless  clearlv  requireii  to  reject  these 
ballots  by  the  Virginia  laws,  the  committee  l)elieve8  they  should  be  counted. 

The  words  "none  other  shall  be  a  legal  ballot"  in  section  3  refer  to  the  Australian 
ballot  provided  for  at  the  public  expense,  and  the  words  in  section  11  of  the  act, 
"no  ballot  save  an  official  ballot  above  provided  for  shall  be  counted  for  any  person," 
were  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee  intended  only  as  a  prohibition  of  the  counting 
of  any  other  than  the  ballot  provided  for  by  the  first  sections  of  the  act.    The  erasure 
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of  the  caption  did  not  destroy  the  character  of  the  ballot  as  an  official  ballot,  and 
since  there  could  be  no  ambiguity  or  doubt  as  to  what  office  the  voter  intended  his 
candidate  to  fill,  since  only  one  office  was  named  on  the  ticket,  the  committee  is  of 
the  opinion  that  these  so-called  **  caption-marked"  ballota — 114  for  Tucker  and  1,169 
for  Yost — should  be  counted. 

There  were  54  ballots  for  contestant  and  14  for  contestee  described 
as  '' blotted  or  blurred" — that  is,  correctly  marked  by  the  voter,  in 
ink,  and  then  folded  before  the  ink  was  dry,  so  that  a  blot  or  mark 
was  left  on  the  unscratched  name.  The  committee  counted  these, 
saying: 

As  to  the  "  blotted  oi*  blurred  "  ballots,  the  most  difficult  question  would  be  one 
of  fact,  as  to  whether  they  were  "  scratched  "  or  "  blotted.**  This  question  is  settled 
by  agreement  of  the  contestant  and  contestee.  It  is  conceded  that  they  were  all 
properly  marked,  and  in  folding  them  before  the  ink  was  dry  an  impression  was 
made  on  the  names  not  marked.  This  is  purely  accidental  and  not  to  be  deemed 
the  marking  or  scratching  contemplated  by  the  statute,  which  is  to  be  done  by  draw- 
ing a  line  ''  with  a  pen  or  pencil "  through  the  names  of  the  candidates  for  whom 
the  voter  does  not  wish  to  vote.  The  contestant's  notice  of  contest  contends  that 
similar  ballots  cast  for  the  contestee  should  not  be  counted  and  does  not  claim  that 
such  ballots  should  be  counted  for  himself.  The  committee  are  of  opinion,  however, 
that  they  should  be  counted — 14  for  Tucker  and  54  for  Yost — as  appears  by  the  record. 

There  were  also  454  ballots  for  contestant  and  271  for  contestee 
described  as  "  imperfectly  marked."  The  principal  difference  between 
the  majorit}^  and  minority  of  the  conunittee  was  on  these  ballots,  the 
majority  rejecting  and  the  minority  counting  them.  The  majority 
said: 

The  "imperfectly  marked"  ballots  are  admitted  to  be  ballots  which  were  not 
marked  as  provided  in  secton  11  of  the  Walton  act  It  is  provided  in  that  section, 
quoted  above,  that  after  the  voter  has  retired  to  the  booth  ne  shall  draw  a  line  witn 
pen  or  pencil  through  the  names  of  the  candidates  for  whom  he  does  not  wish  to 
vote,  leaving  the  name  of  the  candidate  for  whom  he  does  wish  to  vote  unscratched. 
It  then  says: 

*'No  name  shall  be  considered  scratched  unless  the  pen  orpencil  mark  extends 
through  three-fourths  of  the  length  of  said  name.  «  «  *  when,  as  to  any  office, 
more  than  one  name  remains  unscratched,  the  ballot  for  that  particular  office  shall  be 
void,  but  the  ballot  as  to  any  other  office  for  which  only  one'name  remains  unscratched 
shall  be  valid." 

It  appears  very  clear  that  unless  a  name  is  marked  through  three-fourths  of  its 
length  it  is  not,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  to  be  considered  as  scratched  at  all, 
and  therefore  more  than  one  name  in  the  so-called  ** imperfectly  marked"  ballots 
remains  unscratched  upon  the  ticket,  and  the  law  expressly  provides  that  in  such  a 
ca.se  the  ballot  shall  be  void.  It  is  not  for  the  committee  to  decide  whether  the 
provision  as  to  the  marking  of  the  ballot  is  a  wise  or  reasonable  one  or  not.  The 
voter  has  failed  to  express  his  will  by  the  so-called  "imperfectly  marked"  ballot, 
according  to  the  requirement  of  the  statute,  and,  failing  in  that,  me  statute  declares 
that  the  ballot  is  void.  In  the  judgment  of  the  committee,  therefore,  these  "  imper- 
fectly marked"  ballots  can  not  be  counted. 

The  1,021  destroyed  ballots  belonged,  in  general,  to  the  same  classes 
as  the  above,  and  the  committee  counted  such  of  them  (naturally  only 
a  small  part)  as  were  ascertainable  by  evidence.     They  said,  in  general: 

With  reference  to  these  ballots,  generally,  it  may  be  said,  in  most  instances,  that 
tiie  Republican  judges  at  the  precincts  where  they  were  cast  concurred  with  the 
other  judges  in  treating  them  as  absolutely  void  and  agreed  that  they  should  be 
bumetl  or  otherwise  (ieatroyed.  At  a  few  precincts  the  Republican  or  Populist 
judges  objected  to  their  destruction,  but  the  record  shows  that  in  almost  every  case 
these  judges  agreed  to  the  count  and  concurred  in  the  conclusion  of  the  other  judges 
that  these  ballots  were  not  marked  as  retjuired  by  the  statute  and  could  not  be 
counted. 

While  the  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  in  no  case  should  the  defective  ballots 
have  been  destroyed,  yet  it  in  of  their  opinion  that  in  nearly  all  of  the  precincts  their 
destruction  was  made  in  entire  good  faith  and  that  such  destruction  m  most  of  the 
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precincts  does  not  prove  an  intention  to  commit  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  election 
judges.  The  contestant  attempts  to  prove  that  some  of  these  ballots  were  intended 
for  him,  and  as  b^  their  destruction  he  was  prevented  from  having  a  recount  of  them^ 
it  is  clearly  his  right  to  prove  by  the  testimony  of  the  judges,  or  of  any  witness,  the 
exact  condition  of  the  ballots,  and  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  any  that  he  can 
show  were  cast  for  him. 

The  testimony  in  regard  to  each  precinct  was  then  discussed  in 
detail,  to  show  the  exact  result  arrived  at  by  the  application  of  this 

Erinciple.     The  number  of  ballots  proved  by  sufficient  evidence  to 
ave  been  improperly  rejected  was  found  to  be  insufficient  to  over- 
come the  remainoer  of  the  returned  majority  of  contestee. 

Contestant  also  claimed  that  the  vote  of  two  counties  should  be 
thrown  out  on  the  ground  that  the  names  on  the  ballots  were  "alter- 
nated" and  printed  in  Old  English,  German,  or  script  type  for  the 
purpose  of  confusing  and  misleading  illiterate  voters.  The  committee 
condemned  these  pi*actices,  but  as  they  were  committed  by  tJie  county 
and  not  by  the  precinct  officials,  they  aid  not  reject  the  returns.  They 
said: 

The  statute  does  not  provide  the  precise  order  in  which  the  names  upon  the  ballot 
should  be  printed  nor  the  kind  of  type  that  should  be  used,  but  apparently  assumed 
that  the  officers  charged  with  this  duty  would  be  governed  by  the  principles  of 
common  honesty  and  fairness  and  would  not  provide  a  type  whicli  was  unusual  nor 
juMfle  with  the  names  for  the  purpose  of  conitusing  the  illiterate  voter. 

Whether  this  alternation  of  names  indicated  a  fraudulent  design  on  the  part  of  the 
electoral  board  or  an  excess  of  partisan  zeal  which  would  hesitate  at  nothing  not 
positivelv  forbidden  by  law,  it  was  a  trick  which  can  not  be  defended,  and  it  is 
incre<lible  that  the  public  officers  of  one  of  the  great  and  historic  Commonwealths 
of  the  Union  should  be  guilty  of  such  an  unequal  and  partial  administration  of  the 
law.  *  «  *  The  great  object  of  the  Australian  ballot  is  to  Secure  the  advantages 
of  secret  voting.  It  renders  the  workingman  independent  of  his  employer  and 
ope^rates  as  a  bar  to  bribery,  because  whatever  cornipt  contractus  have  been  made  for 
the  purchase  of  votes  the  bribe  giver  can  not  know  that  the  vote  which  he  has 
lx)ught  has  been  delivered.  This  secrecy  is  rendered  more  certain  by  giving  the 
voter  every  facility  for  learning  what  the  oallot  contains. 

It  is  a  usual  provision  in  States  having  this  system  to  require  copies  of  the  official 
ballot  to  be  posted  in  the  polling  places,  so  that  each  voter  may  study  it  for  himself, 
ascertain  the  exact  location  of  the  names  of  the  candidates  for  whom  he  wishes  to 
vote,  and  prepare  his  own  ballot  without  the  aid  of  the  assisting  officers,  who  are, 
at  l>est,  but  a  necessary  evil.  While  it  is  a  weakness  of  the  Virginia  statute  that  it 
doc*s  not  contain  such  a  provision,  it  is  incredible  that  it  should  have  a  provision  so 
antagonistic  to  that  system  of  voting,  as  well  as  to  the  fundamental  principles  of  a 
frt»e  government,  as  to  make  it  a  crime  for  the  voters  to  discuss  freely  with  each 
other  the  make-up  and  the  contents  of  the  ballot  they  voted.  Only  a  positive  and 
dear  declaration  would  bear  such  a  construction.    *    *    * 

If  the  officers  guilty  of  such  conduct  had  charge  of  the  making  up  of  the  returns 
in  the  various  precincts  they  would  need  to  be  scrutinized  witn  the  gravest  sus- 
picion, and  they  certainly  would  not  be  entitled  to  that  weight  and  effect  as  evidence 
whi(!h  are  due  Uy  uncontaminated  returns.  But  the  elections  were  in  charge  of  the 
election  judges  at  the  different  precincts,  and  while  the  fact  that  these  judges  w^ere 
appointed  by  the  county  electoral  boards  is  a  circumstance  which  would  invite  the 
nioHt  careful  scrutiny  of  their  conduct,  it  would  be  a  daring  conclusion  to  infer  that 
the  credibility  of  the  returns  at  all  the  prei^incts  in  this  county  was  destroyeil  and 
that  all  the  voters  should  be  disfranchised  because  the  precinct  officers  had  been 
ai)[M)inte<l  by  a  central  county  board  which  alternated  the  names  on  the  ballot. 
Such  a  wholesale  exclusion  of  votes  would  not  be  warranted,  but  the  evidence  of 
each  precinct  should  be  considered  separately,  as  it  has  been  by  the  committee  in 
the  preceding  j)ortions  of  this  report. 

The  committee  is  also  under  the  necessity  of  considering  whether  and  how  much 
the  contestant's  vote  suffered  on  account  of  this  method  of  printing.  There  were 
349  defective  ballots  in  Amherst  County  out  of  a  total  of  2,705  (p.  124  of  the  record), 
a  j)ercentage  not  materially  greater  than  the  percentage  of  defective  ballots  through- 
out the  whole  district,  and  the  relative  strength  of  the  parties,  as  shown  at  previous 
elections,  appears  to  have  been  fairly  maintained  in  this  election. 
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Substantially  the  same  observations  may  be  made  as  to  Appomattox  County, 
where  there  were  153  defective  ballots  out  of  a  total  of  1,431  (p.  160  of  the  record), 
and  the  contestee  received  a  plurality  of  49.  The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that 
the  evidence  will  not  warrant  the  rejection  of  the  votes  of  these  two  counties. 

The  committee  summed  up  the  case  as  follows: 

In  the  consideration  of  this  case  the  committee  has  been  mindful  of  the  fact  that 
this  was  the  first  application  in  Virginia  of  a  new  and  complicated  method  of  voting. 
The  statute  on  many  points  was  far  from  clear  and  explicit.  It  had  to  be  constru^ 
and  enforced  in  the  first  instance  at  the  polls  by  men  who  were  not  constitutional 
lawj^ers,  and  who  came  direct  from  the  ordinary  pursuits  of  life.  It  was  to  be 
expected  that  there  w*ould  be  contradictory  constructions  under  these  circumstances 
upon  the  meaning  of  the  law. 

The  committee  believes  that  many  of  the  things  that  appear  to  have  been  done 
contrary  to  the  statute  w^ere  done  in  good  faith.  Tne  great  number  of  defective  bal- 
lots was  due  largely  to  the  novelty  of  the  system,  to  carelessness  in  marking  by  voters 
who  could  read  and  write,  and  to  some  extent  by  attempts  made  by  illiterate  voters 
to  mark  their  own  ballots  without  asking  assistance.  If  those  who  could  read  and 
write  would  mark  their  ballots  strictly  as  the  law  provides  and  those  who  can  not 
would  demand  the  requisite  assistance  of  the  constables,  any  defective  ballots  would 
be  evidence  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  those  officers.  But  the  condition  of  things  at  the 
election  of  November,  1894,  will  not  warrant  such  a  conclusion  in  the  pending  case. 

Since  the  result  6f  all  these  conclusions  still  left  a  majority  for  con- 
testee, the  committee  recommended  resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

The  minority  held  that  all  the  defective  ballots  on  which  the  inten- 
tion of  the  voter  was  plain  should  be  counted. 

It  is  not  disputed  thaf  upon  each  of  these  ballots  the  intention  of  the  voter  is 
dearly  and  unmistakably  Htampe<l.  The  sole  question  in  reference  to  them  is 
whether  or  not  a  ballot  technically  defective  shall  be  counted.  Were  equity  to  be 
i()iiHidere<l,  there  would  be  no  disagreement  on  this  point.  The  will  of  tne  elector 
was  honestly  expressed  and  is  deanj^  shown.  But  it  is  insisted  that  simple  honestv 
mid  plain  intention  shall  not  i)revail  where  there  has  been  failure  to  comply  with 
Miorely  technical  requirements  of  the  statute — that  the  very  foundation  principle 
\\\Mm  which  our  repres^entative  system  is  based  shall  l)e  uprooted  because  of  some 
immaterial  iinpi^rfecticm  in  the  superstructure. 

No  rule  of  law  which  would  deprive  a  legal  elector  of  his  ballot,  where  his  right  to 
vote  is  unquestioneil  and  his  intention  to  vote  for  a  particular  candidate  is  cTearly 
made  out,  will  l)e  favored  by  any  court  or  any  tribunal,  and  no  mere  tet'hnical  con- 
striKrtionof  the  law  will  l)e  a<lopted  or  even  tolerated  which  will  pro<lu(!e  such  wrong 
and  work  such  injustice. 

The  imperfections  on  these  ballots  consisted,  generally,  of  the  failure 
on  the  part  of  the  voter  to  erase  all  the  names  not  voted  for  b}^  a  hori- 
zontal line  touching  at  least  three-fourths  of  the  letters  of  the  name. 
In  some  cases  the  names  were  scratched  with  a  series  of  vertical  or 
oblique  dashes;  in  others  the  line  extended  the  full  length  of  the  name, 
but  actually  touched  onl  v  the  capitals  and  extended  letters,  being  too 
high  to  cut  the  smaller  letters:  m  others  the  line  curved  up  or  down, 
so  as  to  miss  over  one-fourth  of  the  letters.  If  all  these  were  counted, 
in  addition  to  those  counted  in  the  majority  report,  contestant  would 
have  a  majority  of  22, 

After  counting  all  these,  there  would  still  remain  2,711  ballots 
either  burned  ana  not  proved,  or  preserved  or  proved  and  shown  to 
be  too  defective  to  show  the  intention  of  the  voter.  The  minority 
showed  that  this  lar^e  proportion  of  failures  was  due  to  a  partisan 
conspimcy  and  the  violation  of  law  on  the  part  of  supporters  of  con- 
testee. This  conspiracy'  went  so  far  as  to  invalidate  the  returns  from 
certain  counties  and  precincts  for  fraud  and  to  make  it  moi-ally  cer- 
tain that  contestant's  actual  majority  of  the  votes  of  legal  electors  hon- 
estlv  attempted  to  be  cast  for  him  wjis  much  larger  than  the  computed 
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majority  based  on  specific  evidence.  The  minority  discussed  the  evi- 
dence in  detail,  counted  the  destroyed  ballots  in  several  precincts  in 
which  the  majorit}^  had  not  considered  the  evidence  clear  enough,  and 
rejected  the  vote  where  the  ballots  had  been  printed  in  German  or 
script  letters,  the  names  alternated,  and  the  conduct  of  the  judges  of 
election  and  special  constables,  in  violation  of  the  law,  was  such  as  to 
show  and  consummate  a  conspiracy  to  deceive  and  defraud  the  illit- 
erate voters.     The  minorit}^  summed  up  the  case  as  follows: 

In  order  to  deprive  this  contestant  of  the  seat  to  which  he  was  honestly  and  legally 
elected,  this  House  must  absolutely  disregard  a  cardinal  rule  of  law,  founded  on 
equity  and  firmly  established  by  the  highest  judicial  tribunals  of  the  land. 

It  must  decide  that  where,  by  an  inspection  of  the  ballot,  a  voter's  honest  intention 
is  plainly  shown  beyond  the  possibility  of  a  doubt,  the  ballot  shall  be  declared  invalid. 

It  must  decide  that  where  a  fraudulent  conspiracy  isentered  into  by  election  officers, 
and  thousands  of  legal  voters  are  thereby  disfranchised,  the  few  who  escape  the  effect 
of  the  conspiracy  must  l)e  deprived  of  their  rights  under  the  strictest  technical  con- 
struction 01  statutes. 

It  must  decide  that  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  Virginia  respecting  the 
duties  of  special  constables  is  a  nullity,  and  that  instructions  to  those  constables  from 
partisan  officials  for  partisan  purposes  are  binding. 

It  must  decide  that  partisan  officials  have  a  })erf ect  right  to  disfranchise  l^al  voters 
opposed  to  them,  and  to  this  end  may  print  ballots  in  any  way  and  in  any  language. 

The  minority  reoort  was  signed  by  Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Thomas. 

The  case  was  fully  de))ated  and  closely  contested  in  the  House.  On 
January  21, 1897,  t6e  su])stitute  recommended  by  the  minority,  declar- 
ing contestant  elected,  was  lost  by  a  vote  of  119  to  127.  A  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table  bv  a  vote  of  120  to  104,  and  the  reso- 
lutions  presented  by  the  majority  were  then  passed  by  a  vote  of  118 
to  47  (190  not  voting;  14  counted  present  and  not  voting,  to  make  a 
quorum).     So  contestee  retained  the  seat. 

[Report  1636,  parts  1  and  2,  first  session  Fifty-fouith  Congress.] 
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FIFTT-FIPTH  CONGEESS,  1897-1899. 

Comwittee  on  Elections  No,  1, 

Mr.  Tatler,  Ohio.  Mr.  Davenport,  Pennsylvania. 

RoYSE,  Indiana.  Bartlett,  Georgia. 

LiNNEY,  North  Carolina.  Fox,  Mississippi. 

Mann,  Illinois.  Settle,  Kentucky. 

Mr.  Hamilton,  Michigan. 

(On  December  18,  1897,  Mr.  Royse  became  chairman  of  Committee 
No.  2,  and  Mr.  Lawrence,  of  Massachusetts,  took  his  place.) 

Committee  on  Elections  No,  2, 

Mr.  Johnson,  Indiana.  Mr.  Belford,  New  York. 

*  Clarke,  New  Hampshire.  Maguire,  California. 

Weaver,  Ohio.  Robinson,  Indiana. 

Olmsted,  Pennsylvania.  Gaines,  Tennessee. 

Mr.  Davison,  Kentucky. 

(On  December  18, 1897,  Mr.  Johnson,  of  Indiana,  at  his  own  request, 
was  excused,  and  Mr.  Royse,  of  Indiana,  was  appointed  chairman.) 

Committee  on  El-ections  No.  3, 

Mr.  Walker,  Virginia.  Mr.  Cochrane,  New  York. 

Codding,  Pennsylvania.  Miers,  Indiana. 

Mesick,  Michigan.  Burke,  Texas. 

Kirkpatrick,  Pennsylvania.  Brundidge,  Arkansas. 

Mr.  Crumpacker,  Indiana. 

(On  December  18, 1897,  Mr.  Codding  was  excused  and  Mr.  Boutell, 
of  Illinois,  was  appointed  in  his  place.) 

(The  committees  were  not  appointed  until  the  legislative  day  July 
22,  actual  day  July  24,  1897.) 

Cases, 

Cormnittee  No,  1, 

(1)  Thomas  H.  Clark  m,  Jesse  F.  Stallings,  Alabama, 

(2)  G.  L.  Comer  vs,  Henry  D.  Clayton,  Alabama, 

(3)  William  F.  Aldrich  vs,  Thomas  S.  Plowman,  Al<ibama. 

(4)  Grattan  B.  Crowe  vs,  Oscar  W.  Underwood,  Alahama, 

(5)  Jonathan  S.  Willis  vs,  L.  Irving  Handy,  Delaware. 

(6)  W.  Godfrey  Hunter  vs,  John  S.  Rhea,  Kentucky, 

Committee  No,  2, 

(7)  Samuel  E.  Hudson  vs,  William  McAleer,  Pennsylvania, 

(8)  W.  S.  Vanderburg  v>i,  Thomas  H.  Tongue,  Oreqon, 

(9)  Ben  L.  Fairchild  r.v.  William  L.  Ward,  New  Yo^'h, 
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(10)  William  E.  Ryan  vs.  Henry  C.  Brewster,  JVewYork. 
11)  Armand  Remain  vs,  AdolDh  Meyer,  Louisiana, 
Joseph  Gazin  vs.  Adolph  Meyer,  Louisia^ia. 

Committee  No.  3. 


n 


(13)  R.  T.  Thorp  vs.  Sydney  P.  Epes,  Virginia. 
J14)  Richard  A.  Wise  vs.  William  A.  Young,  Virginia. 
15)  Josiah  Patterson  vs.  E.  W.  Carmack,  Tennessee. 
(16)  John  R.  Brown  vs.  Claude  A.  Swanson,   Virginia. 

(1)  Clark  vs.  Stallings. 

Case  ahando7ie(J .      Contestee  retained  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Tayler. 

The  body  of  the  brief  report  is  as  follows: 

The  Committee  on  Elections  No.  1,  to  whom  was  referred  the  contested  election 
case  of  Thomas  11.  Clark  v.  Jesse  F.  Stallings,  from  the  Second  Congressional  district 
of  Alabama,  respectfully  report  that  the  contestant  took  no  steps  after  filing  his 
notice  of  contest,  and  appeared  before  the  committee  on  January  14,  1898,  and  stated 
that  he  had  no  desire  to  further  press  his  contest.  . 

The  resolutions  recommended  were  passed  on  January  18,  1898, 
without  division. 

[Report  188,  second  session  Fifty-fifth  Congress.] 

(2)  Comer  vs.  Clayton. 

OaJ<e  almiuioru'd.      C<mtei<ti'('  retained  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Linney. 

After  the  taking  of  testimony  in  this  case  had  proceeded  for  some 
time,  contestant  formally  abandoned  the  case  and  tiled  a  statement  to 
that  effect  with  the  papers  in  the  case.  The  committee  reported  these 
facts  and  recommended  resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected,  which, 
on  January  19,  1898,  were  passed  without  (fivision, 

[Report  195,  second  session  Fifty-fifth  Congress,] 

(8)  Aldrich  vs.  Plowman. 

Fraud.  Majority  report  ftrr  emitestant;  ininority  report  for  contestee. 
ConteMant  Heated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Tayler;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Bartlett. 

According  to  the  returns,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  2,967,  all  of 
which  was  m  the  two  counties  brought  in  contest,  and  nearly  all  of 
which  was  in  Dallas  County.  Contestant  carried  the  "white  coimties." 
The  committee  held  that  in  Dallas  County  there  was  a  conspiracy  to 
carry  the  election  for  contestee  by  fraud  and  that  there  were  certain 
fraudulent  precincts  in  one  other  county.  Under  the  law  inspectors 
of  election  were  required  to  be  of  opposite  political  parties,  and  there 
were  required  to  be  two  "markers  '  of  opposite  parties  to  assist  illit- 
erate or  physically  disabled  voters.  In  regard  to  the  inspectors  and 
"markers"  the  provision  was: 

Clerks  and  markers  must  l)e  apjK)int^d  from  a  list  of  ix^rsons,  not  less  than  six  nor 
more  than  ten  in  any  one  heat,  who  may  he  su^estecl  for  that  purpose  by  the  duljr 
constituted  authorities,  respectively,  of  the  opixwing  j)olitical  parties  having  candi- 
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dateB  to  be  voted  for  at  the  election.  Every  illiterate  or  physically  disabled  elector 
nhall  Ik*  permitted  to  have  the  aKsistam-e  of  a  marker,  who  may  be  selected  by  him 
from  tlie  numlx?r  of  markers  who  have  been  appointe<l  by  the  insixx'tors.  Any 
inspec^toT  who  may  refuse  to  appoint  markers  from  the  opposing  parties,  so  as  to 
give  everv  illiterate  and  physically  disabled  elector  the  opportunity  to  select  a 
marker  of  his  own  political  party,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  must,  on 
conviction,  be  fined  not  less  than  one  hundred  dollars  nor  more  than  five  hundred 
dollars.  It  is  the  sense  of  this  section  that  the  opposing  political  parties  shall  each 
have  the  right  to  suggest  a  list  of  names,  not  less  than  six  or  more  than  ten  j)er8onH, 
to  act  as  markers  and  clerks.  If  no  lists  are  furnished,  the  inspectors  shall  appoint 
clerks  and  markers  from  opposing  political  parties. 

The  committee  found  that  this  law  had  been  violated  throughout 
Dallas  County.     Thov  said: 

In  Dallas  County  the  appointing  officers  were  all  Democrats.  Notwithstanding 
the  statutory  rec^uireraents,  they  did  not  appoint  a  single  Republican  or  Populist 
inspector  of  election.  Lists  were  submitted  to  them  of  suitable  men  in  each  precinct — 
one  by  the  so-i-alled  regular  Republican  nominee  for  Congress,  and  one  joined  in  by 
the  chairman  of  the  People's  Party  of  Dallas  County,  the  chairman  of  the  Republi- 
can party  of  Dallas  County,  the  chairman  of  the  Aldrich  campaign  committee,  the 
memljer  of  the  Republiciin  executive  committee  for  the  Fourth  district,  and  Mr. 
Aldrich  himself. 

Except  in  two  or  three  instances,  where  by  mistake  a  Democrat's  name  was  given 
in  a  list  of  three  or  four,  not  a  single  person  was  appointed  inspector  out  of  about 
two  hundred  names  thus  proposed  by  the  opposition  to  Democracy.  At  the  opening 
of  the  ix)lls,  the  friends  of  contestant  at  the  several  polling  places  submitted,  in 
accordance  with  the  law,  names  of  suitable  persons  for  markers  and  clerks.  In  a 
few  instances  a  marker  was  appointed,  and  in  one  precinct  a  clerk. 

Some  pretense  was  made,  here  and  there,  of  appointing  opposition  inspectors, 
clerks,  and  markers  by  naming  persons  recommended  by  one  Crocheron,  a  venal 
negro  who  admitteil  fiis  depravity,  and  worked  for  Plowman,  or  by  appointing 
so-called  representatives  of  the  Gold  Democratic  candidate,  but  as  only  111  votes 
were  polled  for  other  candidates  than  Plowman  and  Aldrich  the  pretense  is  apparent. 

The  fact  is,  and  is  constantly  in  evidence,  that  the  machinery  of  election  in  prac- 
tically every  precinct  of  Dallas  County  was  organized  against  the  Republicans  and 
Populists,  ana  was  so  organized  in  pursuance  of  a  conspiracy  to  absolutely  (control 
the  (tasting,  counting,  and  returns  of  the  votes.     It  was  successful. 

The  committee  analyzed  the  testimony  in  re^rd  to  eight  of  the  pre- 
einc^ts  in  Dallas  CV)unty.  In  some  of  the  preemets  the  entire  registry 
list  was  returned  on  the  jx)ll  book  as  voting,  all  but  the  first  part  (cov- 
ering the  number  shown  by  other  testimonv  to  have  voted)  being  in 
the  exact  order  of  the  poll  list,  including  alphabetical  parts,  or  in  some 
simple  and  systematic  rearmngement  of  it.  In  others  it  was  shown 
by  the  testimon}'  of  the  markers  or  the  voters  that  more  votes  were 
cast  for  contestant  than  were  returned  for  him,  or  that  the  returns 
showed  more  votes  than  were  actually  cast.  The  committee  summed 
up  its  conclusions  as  to  this  county  as  follows: 

The  result  of  our  investigation  is  the  conclusion  that  every  precinct  in  Dallas 
County  in  which  a  contest  is  made  is  so  fatally  tainted  with  fraud  that  the  returns 
therefrom  must  l:>e  entirely  disregarded,  and  that  we  can  count  only  such  votes  as 
the  testimony  in  the  case  shows  were  actually  cast.  In  doing  so  we  consideretl  as 
pr()ve<l  <mly  those  which  were  shown  by  direct  testimony  to  have  l)een  cast,  as  when 
the  voter  himself,  or  a  marker,  testified.  We  have  counted  none  which  dei)en(l 
upon  hearsay  testimony  or  conje<;ture.  The  tabulated  statement,  showing  the  result 
ot  our  recount,  api)ears  later  in  this  report. 

It  is  not  ne<;essary  to  cite  authorities  in  support  of  the  above  proposition  of  law 
involved  in  tins  conclusion.     It  is  axiomatic  and  elementary. 

In  Talladega  County  there  was  no  geneml  conspiracy  shown,  but 
the  returns  from  3  precincts  were  tainted  with  frauds  similar  to  those 
found  in  Dallas  County,  and  the  committee  counted  only  the  votes 
proved  aliunde. 
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The  committee  then  presented  a  tabular  statement  (covering  also 
the  precincts  in  Dallas  County  not  discussed  in  detail),  showing  a 
majority  for  contestant  on  the  uncontested  returtis  and  the  proved 
votes  01  the  contested  returns  of  542  votes. 

The  minority  agreed  to  the  rejection  of  3  of  the  8  discussed  polls  in 
Dallas  Countv,  but  found  the  evidence  insufficient  or  contradictorv  as 
to  the  other  5,  and  proof  of  more  votes  aliunde  in  the  3  than  wen^ 
counted  by  the  majority.  As  to  the  other  23  precincts,  they  held  that 
there  was  no  reason  to  reject  them,  and  no  justification  of  the  conclu- 
sion of  geneml  conspiracv  in  charges  of  fraud  covering  only  a  small 
part  of  the  precincts.     Tlie}^  said: 

The  demand  of  the  majority  report  that,  because  the  testimony  concerning  8  of 
the  precincts  in  Dallas  Ck)unty  would  seem  to  them  to  justify  the  exclusion  or  rejec- 
tion of  the  returns  therefroni  as  unreliable,  but  leaving  ah  of  the  remaining  23  pre- 
cincts unchallenged,  the  returns  as  a  whole  from  Dallas  County  must  be  rejected,  is 
absolutely  untenable  and  unprecedented.  There  are  no  charges,  nor  is  there  anv  evi- 
dence, tending  to  show  anything  that  would  indicate  that  the  returns  from  the  23 
uncontested  precincts  are  not  entitled  to  full  confidence  and  all  the  prima  facies  given 
them  by  the  law.  The  official  returns  of  Dallas  Countv,  therefore,  should  not  and 
ought  not  to  be  rejected  as  a  whole,  but  each  precinct  should  be  judged  by  its  own 
acts  and  stand  upon  its  own  merits.  Such  an  act  is  unwarranted  by  law,  and  such  is 
not  the  course  of  procedure  justified  by  the  authorities  or  by  the  precedents  in  Con- 
gressional cases.  The  only  lust  and  proper  course  in  this  case  is  to  deal  with  the 
returns  by  precincts;  and  where  it  is  shown  bv  competent  and  suflicient  evidence 
that  the  returns  from  a  precinct  are  overturned  by  proof  of  fraud,  then  the  correct 
rule  is  to  permit  proof  aliunde  of  the  vote  cast.     *    *    *  ^ 

The  pretense  of  the  contestant,  which  seems  to  have  received  a  auasi  sanction  by 
the  majority  report,  that  there  w^as  a  conspiracy  extending  over  the  Congressional 
district  to  defraud  the  contestant  in  various  ways  and  by  various  methods,  is  hardly 
worthy  of  notice  by  us.  If  there  is  any  testimony  in  the  record  justifying  the  belief, 
that  there  were  uniform  or  universal  fraudulent  practices  or  improper  methods  even 
in  the  precincts  above  named — which  is  all  that  can  be  claimed  for  the  contestant — 
we  are  not  able  to  find  it.  The  very  fact  that  such  methods  or  fraudulent  practices, 
if  any,  were  confined  to  those  8  designated  precincts  destroys  the  theory  of  a  con- 
spiracy. It  is  evident  that  any  such  conspiracy  would  have  and  must  have  extended 
either  to  all  the  precincts  in  a  single  county  or'to  a  large  majority  of  the  precincts  in 
the  district;  but  it  is  admitted  by  the  majoritv  report,  and  by  the  contestant,  that 
in  the  county  of  Dallas  only  8  precincts  are  aftected  by  it,  and  only  3  in  Talladega 
County,  and  none  in  any  of  the  other  counties  or  precincts  of  the  district. 

It  is  idle  and  improper,  therefore,  to  claimf  or  ask  the  House  to  infer,  that  there 
was  any  conspiracy  whatever,  and  we  shall  pass  that  branch  of  the  case  without 
further  comment,  as  being  unworthy  of  our  notice. 

The  minority  found,  further,  that  there  was  in  fact  a  fair  division 
of  the  election  officers  between  the  two  parties  in  nearly  all  the  pre- 
cincts in  Dallas  County.  Contestant  was  not  the  regular  Republican 
nominee,  and  was  a  Populist.  It  was  not  surprising,  therefore,  that 
he  should  claim  that  some  of  the  Republicans  appointed  did  not  repre- 
sent him  personalh\ 

The  minority  went  over  the  precincts  discussed  in  the  majority  report 
in  detail,  reaching  the  conclusions  above  indicated,  and  showed  that  in 
one  county  all  the  election  officers  wer.e  Populists,  which  would  at 
least  balance  contestant's  claim  as  to  Dallas  County,  and  that  in  one 
precinct  there  was  fraud  in  the  interest  of  contestant. 

According  to  the  findings  of  the  minority,  the  contestee  was  elected 
b}'  a  majority  of  2,828. 

The  case  was  fully  debated  in  the  House,  and  the  substitute  resolu- 
tion presented  by  the  minority  was  lost  by  a  vote  of  124  to  144.  The 
majority  resolution  declaring  contestee  not  elected  was  passed  by  a 
vote  (on  division)  of  129  to  114,  and  the  resolution  declaring  contestant 
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elected  by  a  vote  of  142  to  112.     Mr.  Aldrich  was  then  aworu  in,  on 
February  9,  1898. 
[Report  284,  second  session  Fifty -fifth  Congress.] 

(4)  Ckowe  vs.  Underwood. 

Fraud.     Report  fen*  amttstee^  who  reta'vtied  seat. 

According  to  the  returns,  contestee  had  a  majority^  of  5,565  and  a 
plurality  of  7,811  votes.  Contestant  charged  fraud  in  a  large  number 
of  counties  and  precincts,  and  the  committee  found  it  proved  in  some, 
but  not  in  enough  to  change  the  result.  They  therefore  recommended 
resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected.  The  minority  agreed  to  the 
conclusion,  but  not  to  the  statements  of  fact. 

The  resolutions  recommended,  confirming  contestee  in  his  seat,  were 
passed  on  March  2,  1898,  without  division. 

[Report  597,  second  session  Fifty-fifth  Congress.] 

(5)  Willis  vs.  Handy. 

Case  ahandoned.      Contestee  retained  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Tayler. 

The  body  of  the  brief  report  is  as  follows: 

The  contestee,  by  the  official  returns,  received  15,407  votes  and  the  contestant 
1 1,159.  A  notice  of  contest  was  served  on  the  contestee,  but  the  contestant  took  no 
further  formal  action.  He  appeared  before  your  committee  and  declared  his  opinion 
that  the  contestee' s  seat  could  not  be  succesdKilly  attacked  and  that  he  had  abandoned 
the  contest. 

The  resolutions  recommended,  confirming  contestee  in  his  seat,  were 
passed  without  division  on  April  30,  1898. 

[Report  1239,  second  session  Fifty-fifth  Congress.] 

(6)  Hunter  vs.  Rhea. 

Case  ahwnd/med.      Contestee  retained  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Davenport. 

The  body  of  the  brief  report  is  as  follows: 

By  the  official  returns  the  contestee  was  given  a  majority  of  337;  the  contestant 
claimed,  on  his  theory  of  the  case,  to  be  elected  by  a  majority  of  468. 

The  issues  relate  chiefly  to  questions  involving  the  qualifications  of  certain  voters, 
upon  which  differences  pf  opinion  naturally  arise  among  honest  judges  of  election 
and  good  lawyers. 

The  testimony  in  the  case  was  printed  and  briefs  were  filed  with  the  committee. 
Before  the  case  was  set  for  hearing,  the  contestant  ai)peared  before  the  conamittee 
and  declared  that  he  no  lon^r  desired  to  prosecute  his  contest;  that  since  he  began 
the  same  he  had  been  appomted  by  the  President  minister  of  the  United  States  to 
Guatemala.     He  has  entered  upon  and  is  now  dischai^ging  the  duties  of  that  office. 

Your  conunittee  is  of  opinion  that  it  does  not  lose  jurisdiction  of  the  case  by  reason 
of  this  announced  purpose  of  contestant  to  desist  from  the  contest,  but  can  proceed, 
if  it  so  desires,  to  hear  and  report  upon  it  as  in  other  cases. 


'It  should  l)e  explained  that  the  word  "majority"  is  frequently  used  throughout 
this  digest  in  its  popular  sense,  as  equivalent  to  "plurality,"  except  where,  as  in  the 
])re.«ent  ca.*5e,  the  difference  is  large,  or,  as  in  the  Kho<ie  Island  cases,  the  distinction 
IS  important. 
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But  in  the  alinence  of  any  suggestion  of  collusion  between  the  parties,  in  view  of 
the  character  of  the  issues  raisS,  and  aided  by  the  facts  already  recited,  we  do  not 
deem  it  necessary  to  examine  in  detail  the  voluminous  record  in  the  case,  and  deem 
it  our  duty  to  confirm  contestee's  title  to  the  seat  he  now  holds. 

The  resolution  recommended  was  adopted  by  the  House  on  May  17, 
1898,  without  division. 
[Report  1356,  second  session  Fifty -fifth  Conj^ress.] 

(7)  Hudson  vff.  McAleer. 

Case  not  made  mit,  Leare  to  tahy  farther  frHtlmauy  d<mlexl,  Om- 
testee  retained  neat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Royse. 

Contestant  was  an  independent  candidate  and  received  a  very  small 
minoritv  of  the  votes  in  the  district.  He  did  not  claim  the  election  for 
himself,  but  alleged  that  he  could  have  proved  that  contestee  was  not 
elected  if  he  had  not  been  stopped  in  taking  testimony  bv  the  rioU^us 
and  violent  conduct  of  certain  citizens  of  the  district,  lie  therefore 
asked  for  further  time  to  take  testimony,  and  requested  that  a  subc^om- 
mittee  be  sent  to  the  district  to  take  the  testimony.  He  filed  his  own 
affidavit  in  support  of  the  motion.     The  committee  said: 

It  is  nowhere  averred  in  the  affidavit  that  these  facts  and  the  evidence  to  sustain 
them  have  been  discovered  since  the  time  provided  by  the  statute  for  taking  testi- 
mony has  expired.  On  the  contrary,  the  affidavit  carrier  upon  its  fa<.'e  a  very  strong 
inference  that  all  these  facts  were  known  to  the  contestant  at  the  time  he  filed  his 
notice  of  contest,  and  that  all  his  evidence  tending  to  support  the  same  was  then 
known  and  accessible  to  him. 

As  we  understand  contestant's  application,  it  is  not  based  ujwn  the  ground  that  the 
evidence  he  now  desires  leave  to  take  has  been  discovered  since  the  time  expired, 
but  upon  the  reason  that  he  made  every  possible  effort  to  procure  it,  tmt  was  pre- 
vented by  the  riotous  and  violent  l)ehavior  of  certain  citizens  of  the  district  at  the 
place  where  he  was  compelled  to  take  the  same. 

If  such  a  tase  were  made  out,  we  would  have  no  hesitancy  in  recommending  that  con- 
testant's application  be  granted.  The  honest  election  of'each  member  of  this  House 
is  a  matter  of  the  highest  importance,  both  to  this  body  and  to  the  people  at  large. 
When  a  question  is  raised  as  to  the  election  of  one  of  its  meml)ers,  this  House  should 
stand  ready  to  make  a  thorough  investigation,  and  promptly  expel  the  member 
whose  seat  was  obtained  by  fraudulent  or  dishonest  methods.  No  one  should  be 
permitteii  to  prevent  or  impede  such  investigation.  Any  attempt  of  this  kind  should 
be  promptly  and  vigorously  rebuked.  It  can  not  be  assumed  that  such  an  investi- 
gation has  been  hindered  or  prevented.  Until  the  contrary  appears  it  must  l)e  pre- 
sumed that  the  authority  of  Congress  and  the  agencies  provided  to  make  such  inquiry 
have  been  respected  and  obeyed. 

If  contestant  has  been  prevented  by  riot  and  violence  from  procuring  his  testimony, 
such. fact  should  l^  shown  in  some  satisfactory  way,  and  that  the  contestant  was  in 
no  way  to  blame  for  it.  Upon  this  subject  the  amdavit  is  entirely  silent.  We  are 
furnished  no  proof  of  this  but  the  unsworn  statement  of  contestant's  counsel,  which 
is  denied  by  counsel  for  contestee;  and  we  do  not  feel  that  this  is  sufficient.  We 
therefore  recommend  that  the  application  to  take  further  testimonv  be  denied.  Con- 
testant admitted  before  the  committee  that  he  was  not  elected  to  the  Fifty-lifth 
Congress  from  this  district.  The  utmost  of  his  contention  was  that  contestee  also 
was  not  elected.  It  is  not  insisted  by  contestant  that  this  is  shown  by  the  evidence 
already  taken;  and  even  if  it  were  we  could  not  agree  with  him. 

The  resolutions  recommended,  confirming  contestee  in  his  seat,  were 
passed  by  the  House  on  Fi>bruary  5,  1898,  without  division. 
[Report  854,  second  session  Fifty -fifth  Congress.] 
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(8)  Vanderburg  vs.  Tongue. 

Irreg^darities;  illegal  votes;  leat^e  to  take  furtltei'  testiviony  detiled, 
Contestee  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr,  Royse. 

The  returns  fi*om  the  district  were  not  in  evidence,  but  it  wtis  admit- 
ted that  contestee  was  elected  on  the  face  of  the  returns.  Contestee 
admitted  the  charges  of  irregularities  in  most  of  the  precincts  of  one 
county,  but  as  the  committee  did  not  have  the  vote  of  that  county 
before  them,  they  could  not  tell  what  effect  the  irregularities  had  on 
the  vote.  There  was  also  evidence  as  to  one  precinct  in  another 
county,  showing  that  some  persons,  not  over  25,  voted  illegally,  and 
that  there  were  other  irregularities.  Contestant  asked  for  leave  to 
take  further  testimony,  but  as  he  failed  to  show  that  he  had  been  rea- 
sonably diligent  in  procuring  testimony  within  the  statutory  time,  the 
committee  recommended  that  the  application  be  denied. 

The  resolutions  recommended,  declaring  contestee  elected,  were 
passed  by  the  House  on  February  14,  1898,  without  division. 

[Report  437,  second  session  Fifty-fifth  Congress.] 

(9)  Fairciiild  vs.  Ward. 


Wrmig  name  on  official  ballot  vn  party  column.     Majm*lty  rejHrri 
contestee;  report  hy  Mr.  Gaines  for  contestant.     Cmitestee  retained 


4  for 

■d  the 

seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Royse;  dissenting  report  by  Mr.  Gaines. 

Contestant  and  contestee  were  both  Republican  candidates,  nominated 
by  conventions  professing  to  be  the  regular  Republican  conventions. 
Contestant  had  represented  the  district  in  the  previous  Congress. 
There  was  a  dispute  as  to  which  name  should  be  placed  in  the  party 
column  on  the  official  ballot.  Contestee's  name  was  placed  in  the  reg- 
ular column  and  contestant's  in  an  independent  column,  and  at  the  elec- 
tion contestee  received  30,709  votes  and  contestant  770.  Contestant 
alleged  that  he  was  in  fact  the  regular  nominee,  and  that  his  name 
should  have  been  placed  in  the  regular  column,  and  charged  that  con- 
testee had  wrongfully  and  fraudulently  procured  his  name  to  be  placed 
in  the  Republican  column  by  tricks,  devices,  and  abuse  of  the  process 
of  the  courts.  He  maintained,  first,  that  the  votes  cast  and  counted 
for  the  contestee  under  the  Republican  emblem  be.  counted  for  him, 
and  that*he  be  therefore  given  the  seat;  or,  second,  that  if  the  votes 
could  not  be  so  counted,  then  the  election  should  be  declared  void. 
Several  of  the  committee  seem  to  have  been  of  the  opinion  that  Mr. 
Fairchild  was  in  fact  the  regular  nominee,  but  all  but  Mr.  Gaines  sub- 
scribed to  the  report,  holding  that  Mr.  Ward,  having  actually  received 
the  majority  of  the  votes,  was  elected  and  entitled  to  retain  the  seat. 

There  had  been  two  Republican  committees  appointed  in  the  district, 
one  in  1894  and  the  other,  claiming  to  succeed  it  in  authority,  in  1896. 
Both  committees  called  conventions,  and  contestant  was  nominated  by 
the  convention  called  by  the  1894  committee  and  contestee  by  the  con- 
vention called  by  the  1896  committee.  Both  candidates  filed  with  the 
secretary  of  state  certificates  of  nomination.  The  secretary  of  state 
decided  in  favor  of  contestant.  Contestee  then  brought  proceedings 
before  Judge  Edwards,  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  third 
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judicial  district,  to  review  the  decision  of  the  secretary  of  state.  The 
review  was  heard,  a  question  of  jurisdiction  being  heard  and  over- 
ruled, and  the  decision  of  the  secretary  of  state  was  reversed  and  con- 
testee  declared  the  regular  nominee.  Contestant  appealed  to  the 
appellate  division  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  third  judicial  depart- 
ment, which  affirmed  the  decision  of  Justice  Edwards.  The  secretary 
of  state  then  directed  that  the  name  of  contestee  be  placed  on  the 
official  ballots,  and  the  election  was  held,  with  the  result  above  stated. 
Subsequently  an  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  was  heard  and  the 
decision  of  the  courts  below  was  reversed  on  the  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion, the  court  holding  that  as  the  parties  to  the  case  resided  and  the 
district  was  situated  in  the  second  judicial  district  the  proceedings 
should  have  been  brought  in  this  instead  of  the  third  district.  The 
court,  however,  on  account  of  the  possible  importance  of  the  issue  at 
subsequent  elections,  went  on  to  consider  the  merits  of  the  case,  and 
held  that  contestant  was  the  regular  nominee  and  should  have  been 
placed  as  such  on  the  official  ballot. 

The  committee  stated  contestant's  alternate  claims,  to  have  the  regu- 
lar Republican  votes  counted  for  himself  or  to  declare  the  election 
void,  and  said: 

Both  these  propositions  assume,  it  must  Ije  remembered,  that  contestant  was  the 
re^lar  nominee  of  the  Republican  party  and  entitled  to  have  his  name  go  on  the 
bskllot  as  such,  and  that  he  was  dei>nved  of  that  right  wrongfully,  and  that,  too,  b^ 
a  void  decision.  It  will  not  be  seriously  contended  that  if  he  was  deprived  of  this 
right  by  a  decision  that  was  simply  erroneous,  but  not  void,  it  would  authorize  us 
to  transfer  to  him  the  votes  counted  for  contestee,  or  that  it  would  invalidate  the 
elec'tion. 

It  is  by  no  means  clear  from  the  evidence  that  contestant  was  the  regular  nominee 
of  the  Republican  party.  The  evidence  on  this  point  is  in  an  irreconcilable  conflict. 
There  is  much  to  support  the  claims  of  each  of  these  parties.  Your  committee  is 
unable  to  agree  as  to  which  one  was  entitled  to  have  his  name  placed  upon  the  ballot 
as  the  Republican  candidate. 

Contestant  insists  that  the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  [)ractically  settles  the 
whole  controversy  in  his  favor.  While  admitting  that  an  opinion  of  a  court  of  such 
high  standing  is  entitled  to  great  respect,  yet  we  do  not  feel  that  it  has  all  the  effect 
which  contestant  thinks  should  be  attached  to  it.  When  this  court  held  that  Jus- 
tice Edwards  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  proceedings  to  review,  it  ousted  its  own  juris- 
diction to  render  an  opinion  upon  the  merits  of  the  case  which  would  be  conclusive 
upon  the  parties.     Whatever  it  said  upon  that  subject  was  clearly  obiter  dictum. 

It  is  clear  to  us  that  the  court  did  not  contemplate  that  its  decision  should  in  any 
manner  affect  the  election  already  held. 

And  in  any  case  the  committee  could  not  alter  the  result  of  the 
election. 

If  we  were  to  assume  "that  contestant  was  the  regular  nominee  of  his  party,  and 
that  he  had  been  deprived  of  the  right  to  have  his  name  go  upon  the  official  ballot 
in  the  Republican  column  by  a  decision  that  was  void,  because  of  the  want  of  juris- 
diction in  the  justice  of  the  supreme  court  who  made  the  same,  still  we  do  not 
believe  that  we  would  be  >authonzed  to  count  for  him  the  votes  cast  for  Mr.  Ward; 
nor  do  we  think  we  could  declare  the  election  void. 

Contestant  had  himself  advised  Republicans  to  vote  the  straight 
Republican  ticket,  with  contestee's  name  on  it,  and  all  the  circum- 
stances were  genei-allv  known  and  understood. 

There  was  no  deception  practiced  upon  the  Republican  electors  in  the  district. 
There  is  no  proof  but  that  all  that  had  been  done  with  reference  to  the  printing  of  the 
ballot  was  fully  known  to  all  of  them.  The  means  of  obtaining  this  information 
was  ample  and  within  their  reach. 

It  must  therefore  be  presumed,  in  the  al:)8enc^»  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that 
when  they  went  into  the  polling  places  to  vote  they  knew  Mr,  Ward's  name  was  on 
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the  ballot  as  the  regular  nominee  of  the  Republican  party,  and  that  if  they  voted  the 
straight  Republican  ticket  their  votes  would  be  counted  for  him.  The  evidence  of 
several  of  these  voters  is  in  the  record.  They  all  say  that,  while  they  would  have 
preferred  to  vote  for  Mr.  Fairchild,  yet  they  knew  that  Mr.  Ward's  name  was  on  the 
nallot  in  the  Republican  column;  that  they  supposed  that  the  decision  of  Justice 
l<>lwartls  and  the  supreme  court  had  settled  that  Mr.  Ward  was  the  regular  nominee 
of  the  Republican  party,  and  they  voted  for  him  accordingly.    *    *    * 

It  is  clear  that  the  elet;tors  who  voted  the  Republican  ticket  never  intended  that 
tlieir  votes  should  be  counted  for  any  other  person  as  Representative  in  the  Fifty-fifth 
Conj^cress  than  Mr.  Ward.  They  could  only  make  known  their  choice  through  the 
ballot  they  voted.  There  is  no  other  lawful  method  of  ascertaining  the  wishes  of  the 
electjors.  In  the  absence  of  deception  by  means  of  which  the  elector  is  made  to 
unwittingly  vote  for  some  one  he  never  intende*!  to  vote  for  he  can  not  be  heard  to 
say  that  this  ballot  does  not  express  his  choice.  This  rule  is  essential  to  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  ballot  system,  and  must  be  adhered  to  so  long  as  we  use  this  method  of 
registering  the  wishes  of  the  elector. 

The  electors  acquiesced  in  the  decision  of  Justice  Edwards  and  the  action  of  the 
Re<;retary  of  state,  and  voted  the  ballot  thus  prepared  for  them  with  a  clear  under- 
standing of  what  they  were  doing.  When  they  placed  their  cross  in  the  circle  at  the 
head  of  the  Republican  column  they  thereby  saia  that  William  L.  Ward  is  the  person 
whom  we  desire  shall  represent  us  in  the  Fifty-fifth  Congress.  Now,  upon  what 
authority  can  we  say  that  the  voter  did  not  intend  all  that  his  ballot  expresses?  To 
do  this  we  would  be  obliged  to  go  outside  of  his  ballot  and  ascertain  his  choice  by 
means  other  than  through  his  ballot.  This  is  contrary,  not  only  to  the  law  of  the 
State  w^herein  this  election  was  held,  but  the  law  of  the  United  States.  The  voters 
of  this  district  did  not  say  through  the  l>allot  that  it  was  their  wish  that  contestant 
should  represent  them  in  the  Fifty-fifth  Congress;  hence  it  would  be  a  clear  \nolation 
of  law  to  declare  him  elected. 

Regard  must  also  be  had  to  the  Republican  electors  who  actually  desired  the  election 
of  contestee. 

The  committee,  moreover,  were  of  the  opinion  that  Justice  Edwards 
did  have  jurisdiction  to  review  the  decision  of  the  secretary  of  state. 

But  we  can  not  agree  with  the  court  of  appeals  that  Justice  Edwards  did  not  have 
jurisdiction  of  the  proceedings  to  review  the  decision  of  the  secretary  of  state.  By 
the  express  terms  oi  the  statute  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  was  conferred  upon 
every  justice  of  the  supreme  court — ^and  Judge  Edwards  was  a  justice  of  that  court-. 
The  only  question  lef^  in  doubt  was  in  what  judicial  district  the  proceedings  should 
be  brought. 

Upon  this  subject  the  statute  is  uncertain.  It  was  by  means  of  construction  and 
a  balancing  of  the  considerations  which  in  it-s  opinion  must  have  governed  the  legis- 
lative mind  that  the  court  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  proceedings  should  be 
brought  in  the  district  where  the  contestant  and  contestee  resided.  It  was  of  opinion 
that  the  legislature  did  not  intend  that  the  parties  substantially  interested  m  the 
controversy  should  be  compelled  to  travel  long  distances  outside  of  the  districts 
where  they  resided  in  order  to  litigate  such  questions. 

As  the  proceedings  in  the  case  in  hand  were  not  brought  in  the  judicial  district 
where  contestant  and  contestee  resided,  it  therefore  held  that  Justice  Edwards  had 
no  jurisdiction.  It  will  readily  be  seen  that  all  this  reasoning  has  reference  only  to 
juriBcliction  over  the  real  parties  to  the  controversy  and  has  no  application  to  the 
jurindiction  of  the  supreme  court  over  the  subject-matter.  So  far  as  the  controversy 
is  concern^,  it  coula  be  heard  in  one  district  as  well  as  in  another. 

The  reasoning  by  which  the  court  of  appeals  reached  the  conclusion  that  Justice 
Edwartls  did  not  have  jurisdiction  looks  only  to  the  convenience  of  the  real  parties 
to  the  controversv.     The  rieht  to  have  the  proceedings  brought  in  the  district  where 
th(»8e  parties  re.sicled  is  one  they  can  insist  upon  or  not,  as  best  suits  th^ir  pleasure.     It 
can  be  waived  by  them  if  they  so  desire,  and,  when  it  is  so  waived,  the  jurisdiction 
over  their  |)ersons  is  just  as  complete  and  the  judgment  the  court  renders  just  as 
binding  as  if  the  i)roceedings  had  been  brought  in  the  district  of  their  residence. 
The  want  of  jurisniction  over  the  parties  must  be  taken  advantage  of  at  the  first 
opportunity,  and  if  this  is  not  done  it  is  deemed  to  have  been  waived.    After  it  has 
once  l)een  waived  it  can  not  afterwards  be  called  in  question.    These  rules  are  ele- 
mentary and  so  well  established  and  are  so  familiar  as  to  require  no  citations  of 
authority.    When  they  are  applied  to  the  case  as  it  stood  before  Justice  Edwards 
there  is  no  doubt  about  his  jurisdiction. 

H.  Doc.  510 36 
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Mr.  Ward,  by  the  act  of  bringing  the  proceedings,  had  submitted  his  person  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  Justice  Edwards.  He  could  not  thereafter  complain  of  a  jurisdiction 
which  he  himself  had  invoked.  .  The  secretary  of  state  did  not  object  to  the  assumed 
jurisdiction  of  Justice  Edwards  over  his  pereon.  He  thereby  waived  his  right  to 
question  it. 

It  has  been  seen  that  Mr.  Fairchild  on  his  own  motion  was  made  a  party  to  the 

Eroceedings.  He  thereby  submitted  his  person  to  the  jurisdiction  of  Justice  Edwards, 
[e  could  not  have  been  made  a  party  without  doing  this.  His  application  to  be 
made  a  party  was  without  any  reservation.  He  can  not  come  into  the  case  by  his 
own  free  will  and  then  be  permitted  to  say  that  he  is  wrongfully  in.  He  was  not  a 
party  to  the  proceedings  until  made  so  at  his  own  request.  In  thcfirst  instance  Jus- 
tice Edwards  was  not  attempting  to  exercise  any  jurisdiction  over  his  i>er8on.  It  is 
tnie  that  after  he  was  admitted  as  a  party  to  the  proceedings  he  did  question  the 
jurisdiction  of  Justice  Edwards,  but  it  was  then  too  late  to  take  advantage  of  that 
fault.  He  had  waived  his  right  to  insist  u{x>n  this  by  becoming  a  partv  to  the  suit 
at  his  own  raiuest.  He  was  then  within  the  jurisdiction  of  Justice  Edwards.  *  *  ♦ 
We  therefore  think  that  Justice  Edwards  had  jurisdiction  over  the  proceedings  to 
review,  and  over  all  the  parties  thereto,  and  possessed  full  power  and  authoritv  to 
make  the  order  issued  by  him.  It  must  follow  that  the  order  so  made  was  bin<}ing 
on  the  contestant,  the  contestee,  and  the  secretary  of  state. 

The  order  was  at  least  in  torce  when  the  election  was  held,  and  a 
reversal  of  it  afterwards  could  not  affect  the  election.  All  proceed- 
ings under  the  law  were  required  to  be  summary,  and  to  be  complete 
before  a  certain  date  preceding  the  election.  It  was  evidentlj'^  dis- 
tinctly contemplated  that  even  an  erroneous  decision,  unless  reviewed 
by  this  date,  must  stand.     The  legislature — 

knew,  of  course,  that  such  erroneous  decisions  were  possible,  but  it  felt  that  greater 
good  would  result  from  abiding  by  them  than  by  overturning  an  election  because  of 
such  mistaken  decision.  Any  other  course  would  involve  the  results  of  an  election 
in  uncertainty. 

But  even  if  Justice  Edwards  did  not  have  jurisdiction  of  the  proceeding  Ixjfore  him 
the  invalidity  of  his  order  would  not  render  the  election  void  unless  it  should  further 
appear  that  the  decision  was  erroneous  and  that  a  number  of  voters  equal  to  con- 
testee's  plurality  were  deceived  thereby. 

The  committee  therefore  recommended  resolutions  declaring  con- 
testee elected.  * 

Mr.  Gaines  presented  an  elaborate  dissenting  report,  signed  only  by 
himself,  arguing  that  in  a  State  like  New  York,  where  the  names  of 
candidates  are  printed  in  party  columns  and  it  is  provided  that  the 
voter  can  vote  a  straight  ticket  by  making  a  single  mark  at  the  head 
of  the  column,  the  right  to  be  placed  in  the  correct  column  is  an 
important  legal  right  of  candidates,  and  the  right  to  vote  for  their 
party  nominee  as  such,  and  not  as  an  independent  candidate,  is  an 
important  legal  right  of  the  voter.  Contestant  had  been  deprived  of 
this  right  by  the  arbitrary  conduct  of  contestee  and  the  misuse  of  the 
processes  of  law.  He  would  unquestionably  have  been  elected  if  his 
name  had  been  correctl}^  placed,  and  the  evident  intention  of  the  voters 
who  voted  the  straight  Kepublican  ticket  should  be  carried  out,  by 
counting  their  votes  for  the  candidate  who  was  in  fact  the  legal 
nominee. 

The  case  was  fully  debated  in  the  House,  and  the  resolution  that 
contestant  was  not  elected  was  passed  by  a  vote  of  162  to  30.  The 
resolution  declaring  contestee  elected  was  then  (on  April  11,  1898) 
passed  by  a  vote  of  138  to  42. 

[Report  798,  second  session  Fifty-fifth  Congress.] 
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(10)  Ryan  vh.  Brewster. 

Ballot  machine  used,      Contestte  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Maguire. 

The  only  substantial  allegation  in  the  case  was  that  the  voting  in  the 
city  of  Rochester  was  done  by  a  device  known  as  the  '^  Myers  ballot 
mac*hine,"  instead  of  by  written  or  printed  ballots.  There  was  no 
charge  or  evidence  that  anyone  was  deprived  of  his  vote  or  otherwise 
iniured  by  the.  use  of  the  machine.  There  were  ballots  provided 
which  anyone  could  have  used  if  he  chose  to  do  so  (but  none  did). 
Contestee  also  had  a  large  majority  in  the  district  outside  of  Rochester. 
'•The  views  above  expressed  render  it  unnecessary  to  Dass  upon  the 
legality  of  the  Myers  ballot  machine." 

The  committee  therefore  presented  resolutions  declarmg  contestee 
elected,  which  on  March  30,  1898,  passed  the  House  without  division. 

[Report  892,  second  session  Fifty -fifth  Congress.] 

(11)  RoMAiN  vs,  Meyer. 

Fraud j'  ille<jal  voting,     Repart  for  cmite^tee^  wlw  retahied  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Olmsted. 

Contestee,  who  was  the  Democratic  candidate,  received  10,776  votes. 
There  were  two  Republican  candidates — Livaudais,  the  regular  nomi- 
nee (who  had  practically  withdrawn),  who  received  401  votes,  and  con- 
testant, independent  Republican,  nominated  on  petition,  who  received 
4,022.  Contestant  claimed  that  he  had  been  given  no  representation 
at  the  polls  in  the  parish  of  Orleans.  Under  the  law,  all  parties  cast- 
ing as  much  as  10  per  cent  of  the  vote  at  the  previous  election  were  to 
be  given  a  representative,  to  be  selected  from  lists  ''furnished  by  each 
of  uie  several  political  parties  and  nominating  bodies."  The  chairman 
of  the  executive  committee  of  the  Republican  party  had  submitted  the 
legal  lists  and  the  Republican  appointments  were  made  from  them. 
Contestant  had  also  submitted  a  'Mist  of  citizens  of  Republican  faith," 
but  the  committee  found  that  the  100  voters  who  signed  contestant's 
nominating  petition  were  not  a  political  party  that  had  cast  10  per 
cent  of  the  votes  at  the  preceding  election.  If  they  were,  they  and  not 
contestant  would  have  been  authorized  to  submit  a  list,  and  the  list 
would  have  had  to  be  a  list  representing  themselves,  not,  as  proposed, 
a  list  representing  the  Republiciin  partv.  The  regular  Republican 
candidate  was  not  seeking  the  election,  and  was  favorable  to  contestant, 
but  he  had  not  legally  withdrawn  or  his  name  would  not  have  been  on 
the  official  ballots.  The  law  contemplated  party  and  not  personal 
representation  on  the  election  boards. 

C/Ontestant  also  claimed  that  some  of  the  election  commissioners  were 
not  appointed  the  required  thirty  days  before  the  election,  but  the  evi- 
dence showed  that  most  of  them  were,  and  explained  the  slight  delay 
in  appointing  the  rest.  "Delay  in  appointing  commissioners  or 
inspectors  does  not  vitiate  an  election  held  by  them,  otherwise  it  would 
be  in  the  power  of  the  board  of  supervisors  to  defeat  every  election 
by  delaying  such  appointments." 

A  new  law  had  gone  into  effect  in  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  requiring 
the  redistricting  of  the  city  into  many  small  precincts,  of  not  over  200 
votes  each,  "tbe  boundaries  and  precincts  to  be  fixed  as  above  not 
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to  be  changed  within  three  months  prior  to  any  genei-al  election." 
The  firat  redistrictinff  was  not  entirely  accomplished  until  within  one 
month  prior  to  this  election,  but  the  committee  held  that  the  three 
months  limit  of  the  law  did  not  apply  to  the  first  establishment  of  the 
districts.  Some  inconvenience  was  doubtless  caused,  but  there  w^as  no 
evidence  how  much,  or  that  it  could  have  changed  the  result. 

There  were  some  irregularities  in  the  sealing  and  delivery  of  the 
packages  of  official  ballots,  but  nothing  which  the  committee  regarded 
as  essential.  There  was  also  proof  that  one  official  ballot  was  in  unau- 
thorized hands  before  the  election,  and  evidence  that  some  others  may 
have  been,  but  there  was  no  indication  that  any  harm  was  done.  In  a 
few  precincts  the  official  cards  of  instruction  may  not  have  been 
posted,  but  there  was  no  showing  that  any  votes  were  lost. 

The  principal  contention  of  contestant  was  that  14,000  votes  were 
cast  in  the  city  of  New  Orleans  on  fraudulent  registration  certificates, 
and  as  about  half  the  city  was  in  this  district  he  asked  that  7,000  votes 
be  deducted  from  the  vote  of  contestee.  The  registration  of  Louisiana 
was  a  permanent  one,  but  the  law  provided  for  the  purging  of  the 
registry  lists  by  a  joint  canvass  made  by  accredited  representatives  of 
opposing  parties.  The  names  erased  were  required  to  be  published 
three  days  in  the  newspapers,  and  opportunity  was  given  the  parties 
to  show  cause  for  correction.  Even  on  election  day  a  voter  possessing 
a  valid  registration  certificate,  though  struck  off  the  list,  could  vote  on 
making  proper  proof  of  identity  and  residence.  Early  in  the  year  of 
this  election  there  was  a  joint  canvass,  and  13,000  or  14,000  names 
were  stricken  from  the  list  of  the  whole  city.  On  the  day  of  the  elec- 
tion the  registrar  of  voters,  under  a  mistaken  view  of  the  law,  issued 
instructions  to  election  officers  not  to  receive  votes  on  the  presentation 
of  certificates  and  aiffidavits,  but  to  send  voters  to  him  tor  registry. 
Later  in  the  day  the  mistake  was  corrected  and  votes  were  received  on 
affidavit.  It  was  not  shown  that  any  legal  voters  were  prevented  from 
voting,  and  there  were  certainly  not  enough  tx>  affect  the  result. 

Contestant  claimed  that  there  was  a  conspiracy  to  use  these  14,000 
names  and  the  outstanding  certificates  corresponding  to  them  as  the 
basis  of  illegal  votes,  and  tnat  the  first  step  in  tnis  conspiracy  to  receive 
such  votes  was  the  above-mentioned  letter  of  instruction  not  to  receive 
them.  The  committee  held  that  the  letter  would  have  the  opposite 
effect,  if  any.  There  was  no  evidence  that  a  single  obsolete  certificate 
was  used,  or  attempted  to  be  used,  and  the  committee  held  that  it  was 
too  much  to  presume  without  evidence  that  14,000  of  them  were  used, 
backed  by  14,000  perjured  affidavits  and  supported  by  28.000  perjured 
witnesses,  and  that  7,000  of  these  were  used  m  the  First  district,  all  in 
the  interest  of  contestee.  Unless  this  claim  (which,  it  was  also  noted, 
was  not  made  in  the  notice  of  contest)  were  allowed,  contestant's  case 
could  not  be  sustained,  and  the  committee  therefore  reported  resolu- 
tions declaring  contestee  elected,  which,  on  June  6,  1898,  passed  the 
House  without  division. 

[Report  1521,  second  session  Fifty-fifth  Congress.] 

(12)  Gazin  vs.  Meyer. 

Votes  not  counted,      Contestte  retabitd  seat, 

Keport  by  Mr.  Olmsted. 

This  was  another  case,  brought  against  the  contestee  in  the  pre- 
ceding case,  growing  out  of  the  same  election.     On  the  returns  con- 
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teatee  received  10,776  and  contestant  113  votes.     Contestant  served 
notice  of  contest,  consisting  of  the  following  specifications: 

First.  That  the  votes  cast  for  me  at  various  i>recinct8  in  the  city  of  New  Orleans 
were  not  counted  and  returned  by  the  commissioners  of  election  as  cast. 

Second.  That  the  commissioners  of  election,  in  violation  of  their  oath  of  office, 
counted  votes  in  your  favor  that  were  cast  for  me. 

Testimony  was  taken  only  on  the  first  specification,  and  consisted  of 
the  depositions  of  31  persons,  who  testined  that  they  voted  for  con- 
testant, or  attempted  to  do  so.  Half  of  these  either  voted  at  precincts 
where  as  many  votes  were  returned  for  contestant  as  were  proved  for 
him  or  did  not  remember  where  they  voted. 

Fifteen  witnesses  in  different  parts  of  the  city  testified  that  they  vot-ed  for  Mr. 
Gazin,  while  the  returns  from  the  several  precincts  fail  to  show  any  votes  counted 
for  him.  There  is  evidence  that  in  the  precincts  in  which  some  of  these  persons 
voted  a  few  votes  were  thrown  out  because  improperly  marked,  the  voter  having 
stamped  too  many  candidates  for  the  same  office,  or  in  some  other  way  failed  to  indi- 
cate his  choice  of  candidates  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  act  of  assembly.  It  is 
impossible  to  say  whether  any  of  the  ballots  so  thrown  out  were  those  in  wnich  the 
voter  had  attempted  or  intended  to  vote  for  the  contestant. 

The  few  votes  covered  by  the  testimony  were  all  that  contestant 
could  possibly  claim,  and  the  committee  reported  a  resolution  declar- 
ing him  not  elected,  which,  on  June  6,  1898,  was  passed  by  the  House 
without  division. 

[Report  1520,  second  session  Fifty -fifth  Congress.] 

(13)  Thorp  vm.  Epes. 

Partwan  appointment  of  electimi  officers;    chstruction  of  voting; 
fraud.     Majority  report  for  contestant;  minority  report  for  contestee. 
Contestant  neatea. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Walker;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Miers. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  plurality  of  2,621  votes. 
There  were  also  491  votes  cast  for  one  J.  L.  Thorp,  an  obscure  per- 
son, a  supporter  of  contestee,  and  not  a  bona  fide  candidate,  which 
were  doubtless  intended  for  contestant,  but  the  committee  did  not  dis- 
cuss the  question  of  counting  them  for  him. 

Contestant  claimed  that  he  should  be  allowed  the  votes  of  voters 
who  were  at  the  polls  endeavoring  to  vote  for  him,  but  at  the  close  of 
the  polls  were  still  unable  to  vote.  They  made  statements  of  their 
intention  to  vote  at  the  time  and  signed  or  authorized  the  signature  of 
their  names  to  tally  lists.  A  large  part  of  them  were  also  called  as 
witnesses.  Contestant  also  claimed  tnat  the  vote  of  a  large  number  of 
precincts  where  there  were  no  Republican  election  officers,  or  no  com- 
petent ones,  and  where  fraud,  sucn  as  this  situation  would  make  easy, 
was  shown,  should  be  excluded. 

The  committee  counted  623  of  the  excluded  votes,  being  the  ones 
sworn  to  by  the  voters  themselves.  They  also  rejected  19  polls  where 
there  was  no  Republican  representation,  and  6  where  the  Republican 
representative  was  educationally  unfit,  or  was  not  recognizea  by  the 
party  as  a  Republican,  stating  also  that  frauds  were  proved  at  all  these 
precincts.  Rejecting  all  these,  and  counting  the  excluded  votes,  and 
133  other  votes  conceded  by  contestee,  the  committee  found  a  majority 
of  812  for  contestant.  They  also  presented  a  table  to  show  that  if  no 
polls  were  excluded,  but  the  evidence  of  the  lists  and  tallies  was  taken 
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for  the  fuU  numbers  shown  on  these  lists,  contestant  would  still  have 
a  ^urality  of  307. 

The  excluded  voters  were  in  line  when  the  polls  closed  and  had  been 
endeavoring  to  vote  for  many  hours  without  success.  Circumstances 
were  shown  by  the  testimony,  which  tbe  committee  discussed  by  pre- 
cincts, showing  that  the  slowness  of  voting  was  unnecessary  and  was 
sometimes  deliberately  promoted  by  such  devices  as  alternating  white 
and  black  votes,  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  more  numerous  race,  and 
the  like.  The  committee  also  discussed,  by  precincts,  the  evidence  in 
regard  to  the  polls  rejected  for  fraud. 

^  On  the  general  character  and  history  of  the  district,  the  committee 
said: 

Before  considering  in  detail  the  facts  developed  by  the  record  bearing  upon  this 
particular  case,  attention  is  invited  to  the  location  of  the  district,  the  character  of 
its  population,  and  the  political  affiliations  of  the  voters  as  shown  by  the  results 
of  former  elections,  and  the  testimony  of  prominent  citizens  whose  testimony  appears 
in  the  record.  The  Fourth  district  of  Virginia  is  located  in  the  heart  of  what  is 
known  as  the  black  belt  of  the  State,  so  called  because  of  the  large  preponderance 
of  the  colored  over  the  white  population.  That  in  redistricting  the  State  by  the 
Democratic  legislature^  it  was  designedly  made  a  Republican  district  by  grouping 
counties  having  Republican  majorities  can  hardly  be  questione<l  when  it  is  remem- 
bered that  at  the  time  every  county,  including  the  city  of  Petersburg,  was  under 
the  control  of  the  Republicans.  For  more  than  a  quarter  of  a  century  the  district 
has  been  represented  in  Congress  but  once  by  a  Democrat  whose  seat  was  not  con- 
tested. Only  three  times  before  this  has  a  Democrat  been  retiirned  as  elected,  and 
twice  has  the  election  been  impeached  successfully  for  frauds  practiced  by  election 
officers.  Elections  held  in  this  section  of  the  State  have  l)ecome  notoriously  corrupt, 
false,  and  untrustworthy  l^ecause  of  the  bad  character  and  fraudulent  practices  of 
election  officers  appointed  by  partisan  Democratic  electoral  boards,  which  in  many 
instances  flagrantly,  willfully,  and  defiantly  disr^»rd  the  salutary  provision  of  the 
law  requiring  judges  to  be  selected  from  competent  voters  known  to  belong  to  different 
political  parties,  selecting  as  such  judges  only  partisan  Democrats  in  many  cases,  or, 
often  when  the  law  is  pretendedly  observed,  selecting  as  a  representative  of  the 
Republican  party  ignorant  colored  men  not  recognized  as  morally  or  |X)litically  fit 
to  represent  that  party.     *    *    * 

This  fair  statement  of  the  previous  history  of  the  district  and  its  political  condition 
would  in  itself  Im?  sufficient  to  cast  suspicion  upon  the  honesty  and  fairness  of  returns 
which  gave  contestee  a  plurality  of  2,621  over  contestant,  \vho  was  the  regular  Repub- 
liban  nominee,  and  the  only  Republican  candidate  for  Congress. 

The  committee  also  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  failure  to 
appoint  Rei)ublican  election  officers  was  in  the  face  of  the  decision  of 
the  House  in  the  case  of  Thoip  m,  McKenney,  in  the  preceding 
Congress: 

In  that  case  great  stress  was  laid,  both  in  the  argument  and  the  report,  upon  the 
failure  of  the  electoral  board  to  comply  with  this  very  provision  of  the  law  at  these 
same  precincts  in  this  same  county;  the  committee  going  so  fai  as  to  sa}^,  following 
numerous  decisions,  that  the  failure  to  observe  this  requirement  was  in  itself  prima 
facie  evidence  of  fraud. 

In  answer  to  contestee's  claim  that  contestant  should  have  introduced 
the  registration  books  to  show  that  the  excluded  voters  claimed  by 
him  were  legally  registered,  the  committee  said: 

This  objection  is  based  upon  the  idea  that  the  registration  book  is  primary  evi- 
dence as  to  whether  a  voter  is  registered  or  not,  and  that  no  other  prooi  of  that  fact 
can  be  received. 

The  registration  books  in  Virginia  are  not  public  records  to  which  verity  can  be 
attached.  In  fact,  they  are  only  prima  facie  evidence  that  a  man  is  a  voter  and  may 
be  attacked  by  parole  evidence  in  many  ways.  It  is  true  they  are  the  best  evidence 
as  to  whether  a  voter*s  name  is  on  the  registration  book,  but  the  fact  that  it  is  on  the 
book  is  not  conclusive  evidence  that  he  is  a  registered  voter,  and  the  fact  that  his 
name  is  not  on  the  book  is  not  conclusive  evidence  that  he  is  not  a  registereii  voter. 
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The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the  excluded  person  is  a  legally  qualified  voter 
at  the  precinct  at  which  he  offers  to  vote,  and  not  the  question  whether  his  name  is 
on  the  registration  list  or  not. 

As  to  the  importance  of  giving  both  parties  representation  on  the 
boards,  the  committee  said: 

There  is  no  more  important  provision  of  the  law  for  the  preservation  of  the  purity 
of  elections  anywhere  than  the  giving  of  op{>osing  parties  representation  among  the 
election  ofiicers,  and  nowhere  is  such  a  provision  more  important  than  in  Virginia, 
where  representatives  of  opposing  parties  are  not  admitted  into  the  polling  room  until 
after  the  ballot  box  has  been  opened  and  the  ballots  handled  and  counted  by  the 
election  officers.  It  can  not  be  contended  that  the  electoral  boards  failed  by  ina<l- 
vertence  to  comply  with  this  law,  for  their  attention  was  called  to  its  importance 
both  by  the  report  in  the  last-named  case  (Thorp  vs.  McKenney)  and  by  the  Repub- 
lican county  chairman. 

We  are  constrained,  therefore,  to  conclude  that  it  was  designedlv  done  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  enabling  partisan  election  officers  to  defeat  the  will  of  the  voters  as 
declared  at  the  polls.  If  any  doubt  existed  as  to  this  design  it  would  disappear 
Ix^fore  the  evidence  in  this  case,  which,  as  before  shown,  discloses  that  frauds,  ille- 
galities, and  irregularities  were  perpetrated  by  these  Democratic  election  officers  at 
every  precinct  where  this  law  was  disregarded. 

All  that  is  here  said  with  reference  to  the  refusal  of  the  Democratic  electoral  boards 
to  comply  with  the  law  requiring  the  selection  of  judges  known  to  belong  to  different 
political  parties  applies  with  as  much  force  to  those  precincts  where  these  boards,  in 
pretending  to  comply  with  the  law,  selected  as  representatives  of  the  Republican 
jMirty  men  who  were  not  recognize<i  by  that  party  as  Republicans,  or  were  educa- 
tionally or  morally  unfit  to  be  judges  of  election. 

The  minority  disagreed  upon  nearly  all  of  these  points.  As  to  the 
general  statements  and  findings  of  the  majority  report,  the}'  said: 

If  the  recommendation  of  the  majority  is  adopted  })y  the  House,  a  gross  outrage 
will  be  jHTiKitrated,  not  only  upon  the  contestant,  but  upon  the  country  and  upon 
the  House  itself;  a  precedent  wUl  be  bet  and  a  rule  of  action  adopted  which  will  be 
most  dangen)us. 

The  rei)ort  of  the  majority  of  the  committee  disregards  the  plainest  principles  of 
law;  it  mi.sstates  and  garbles  evidence;  it  disfranchises  the  entire  city  of  Petersburg 
and  the  county  of  Lunenburg  and  eleven  other  precincts  in  the  district,  l)ecause  by 
no  other  metho<l  was  it  possible  to  awartl  to  the  contestant  a  seat  ui>on  the  floor  6l 
this  HouHe.  This  wholesale  slaughter  of  the  election  franchise  is  not  justified  by  any 
evidence  in  the  reconl  nor  sanctione<l  by  any  law. 

This  report  contains  what  is  called  by  the  majority  a  "fair  statement  of  the  pre- 
vious history  of  the  district  and  its  political  condition.*'  This  so-<»lled  **fair  state- 
ment" is  full  of  misstatement*',  and  is  based  upon  no  evidence  in  the  reconl  or  out  of 
it.  It  is  not  true  that  when  the  State  was  retlistricted  every  county,  including  the 
city  of  Petersburg,  was  under  the  control  of  the  Republicans.  The  State  was  redis- 
trictetl  ))y  the  legislature  of  1891-92.  There  were  16  members  in  that  legislature 
from  the  Fourth  Viixinia  distritrt;  14  of  these  members  were  Democrats,  1  was  a 
Populist,  an<l  1  was  a  Republican.  In  1890  James  F.  Kpes  was  electe<l  to  Congress  as 
a  Democrat,  and  his  seat  was  not  contested;  in  1892  he  was  reelected,  his  seat  was 
contested,  and  he  retained  his  seat.  In  1894  \V.  R.  McKenney  was  returned  as  a 
Democrat;  his  seat  was  c6nteste<l  by  R.  T.  Thorp,  and  McKenney  was  unseat tnl,  but 
he  took  not  a  line  of  evidence,  was  unable  by  reason  of  sickness  to  defend  the  («»e, 
and  permitte<l  it  to  go  by  default. 

The  statement  in  the  report  of  the  majority  that  the  elections  in  this  section  of  the 
State  have  become  notoriously  corrupt,  false,  and  untrustworthy,  etc.,  is  unsupported 
by  evidence;  on  the  contrary,  the  evidence  in  this  case  shows  just  the  contrary.  It 
is  a  matter  of  surprise  that  such  wholesale  slanders  of  an  entire  section  of  a  State 
should  find  place  in  the  deliberate  conclusions  of  a  judicial  tribunal,  such  as  a  Com- 
mittee on  Elections  should  l)e. 

On  the  counting  of  the  "'excluded  votes'"  they  said: 

Votes  not  cast  can  not  be  counted  as  a  matter  of  law  generally.  No  contrary 
opinion  can  })e  cite<l  from  the  adjudged  cases  of  the  ordinarv  courts  of  any  of  the 
States  of  this  Union.  This  was  a  unifonn  rule  of  the  House  of  Representatives  until 
1878,  some  time  after  the  adoption  of  section  2007,  et  seq.,  Revised  Statutes  <  f  the 
United  States  (a<iopte(l  May  31,  1870).  This  section  was  rei)ealed  by  act  of  Fcb'uary 
8,  1894,  and  whatever  influence  it  may  have  had  is  thereby  removed. 
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The  minoritj'  cited  the  eases  of  Biddle  and  Richard  vs.  Wing,  Whyte 
vs.  Harris,  ancl  Norris  vs.  Handley  in  support  of  the  doctrine,  and 
Niblack  vs.  Walls,  Frost  vs.  Metcalf,  Bradley  vs.  Slemons,  Bisbee  vs. 
Finley,  Sesslnghaus  vs.  Frost,  and  Waddill  vs.  Wise  as  illustrating  that 
the  newer  cases  all  counted  the  votes,  if  at  all,  on  a  much  stronger 
showing  of  facts  than  was  made  in  the  present  case.  Moreover,  all  of 
these  cases  were  decided  before  the  adoption  of  the  Australian  ballot 
system,  which  requires  of  the  voter  not  only  a  clear  expression  of  his 
intention,  but  an  expression  in  a  certain  manner,  and  disregards  an 
expression,  even  if  equally  clear,  made  in  any  other  manner.  ''A  count- 
ing of  votes  not  cast  under  an}'  form  of  the  Australian  ballot  law  is  to 
admit  parol  testimony  as  to  the  intention  of  voters  in  re^rd  to  an  act 
that  is  by  no  means  altogether  dependent  on  such  intention." 

The  minority  said: 

In  view  of  the  experience  of  other  voters,  and  apart  from  the  overwhelming  legal 
objections  to  this  character  of  testimony,  what  possible  assurance  can  the  intention, 
honestly  expraoed,  of  such  persons  furnish  of  the  unachieved  result?  To  count  votes 
not  cast,  under  the  Virginia  law  or  any  form  of  the  Australian  system,  is  to  insure 
the  voter  in  caaes  similar  to  this  against  possible  mistake  in  the  preparation  of  his 
ballot. 

Certainly  one  who  has  not  voted  can  not  hope  to  be  in  a  better  situation  than  one 
who  has  placed  his  ballot  in  the  ballot  box.  Yet  it  is  settled  law  under  the  Austra- 
lian system  that  the  intention  of  the  voter  can  not  be  considered  w^here  the  ballot 
itself  does  not  evidence  such  intention  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  law,  particularly 
where  the  statute  itself  prescribes  the  consequence  of  such  failure  to  evidence  the 
intention.    *    *    * 

If,  therefore,  under  the  Australian  svstem  w^e  can  not  in  such  cases  resort  to  the 
intention  of  an.  actual  voter,  what  possiole  justification  can  there  be  in  accepting  the 
intentions  of  individuals  as  to  whom  we  have  no  evidence  or  means  of  knowing  how 
they  intended  to  express  their  subsequently  declared  intentions? 

The  minority  held,  further,  that  there  was  no  legal  evidence  that  these 
rejected  voters  were  registered,  the  registry  lists  not  being  produced. 

Legal  registration  is  an  essential  prerequisite  for  voting  in  Virginia.     (Coile,  125.) 
By  express  statute  the  officers  of  election  themselves  can  not  take  parol  evidence 

of  this  fact,  but  the  name  must  be  found  on  the  registration  books.     (Idem. ) 
This  circumstance  of  legal  qualification  is  essential  to  the  doctrine  stated  above, 

and  in  contested  elections  the  party  desiring  to  invoke  its  application  should  furnish 

proof  of  equal  dignity  with  that  which  the  ofiicers  of  election  must  have  required. 

The  registration  books  are  the  l)eHt  evidence  of  the  qualification  of  a  voter,  and,  being 

in  existence,  are  the  only  competent  evidence  on  this  subject. 

As  to  the  rejected  precincts,  there  was  no  proof  of  fraud,  and  if 
they  were  to  be  rejected  at  all  it  must  be  on  the  ground  of  partisan 
appointments.  Tlie  minority  cited  testimony  as  to  each  precinct,  show- 
ing that  the  charges  of  fraud  were  not  made  out. 

The  record  does  not  sustain  the  charge  that  the  officers  of  election  were  all  of  one 
political  party.  But  even  if  that  were  true  it  would  be  without  preco<lent  to  dis- 
franchise whole  communities  merely  upon  suspicion  of  possible  partis»anry  of  the 
ofiicers  of  election.  Fraud  must  be  proved,  not  supposed  as  a  preliminary  hypotlie- 
sis.  While  it  is  doubtless  true  that  irregularities  of  procedure  are  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence to  have  been  present  in  various  precincts  of  the  distri(»t,  none  of  such  irregu- 
larities amount  to  an  intenti(mal  breach  even  of  the  directory  provisions  of  the 
statutes,  and  the  subscril)ers  have  l)een  struck  with  the  uniformly  regular  and  upright 
conduct  of  the  election  machinery,  in  some  cases  entirely  within  the  control  of  the 
prevailing  party. 

The  proposal  to  throw  out  whole  returns  for  this  reason  alone  was 
especially  unjustifiable    in   Virginia,  where  such    a  proceeding  was 


FIFTY-FIFTH    COKGRESft.  569 

expressl}'  prohibited  by  law.     The  concluding  clause  of  the  very  sec- 
tion requiring  nonpartisan  appointments  was  (Code,  1887,  sec.  117): 

But  no  election  shall  be  deemed  invalid  when  the  judges  shall  not  belong  to  dif- 
ferent political  parties  or  who  shall  not  possess  the  above  qualifications. 

No  case  could  be  found,  even  on  much  stronger  showings  of  facts  and 
under  laws  without  this  expressly  directory  clause,  where  polls  were 
thrown  out  on  this  ground  alone. 

The  minority  also  called  attention  to  the  differences  between  this 
case  and  the  case  of  Thorp  vs,  McKenney  in  the  preceding  Congress. 
In  that  case  contestee  had  taken  no  testimony,  ana  was  forced  by  sick- 
ness to  let  the  case  go  substantially  by  default.  Testimony  such  as  in 
that  case  had  been  taken  as  undisputed  was  in  this  case  contradicted 
or  explained.  There  was,  further,  in  this  case  no  charge  of  ''alterna- 
tion "  of  names  or  of  the  use  of  strange  and  illegible  or  misleading 
forms  of  type:  The  authorities  referred  to  in  that  case  were  ana- 
lyzed, and  the  committee  said: 

From  the  foregoing  analysis  of  the  authorities  relied  on  in  Thorp  vs.  McKenney, 
it  will  be  seen  that  there  is  little  weight  of  authority  to  sustain  an  imputation 
against  the  verity  of  sworn  returns  by  reason  of  the  simple  fact  that  officers  of  elec- 
tion are  all  of  the  same  political  party.  It  will  be  recollected  also,  in  addition,  that 
the  legislature  of  Virginia  has  added  to  the  directory  provisions  of  the  statute  the 
mandatory  clause: 

'*  But  no  election  shall  be  deemed  invalid  when  the  judges  shall  not  belong  to  dif- 
ferent political  parties  or  who  shall  not  possess  the  above  qualifications." 

On  all  the  findings  the  minority  found  that  contestee's  plurality 
should  be  counted  as  2,448,  and  they  recommended  resolutions  declar- 
ing him  elected. 

The  case  was  fully  debated  in  the  House,  and  the  substitute  resolu- 
tions presented  by  the  minority  were  lost  by  a  vote  of  131  to  151. 
The  resolutions  presented  bv  the  majority  were  then  adopted  by  a 
vote  of  151  to  130,  and  on  March  23,  1898,  Mr.  Thoij)  was  sworn  in. 

[Report  428,  parts  1  and  2,  second  session  Fifty-fifth  Congress.] 

(14)  Wise  vs.  Young. 

Fraud,'  obstruction  of  voting.  Majority  report  for  con  testant;  m  inor- 
ity  report  for  contestee.      Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Mesick;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Burke. 

According  to  the  returns  contestee  had  a  majority  qf  2,399  of  the 
ballots  counted.  Exclusive  of  the  county  of  Jsorfolk,  for  which  no 
figures  were  given  in  the  report,  there  were  9,515  ballots  deposited  in 
88  precincts  tnat  were  not  counted  for  an}'  candidate  for  Presidential 
electors,  and  6,844  ballots  in  the  same  precincts  not  counted  for  any 
candidate  for  Congress.  Thus  nearly  one-sixth  of  the  entire  vote  for 
Congressman  and  one-fourth  of  the  entire  vote  for  Presidential  electors 
was  thrown  out  for  defects  in  marking  the  tickets.  Contestant  claimed 
to  have  proved  that  a  large  part  ot  these  defective  ballots  were  so 
marked  by  the  election  officers  themselves,  who  subsequently  threw 
them  out,  and  claimed  this  as  one  of  the  circumstances  pointing  to 
fraud  on  the  part  of  these  election  officers. 

Many  thousands  of  witnesses  were  called,  whose  testimony  filled 
nearly  4,000  printed  pages.  The  committee  classified  the  tcvstimony 
for  contestant  thus: 

1.  FA'idence  taken  at  a  niinilMT  of  precincts  to  show  that  the  contestant  received  a 
larpt  r  niunlxT  of  votes  than  was  rctJimcd  for  him. 
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*  2.  Evidence  taken  at  a  number  of  predncte  to  show  such  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
elec'tion  officers  as  compels  the  committee  to  throw  out  the  returns  altogether. 

3.  Evidence  taken  at  a  number  of  precincts  to  show  that  a  lan?e  nunaber  of  voters 
w^ho  were  qualified,  present,  and  using  every  effort  to  exercise  their  right  of  franchise, 
were  hindered,  delayed,  and  prevented  from  doing  so. 

4.  Evidence  touching  a  number  of  precincts  showing  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  elec- 
tion officers  in  that  their  respective  returns  for  conte^ant  were  less  in  each  instance 
than  the  ballots  which  they  had  been  called  upon  to  prepare  for  voters  for  contestant. 

5.  Frauds  and  irregularities  at  a  number  of  precincts  which  do  not  fall  under  these 
other  classifications. 

Contestee's  defense  was  of  three  classes: 

1.  Testimony  directed  toward  the  manner  of  the  contestant's  candidacy  and  some 
alleged  defection  from  him  within  the  ranks  of  the  Republican  party. 

2.  To  the  testimony  of  the  impeached  judges  and  clerks  to  their  own  honesty,  fol- 
lowed up  in  some  instances  bv  testimony  as  to  their  general  good  character. 

3.  By  some  testimony  whicK  is  intended  to  a£Eect  the  returns  from  Norfolk  Countv. 
This  is  not  on  the  ground  of  any  alleged  fraud  in  the  ballot  of  the  county  of  Norfolk, 
but  on  account  of  an  irregularity  in  the  action  of  the  electoral  board  of  that  county 
in  the  manner  in  which  the  tickets  were  printed. 

The  election  was  held  under  the  Walton  election  law,  which  has 
been  described  in  connection  with  other  cases  from  Virginia,  with  an 
amendment  abolishing  the  office  of  special  constable  and  imposing  the 
duty  of  marking  ballots  for  illiterates  on  one  of  the  judges.  The" com- 
mittee Quoted  from  the  decision  of  the  Virginia  court  of  appeals,  in 
which  tne  constitutionality  of  the  law  was  sustained,  and  saia: 

The  court  of  appeals  in  sustaininjj  the  law  declined  either  to  regard  the  measure 
as  an  unworthy  device  of  its  coordmate  branch  of  the  ^vornment  to  effect  a  con- 
ceale<l  purpose,  or  to  anticipate  that  judges  and  clerks  with  duties  so  plainly  defined 
and  oaths  so  solemnly  administered  would  disregard  these  obligations,  botn  human 
and  divine.  At  the  time  this  opinion  was  rendered  the  at^t  was  alreatiy  a  year  old. 
It  in  creditable  to  the  court  of  appeals  of  the  State  of  Virginia  that  it  had  such  faith 
in  human  nature.  The  exj)erieru'e  of  two  more  years  of  this  law  seems  hardly  to 
sustain  their  hopeful  view  of  the  ability  of  the  judges  to  withstand  temptation. 

The  committee  threw  out  the  vote  of  ''24:  precincts,  giving  an  analy- 
sis of  the  testimony  in  regard  to  10  of  them,  of  which  the}"  said  ''the 
evidence  of  fraud  is  so  overwhelming  that  we  hesitate  not  for  a 
moment  to  throw  out  the  returns."  The  election  officers  were  all 
Democi^ats,  or  there  was  an  incapable  Republican  judge,  and  there 
were  circumstiincos  indicating  fmud,  aside  from  the  direct  evidence  of 
the  falsity  of  the  returns.  Individual  voters  were  called  in  each  case 
in  excess  of  the  numl)er  returned  for  contestant  who  testified  that  the 
judges  prepared  their  ])alIots  for  them,  and  that  they  requested  them 
to  prepare  them  for  contestant.  The  number  of  names  remaining  on 
the  poll  books  in  excess  of  the  number  whose  votes  were  thus  proved 
was  less  than  the  returned  vott*  of  contestee,  showing  that  ballots  had 
not  merely  been  imperfectly  prepared,  but  had  been  fraudulently 
marked  or  counted  for  contestee.  In  9  of  these  precincts,  where  con- 
testant's returned  vote  was  4ii5,  he  called  805  witnesses  who  swore  that 
they  voted  for  him.  All  these  polls  were  rejected,  and  the  1,517 
votes  returned  for  contestee  from  them  were  deducted  from  his  vote, 
as  he  had  made  no  effort  to  show  his  vote  aliunde.  Contestant  was 
given  the  votes  he  proved. 

In  14  other  precincts,  set  forth  in  a  tabular  statement  but  not  discussed 
in  detail,  a  similar  state  of  facts  was  shown,  and  the  same  action  was 
taken.  In  44  precincts,  including  these  24,  contestant  was  returned 
as  receiving  3,729  votes,  and  he  introduced  4,891  witnesses  who  swore 
that  they  voted  for  him.     The  lists  of  certificates  given  by  the  voters 
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to  tally  keepers  on  the  daj^  of  election,  if  admitted  as  part  of  the  res 
gestae,  would  show  that  the  actual  total  vote  was  6,086.  The  com- 
mittee allowed  the  extm  votes  proved  in  the  20  precincts  not  rejected. 
The  committee  referred  to  the  cases  of  Wallace  i;^.  McKinley,  Sulli- 
van rs,  Felton,  Smith  ?'.v.  Jackson,  and  McDuffie  vs.  Turpin  (Fifty-first 
Congress)  as  authority  for  the  admissibility  of  statements  of  voters 
made  at  the  time,  or  lists  embodying  such  statements,  and  said: 

We  are  disposed,  on  the  authorities  above  cited  and  upon  the  facta  proved  in  this 
case,  to  admit  these  certificaU*a  and  the  evidence  of  these  tallv  keepers. 

The  testimony  shows  that  the  Republican  managers  had  no  confidence  in  the 
Democratic  judges;  that  this  distrust  was  communicrated  everywhere  to  the  Repub- 
lican voters;  that  they  were  instructed  not  to  attempt,  where  ignorant,  to  fix  their  own 
ballots.  The  danger  of  their  attempting  to  fix  their  ballots  was  foreseen.  They  were 
supplied  with  yellow  slips  which  they  took  to  the  judges,  in  writing,  requesting  them 
to  prepare  the  ballots  for  them.  The^'  were  also  supplied  with  these  printed  certifi- 
cates as  to  how  they  had  voted,  which,  immediately  after  voting,  they  voluntarily 
took  to  the  tally  keepers  of  the  election  and  gave  to  them.  That  the  Democrats 
understood  what  they  were  doing,  and  why  they  were  doing  it,  is  amply  prove^l,  and 
in  many  precincts  the  attempt  was  made  to  intimidate  the  voters  from  presenting 
the  printed  slips  asking  the  assistance  of  the  judges,  and  to  drive  away  the  repn^ent- 
atives  of  the  contestant  who  were  there  to  take  the  statements  of  the  Republican 
voters  and  the  certificates  of  how  they  had  vote<l. 

When  a  voter,  thus  suspecting  the  mtegrity  of  the  election  judges,  seeks  to  protect 
himself  by  a  contemporaneous  statement  to  a  comT)etent  and  unimpeached  rej)re- 
sentative  of  his  party,  we  believe  that  the  unimpeacned  testimony  of  the  representa- 
tive is  admissible  evidence  concerning  the  vote.  The  transaction  was  certamly  part 
of  the  res  gestae,  and  after  the  poll  has  l^een  impeached,  the  evidence  of  such  a  tally 
keeper  and  such  certificates  is  the  l)eflt  evidence  obtainable;  for  the  judges  of  election 
are  no  longer  cre<Uble,  and  the  voters  are  in  many  instances  inaccessible.  We  there- 
fore think  that  the  contestant  is  entitled  to  the  excess  of  votes  prove<i  at  these  pre- 
cincts, not  only  by  the  testimony  of  the  voters  themselves,  but  by  the  proofs  of  these 
certificates  and  these  tally  lists,  and  so  we  add  to  the  poll  of  contestant  2,367  votes  at 
these  43  precincts,  that  being  the  numljer  proved  in  excess  of  the  return  for  him. 

The  coiitestee's  counsel  argue<l  that  we  ought  not  to  count  these  votes,  because 
even  if  we  believe  the  statements  of  the  witnesses  that  they  voted,  non  constat  that 
the  ballots  were  correctly  made  out.  We  can  not  consent  to  this.  On  the  evidence 
it  is  clear  that  if  the  judges  had  done  their  duty  by  these  illiterates  the  returns  would 
not  have  l)een  so  easily  impeached.  But  they  are  impeached,  and  the  contestant  is 
trying  to  establish  his  vote  by  evidence  aliunde.  When  witnesnes  swear  that  they 
vote<l  for  him  the  presumption  is  that  the  Imllots  were  correctly  made  out.  The  bur- 
den in  every  such  case  would  Ixj  on  the  other  party  to  show  that  it  was  not.  If  we 
err  in  admitting  it  we  err  on  the  side  of  an  expression  of  the  jwpular  will  untrammeled 
by  technicalities. 

Again,  the  contestee  has  raised  the  point  that  some  of  these  witnesses  ought  not  to 
be  counted  lx»cause  of  their  own  statements  in  their  testimony.  That  is  proliably 
true,  but  the  per  cent  is  too  small  to  he  considered  where  the  result  would  not  be 
affe(*ted  bv  particularizing  such  instances  and  deducting  them  from  the  contestant's 
proofs.  \Ve  think  that  the  contestant,  upon  his  proofs,  should  have  added  to  his 
returns  2,357  votes  from  the  44  precincts  above  named. 

There  were  also  1,989  votes  claimed  to  have  been  prevented  from 
being  cast  by  dilatory  and  obstructive  tactics  in  29  precincts.  Of  those 
votes  717  were  in  precincts  already  rejected  on  other  grounds.  These 
voters  made  every  effort  to  vOte,  and  were  prevented  through  no  fault 
of  their  own.  The  evidence  showed  that  ''  the  elections  at  these  points 
were  conducted  with  a  view  to  the  very  obstruction  and  dela}-  which 
were  accomplished." 

To  deny  these  voters  recognition  when  they  have  come  a  second  time  to  assert 
their  constitutional  right,  of  which  they  have  been  unjustly  deprived,  would,  in  our 
judgment,  be  an  encourag(Mnent  to  the  people  who  are  sticking  to  profit  by  such 
methods  and  an  insult  to  the  loyalty  of  the  voters. 

On  all  these  findings  contestant  was  shown  to  have  a  majority  of 
5,199,  and  the  committee  said:  ''  In  our  opinion,  the  vote  of  the  Second 


572  DIGEST    OF    CONTESTED    ELECTION    CASES. 

Congressional  district  at  the  election  of  November,  1896,  if  fairly'- 
received  and  fairly  counted,  would  show  the  contestant's  majority  as 
large  as  that  which  is  here  accorded  him."  They  therefore  recom- 
mended resolutions  declaring  contestant  elected. 

The  minority  found  that  the  testimony  did  not  establish  any  general 
fraud,  but  only  irregularities,  due  to  the  intricacies  of  the  law. 

It  would  be  interesting  and  helpful  in  the  very  be^nning  of  this  investigation  if 
we  could  ascertain  just  exactly  what  position  the  majority  takes  upon  the  question 
of  the  validity  of  the  Virginia  ele(!tion  law  under  which  this  election  was  held,  ami 
of  the.  obligation  of  Congress  to  recognize  the  provisions  of  that  law  in  detenu  in  iji|i 
the  legality  of  this  election.    The  value  of  such  knowledge  is  apparent. 

If  the  law  is  valid,  and  Congress,  in  determining  this  contest,  is  bound  by  it,  then 
all  Huch  alleged  irregularities  in  the  conduct  of  the  election  as  may  reasonably  be 
supposed  to  result  from  the  intricacies  of  the  law  itself,  or  from  ignorant  misconcep- 
tion of  it,  are  removed  from  the  category  oi  those  fraudulent  practices  which  destroy 
the  value  of  the  returns  as  evidence,  justifying  the  rejection  of  the  entire  polls,  and 
become,  unless  committe<l  with  fraudulent  intent,  mere  irregularities,  to  l>e  cor- 
rected (it  is  true)  where  i)08sible,  but  not  of  themselves  vitiating  the  returns.  This 
is  too  plain  for  ar^ment,  for  no  man  can  be  said  to  be  guilty  oi  fraud  if  he  strictly 
follows  the  provisions  of  the  law,  nor  if  he  igrwrantlt/  inteq^rets  or  executes  it. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  law  is  invalid,  or — which  amounts  to  tbe  same  thing — 
Congress  can  ignore  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  appeals  of  Virginia  declar- 
ing it  valid  and  reasonable  in  its  provisions,  then  Congress  may  declare  the  conduct 
of  election  officers  at  the  polls  unreasonable,  oppressive,  and  illegal,  though  in  strict 
accordance  with  the  election  law  of  the  State,  ana  may  determine  the  election  invalid, 
notwithstanding  it  haa  been  conducted  in  true  obe<lience  to  the  law.  But  in  such  a 
case  the  decision  would  be  not  because  the  election  law  was  tainted  with  fraud,  but 
l)ecause  Congress  determines  that  the  State  has  7io  election  law  which  can  }ye  honestly 
administered. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  the  Federal  authorities  will  follow  the  decisions  of  State 
courts  both  in  the  construction  and  the  validity  of  State  conytitutions  and  statutes. 

We  see  no  reason  why  this  nile  should  lie  departe<l  from  in  this  case.  The  highest 
court  in  the  State  of  Virginia  having  upheld  the  validity  of  this  law,  and  decTare<i 
its  provisions  reasonable,  we  are  bound  by  that  decision,  and  in  considering  the 
evidence  here  we  must  endeavor  to  ascertain  whether  this  election  was  conducted  in 
a<;cordance  with  the  provisions  of  that  law.  If  we  find  it  so,  the  contestee  is  entitled 
to  retain  his  seat.  If  we  find  that  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  law  were  di8regarde<l 
in  the  conduct  of  this  election,  w^e  should  further  ascertain  whether  such  disregard 
of  the  law  was  with  fraudulent  intent,  or  through  ignorance,  oi  misinterpretation  of 
the  law.  If  done  with  fraudulent  intent  the  value  of  the  returns  as  evidence  is 
destroyed,  and  the  returns  may  be  rejected;  but  if  done  through  ignorance,  or  mis- 
construction of  the  law,  while  the  votes  may  be  illegal,  that  fact  will  not  affect  the 
election,  or  render  it  void,  unless  the  number  of  such  illegal  votes  is  great  enough  to 
affect  the  general  result;  and  w^here  it  is  shown  that  illegal  votes  have  been  cast  for  a 
candidate,  they  should  be  deducted  from  his  vote.  This  is  the  common  leaning  of 
the  profession  on  this  subject. 

The  distinction  is  between  mere  illegality  and  fraud  in  the  conduct  of  elections. 
The  first  does  not  deprive  the  candidate  of  any  votes  save  those  proven  to  have  been 
illegally  cast  for  him;  the  second,  by  destroying  the  value  of  the  returns  as  evidence, 
causes  the  rejection  of  the  entire  ^x)ll  and  depnves  the  candidates  of  all  the  votes  cast 
for  them,  as  well  the  legal  as  the  dlegal  ones,  unless  otherwise  proved.  (6  Am.  aiul 
Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  **  Elections,"  pp.  351-357;  l^e  Moyne  r8.  Farwell,  4  Cong.  Elec. 
Cases,  411;  Washburn  vs.  V^oorhees,  3  Cong.  Elec.  Cases,  59. ) 

Fraud,  however,  is  never  presumed,  and  **  nothing  hnt  the  most  poaiiive^  cre(lU>k, 
and  niiequirocal  evidence  should  be  permitted  to  destroy  the  credit  of  official  returns. 
It  is  not  sufficient  to  cast  suspicion  upon  them."  (6  Am.  and  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law, 
p.  354;  Littell  vs.  Robbins,  2  Cong.  El.  Cases,  138;  Ingersol  tw.  Navlor,  2  Cong.  El. 
Cases,  33;  Gooding  vs.  Wilson,  4  Cong.  El.  Cases,  79;  Norris  vs.  tfandley,  4  Cong. 
El.  Cases,  75;  Strobach  vs.  Herbert,  6  Cong.  El.  Cases,  7.) 

A  fortiori  mere  opportunities  for  fraud  should  not  be  taken  for  proof  of  fraud. 

The  minorit}^  then  proceeded  to  analyze  the  testimony  b}^  precincts. 
The  evidence  of  the  voters,  most  of  whom  were  illiterate  negroes,  was 
generally  contradicted  by  the  testimony  of  the  election  officers,  most 
of  whom  were  intelligent  white  men.     Many  of  the  voters,  on  cross- 
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examination,  did  not  know- whether  they  voted  for  McKinley,  Hobart, 
or  Wise  for  Congress,  and  some  of  them  insisted  that  they  voted  for 
all  three  for  Congress.  "They  simply  were  too  ignorant  to  know 
what  they  were  testifying  about."  Tne  minority  found  the  testimony 
only  sufficient  to  reject  two  precincts,  and  to  count  for  contestant  a 
modei^ate  number  of  additional  votes  at  some  others.  Deducting  the 
votes  in  regard  to  which  the  testimony  was  not  clear,  the  remainder 
was  not  more  than  could  be  explained  by  the  large  number  of  rejected 
ballots,  as  shown  by  the  returns. 

The  minority  held  that  the  evidence  of  the  certificates  was  hearsay. 
They  said: 

Votes  proved  by  certificates.  We  can  not  agree  with  the  majority  that  these  cer- 
tificate's could  be  counted  as  proven  votes.  They  seem  to  us  the  barest  kind  of  hear- 
say. And  while  it  is  true  that  it  often  occurs  that  what  would  othemise  be  regarded 
as  hearsay  testimony  becomes  admissible  as  a  part  of  res  gestte,  this  is  true  only 
where  the  admission  of  such  testimony  would  not  contravene  some  well-established 
principle  of  law  or  be  against  public  policy.  In  this  case  both  of  these  reasons  apply 
against  their  admission.  The  State  of  Virginia  has  passed  a  law  for  the  conduct  of 
elections  in  which,  according  to  the  opinion  of  her  highest  court.,  the  dominant  pur- 
pose is  to  **  secure  the  independence  of  the  voter  by  secluding  him  within  an  isolated 
booth;"  "to  free  him  from  all  solicitations  and  annoyance.**  (Pearson  tw.  Super- 
visors, 91  Va.,  331.} 

But  how  is  thismdependenceto  be  secured  if  the  voter  is  permitted  to  be  escorted 
to  the  polls  by  his  political  bosses,  instructed  or  even  given  to  understand  by  his 
political  overseers  that  he  is  expected  to  disclose  his  vote  after  depositing  it,  and  knows 
that  he  will  l>e  spotted  as  as  a  political  traitor  if  he  refuses  to  do  so?  To  permit  such 
practices  is  to  continue  the  very  evil  the  law  was  enacted  to  cure,  to  destroy  the  inde- 
pendence of  the  voter,  and  to  make  a  delusion  of  the  secrecy  of  the  ballot.  Such 
considerations  overcome  the  mere  rule  of  evidence  that  testimony  otherwise  hearsay 
may  be  admitted  as  part  of  res  gestae.  The  contestant  should  not  be  allowed  these 
additional  votes. 

In  regard  to  the  "  excluded  votes  "  they  said: 

The  excluded  vote  of  1,989  is  given  contestant  by  the  majority  report  on  the  ground 
that  these  voters  were  *'  hindered,  delayed,  obstructed,  and  prevented  from  voting 
for  hiijii  at  29  precincts." 

In  an  election  where  31,298  votes  were  actually  cast,  it  is  not  remarkable  that  1,989 
men  should  be  found  who  would  say  that  they  did  not  have  the  opportunity  to  vote. 
Even  if  this  were  true,  it  was  in  no  sense  the  fault  of  the  officers  of  election  that  it 
occurred.  This  record  is  full  of  testimony  from  the  contestant's  own  witnesses  that 
nothing  was  done  by  the  judges  improperly  to  hinder  or  delay  the  vote,  nor  can  it 
fairly  Ihj  claimed  to  be  due  to  fraudulent  conspiracy  on  the  parit  of  the  State  officers 
charged  with  the  duty  of  providing  sufficient  voting  precincts.  These  same  precincts 
in  1892  accommodated  a  vote  of  31,326,  and,  while  the  vote  cast  in  1894  was  only 
21,994,  there  seems  never  to  have  been  any  suggestion  that  this  falling  off  was  due  to 
insufficient  accominoclations  in  the  provision  for  receiving  the  vote.  VVe  are  of  opinion 
that  neither  should  the  contestee  oe  blamed  nor  the  15,789  electors  who  voted  for 
him  be  deprived  of  their  choice  of  Representative  because  there  might  have  been, 
even  if  that  \ye  concede<l,  more  ample  provision  made  for  receiving  the  vote,  and  we 
therefore  report  that  contestant  is  not  entitled  to  have  this  vote  counted  for  him. 

Cooley  (Const.  Lim.,  pp.  781,  789),  Biddle  and  Richard  va.  Wing, 
and  Whyte  vs.  Harris  were  cited  in  support  of  the  doctrine  that  votes 
not  cjist'can  not  be  counted,  and  the  expression  in  Frost  vs.  Metcalf 
was  explained  as  dictum.     They  added: 

But,  pursuing  this  inquiry  more  in  detail,  we  find  that  of  this  alleged  excluded 
vote  of  1,989,  there  were,  who  made  no  proper  effort  to  vote,  835,  and  there  were 
witnesses  examined  whose  names  were  not  on  notices  to  take  depositions,  numbering 
109,  total  944,  leaving  at  the  most  but  1,045  voters  who  could  l)e  claimed  to  have  l)een 
excluded,  even  if  this  alleged  excluded  vote  could  be  with  propriety  counted  for 
contestant. 
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On  all  these  findings  the  minority  found  that  contestee  still  had  a 
plurality  of  1,961.  Even  if  the  1,015  excluded  votes  should  be  sub- 
ti-acted  from  this  he  would  still  have  a  plurality  of  916.  The  minor- 
ity therefore  presented  resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected. 

When  the  case  was  called  up  in  the  House  the  question  of  consider- 
ation was  raised,  and  the  House  decided  by  a  vote  of  146  to  121  to 
consider  the  case.  After  full  debate  a  motion  to  recommit  was  lost 
by  a  vote  of  101  to  147,  and  the  resolutions  presented  by  the  mmorit^' 
were  lost  by  a  vote  of  107  to  147.  The  resolutions  presented  by  the 
majority  were  then  passed  without  division,  and  on  April  26,  1898, 
Mr.  Wise  was  sworn  in. 

[Report  772,  parts  1  and  2,  second  session  Fifty -fifth  Congress  (part 
2  erroneously  printed  as  of  the  Fift^^-fourth  Congress)]. 

(15)  Patterson  vs,  Carmack. 

Fraud;  ^fahe  counting^  2^artmin  appointment  of  election  officers; 
poll  tax  paid  by  canipaign  convmittee.  Majority  reiHyrtfc/r  contestant; 
minority  repmt  for  contestee,      Cmitestee  retained  the  seat. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Kirkpatrick;  ininority  report  by  Mr. 
Brundidge. 

Both  the  parties  to  this  case  were  Democrats,  and  both  claimed  to 
be  the  regular  nominees  of  regular  Democmtic  conventions,  but  con- 
testant was  a  Gold  Democrat  and  had  received  the  indorsement  of 
both  wings  of  the  Republican  pirty.  It  was  charged,  however,  that 
the  indorsement  of  the  colored  Kepublicans  (known  as  the  ''black and 
tans  ")  had  been  obtained  by  briber3^ 

On  the  face  of  the  returns  contestee  received  a  majority  of  tS65. 
Ten  precincts  were  in  dispute.  In  the  undisputed  precincts  contestant 
had  a  majority  of  1,207;  in  the  disputed  precincts  contestee  had  a 
majority  of  1,572.  These  were  strong  colored  precincts,  and  the  com- 
mittee called  attention  to  the  fact  that,  if  the  returns  were  correct,  con- 
testee must  have  received  all  the  white  vote  and  three-fourths  of  the 
colored  vote,  though  everywhere  else  the  colored  vote  was  solid  for 
contestant  and  there  was  no  reason  to  expect  it  to  be  different  at  these 
precincts.  At  the  other  precincts  there  were  election  officers  repre- 
senting both  sides,  and  the  election  was  fair.  At  these  precincts  there 
was  either  no  officer  of  election  favorable  to  contestant  or  there  was  an 
illiterate  negro  judge  claimed  to  be  a  Republican.  Some  of  these,  even, 
were  in  fact  Democrats,  and  one  of  them  was  an  idiot  as  well.  Con- 
testant claimed  that  these  facts  indicated  a  conspiracy  to  defeat  him 
by  fi-aud  in  these  districts,  in  which  the  contestee  secured  his  whole 
majority.  The  committee  referred  t©  Threet  %^s,  Clark,  McDuffie  vh, 
Turpin,  and  Hill  vs,  Catchings,  Fifty-first  Congress;  Buchanan  vh. 
Manning,  Forty-seventh  Congress;  Donnelly  vs,  Washburn,  Forty- 
sixth  Congress,  and  Thorp  ^'.<f.  McKenney,  Fifty-fourth  Congress,  and 
said : 

According  to  the  foregoing  citations,  the  appointment  on  the  election  boards  to 
represent  one  of  the  opposing  parties  of  persons  not  in  sympathy  with  or  objection- 
able to  that  party,  or  of  persons  unable  to  read  and  write  and  without  the  necessary 
mental  capacity  to  enable  them  to  serve  intelligently,  should  of  itself  be  regarded  as 
evidence  oi  conspiracy  to  defraud  on  the  part  of  the  election  officials,  and  tliat  the 
appointment  of  such  persons  was  prima  facie  evidence  of  Jrnxid  and  misconduct  on  the 
part  of  those  charged  with  the  constitution  of  these  boards  and  the  conduct  of  the  elec- 
tion, where  it  was  possible  to  appoint  competent  and  well-known  representatives  of 
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the  complaining  party  to  act  ae  judges  or  inspectors  of  election.  This  presumption 
is  still  more  emphatic  where,  as  in  this  case,  these  appointments  were  strongly 
objected  to  by  the  friends  of  the  contestant  in  the  several  districts  complained  of, 
and  where  timely  application  was  made  for  proper  representatives  and  the  attention 
of  the  appointing  parties  called  to  a  number  of  proper  and  unobjectionable  persons 
for  such  place  on  the  boards.    *    *    * 

There  is  no  pretense  that  it  was  not  possible  to  have  selected  persons  who  could 
read  and  write,  the  proof  showing  that  there  were  many  such  r)ersons  in  all  these 
districts  who  were  Republicans.  Therefore,  according  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
cases  above  cited,  this  one  fact  is  a  very  strong  circumstance,  sufficient  in  itself,  unless 
explained,  to  prove  a  conspiracy  to  defraud,  and  even  making  out,  according  to  the 
holding  in  Thorp  rs,  McKenney,  a  prima  facie  c«se  of  fraud  and  misconduct  on  the 
f  part  of  the  officials  charged  with  the  conduct  of  the  election. 

Tables  showing,  by  precincts,  the  returned  vote  compared  with  the 
colored  and  white  vote  were  given,  and  the  committee  added: 

If  the  colored  voters  in  the  districts  embraced  in  this  last  table  had  refrained  from 
voting  altogether,  and  the  contestee  had  received  all  the  white  votes  cast  at  the  polls, 
he  would  still  have  had  only  830  votes  instead  of  1,492,  and  contestant  would  have 
had  a  clear  majority  in  the  entire  Congressional  district. 

According  to  the  proof  a  very  large  majority  of  the  colored  people  were  Republi- 
cans, whose  habit  it  was  to  vote  the  straight  Republican  ticket. 

It  can  not  be  denied  that  the  fact  shown  by  aoove  tables,  that  so  large  a  majority 
of  the  colored  voters  in  the  contested  districts  appear  to  have  voted,  not  only  for  the 
contestee,  but  for  all  the  Democ;ratic  candidates,  is  a  very  suspicious  one,  in  the  light 
of  the  proof  in  this  case.     Unless  some  reason  for  this  is  shown,  it  will  certainly  add 
i  ^reat  strength  to  the  presumption  of  fraud  arising  from  the  selection  of  ignorant 

I  judges,  ana  force  us  to  the  conclusion  that  the  vote  returned  from  these  contested 

districts  did  not  represent  the  actual  vote  cast  by  the  voters. 

Taking  up  the  districts  in  detail,  the  committee  showed  that  there  was 
independent  evidence  of  fraud  in  each  one  of  them.  In  several  cases 
it  was  shown  by  the  testimony  of  list  takers,  corroborated  by  the  tes- 
timony of  the  voters  themselves,  that  many  more  votes  were  cast  for 
contestant  than  were  returned  for  him.  The  election  officers  refused 
to  allow  friends  of  contestant  to  witness  the  count,  in  violation  of  the 
statute,  which  in  plain  terms  gave  them  this  right;  and  there  were 
other  indications  of  fraud.  The  committee  rejected  or  cx)rrected  these 
returns,  according  to  the  testimony  in  each  case. 

In  two  precinc&  the  officers  of  election  refused  to  open  the  polls  at 
the  proper  time,  and  the  friends  of  contestant,  after  some  delay,  organ- 
ized other  polls  at  which  they  cast  their  votes.  The  officers  of  election 
later  opened  polls,  and  the  friends  of  contestee  cast  their  votes  at  these. 
The  C/Ommittee  were  of  opinion  that  the  polls  organized  by  the  voters, 
after  the  appointed  officers  had  refused  to  do' their  duty,  were  the  only 
legal  polls,  but  they  counted  the  vote  cast  at  both  polls  in  one  of  the 

¥recincts.     At  the  other  they  counted  only  the  poll  held  to  be  legal, 
hey  said: 

It  is  true  that  there  are  cases  in  some  ol  the  States  which  hold  that  the  purpose  to 
commit  a  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  election  officers  in  charge,  however  clearly  evi- 
denced, is  not  of  itself  sufficient  to  authorize  electors  who  fear  to  cast  their  votes  at 
such  polling  place,  however  reasonable  that  apprehension  may  Ixi,  Uy  set  up  and  hold 
another  elec^tion. 

No  case,  however,  was  citetl  from  Tennessee,  and  in  view  of  the  very  lil)eral  pro- 
visions of  the  statutes  of  that  State  and  the  still  more  liberal  interpretation  placed 
ux)on  those  statutes  by  its  courts  in  construing  and  overlooking  irregularities  m  the 
interest  of  a  fair  and  tree  expression  of  the  popular  will,  there  is  room  for  doubt  as 
to  whether  this  poll  might  not  be  sustained. 

But  in  judging  **of  the  elections,  returns,  and  qualifications  of  its  own  meml)ers" 
under  the  grant  of  the  Constitution,  this  House  exercises  judicial  power,  and  is  a 
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court  of  competent  and  exclusive  jurisdiction.  In  passinfj:  upon  these  returns  and 
elections,  even  if  no  Federal  statute  is  in  existence  regulating  the  elections  of  its 
members,  it  interprets  and  construes  the  State  ^lection  laws,  which  for  the  purposes 
of  such  election  are  to  be  regarded  as  having  the  quality  of  Federal  legislation,  and 
the  opinions  of  State  judges  are  only  to  be  adopted  so  far  as  they  commend  them- 
selves by  the  intrinsic  force  of  their  reasoning,  and  where  such  decisions  are  in  con- 
flict with  its  own  determinations,  the  prec^ents  established  by  Congress  are  the 
expression  of  the  law,  and  must  control  that  court  with  the  same  force  and  effect 
that  its  own  prior  deliberate  rulings  guide  and  control  any  other  court.  . 

It  has  been  decided  in  numerous  ceases  by  Congress  that  it  is  its  privilege  and  its 
duty  in  the  exercise  of  its  constitutional  right  to  pass  upon  the  election  and  qualifi- 
cations of  its  own  members,  to  award  the  seat  in  Congress  to  the  candidate  who  is 
ascertained  to  be  the  choice  of  the  majority  of  the  legal  voters  of  his  district,  even 
though  slight  technicalities  are  required^  in  doing  so,  to  be  overlooked  and  disre- 
garded. This  power  may  be  regarded  as  implied  in  the  constitutional  grant,  and  to 
that  extent  and  thereby  State  legislation,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  and  regulates  the  elec- 
tions of  members  of  Congress,  supplemented  and  modified  by  that  Constitution  as 
the  supreme  law  of  the  land. 

But  in  precincts  where  the  supporters  of  contestant,  not  trusting 
the  election  officers,  simply  declined  to  vote,  the  committee  did  not 
count  their  votes,  stating  that  these  voters  "  should  have  tendered  their 
votes,  and,  having  failed  to  do  so,  of  course  can  not  be  counted." 

Contestee  charged  that  3,000  votes  were  cast  for  contestant  on  poll- 
tax  receipts  whicn  had  been  paid  for  by  contestant's  political  support- 
ers, and  not  by  the  voters  themselves. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  when  the  voters  accepted  the  poll-tax  receipts  for  taxes 
paid  by  others  for  them,  they  ratified  the  payment  so  made  for  their  oenefit,  and 
they  thus  constituted  the  parties  so  paying  the  taxes  their  agents  in  that  l>ehalf. 
Nor  was  it  necessary  that  the  voters  should  offer  or  bind  themselves  to  repay  such 
taxes  to  the  person  so  paying  them  in  order  t-o  constitute  it  a  payment  by  the  voter 
or  a  ratification  thereof.  "  The  acceptance  by  the  taxpayer  of  the  receipt  is  in  itself  a 
sufficient  adoption  of  the  payment  by  another  for  him,  and  it  makes  no  difference 
how  or  by  whom  the  payment  was  made,  the  State's  demand  is  fully  satisfied  by  the 
payment  and  the  delivery  of  the  receipt  to  the  voter,  and  his  acceptance  thereof  is  a 
final  payment  and  appropriation. 

Besides,  according  to  a  proper  construction  of  the  Tennessee  statute,  a  voter  who 
has  any  one  of  the  evidences  named  in  the  statute  that  he  paid  his  poll  tax  is  entitled 
to  cast  his  vote  and  have  it  counted  upon  exhibiting  such  statutory-  evidence,  whether 
he  paid  his  tax  in  person  or  some  other  person  paid  it  for  him,  provided  he  adopts 
the  act  by  availing  himself  of  such  receipt,  even  though  such  payment  was  by  a 
political  committee  for  the  purpose  of  qualifying  him  to  cast  his  vote.  *  *  *  Nor 
18  the  mere  furnishing  and  acceptance  of  such  receipt  a  corrupt  act  or  proof  of  bribery. 
It  must  appear  that  such  payment  of  a  tax  by  another  than  the  voter  and  delivery  to 
him  of  the  receipt  therefor  was  done  as  an  inducement  or  consideration  for  the  vote 
or  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  the  choice  of  the  voter. 

According  to  the  findings  of  the  committee,  contestant  was  elected 
by  a  majority  of  1,242,  and  they  therefore  recommended  resolutions 
giving  him  the  seat. 

The  minority  held  that  the  *'  outside  polls,"  informally  organized  and 
held  at  places  different  from  the  regular  voting  places,  could  in  no  case 
be  counted — 

it  being  an  indisputable  principle  of  law  that  there  can  be  but  one  lawful  election 
held  at  the  same  time  and  same  place  for  the  same  office.  And  it  is  further  well  set- 
tled, both  by  the  decisions  and  text  writers  on  contested-election  cases,  that  there 
is  no  law.  State  or  .lational,  which  authorizes  electors,  who  believe  that  their  votes 
will  not  be  counted  at  the  regular  polls  or  for  any  other  imagined  reasons,  to  resort 
to  the  holding  of  an  election  for  themselves  at  an  outside  poll. 

There  was  no  proof  of  the  vote  cast  at  these  irregular  polls,  except 
the  return  of  the  persons  holding  them,  which  had  always  been  held  to 
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be  insufficient.  The  election8,  moreover,  had  not  been  held  at  the 
places  designated  by  law,  and — 

there  is  less  latitude  allowed  in  changing  the  place  at  which  an  election  is  held  than 
in  varying  the  time  of  opening  or  closing  it;  and  it  is  a  rule  to  which  there  are  very 
few  exceptions  that  an  election  held  at  any  improjier  place  will  be  held  absolutely 
void,  witnout  proof  of  any  fraud  or  injury. 

The  minority  then  proceeded  to  analyze  the  testimony  in  regard  to 
the  disputed  precincts,  showing  that  t&e  testimonj'  of  contestant  was 
not  consistent  or  conclusive,  and  was  contradicted  by  the  testimony  of 
the  election  officers  and  by  other  evidence.  The  charge  of  conspiracy 
they  held  was  not  sustained  by  the  evidence,  and  was  negatived  by 
circumstances. 

On  the  poll-tax  vote  they  said: 

Now,  we  fully  recognize  the  doctrine  that  one's  poll  tax  may  be  legally  paid  by 
another,  provided  the  voter  shall  properly  ratify  the  act  afterwanls,  but  we  do  not 
think  the  mere  taking  of  the  receipt  and  voting  on  the  same  is  such  a  ratification  as 
the  law  contemplates.  We  think  that  the  better  and  sounder  doctrine  is  that  the 
voter  should  not  only  accept  the  receipt  but  he  should  recognize  the  act  in  the  more 
substantial  way,  by  repaying  or  promising  to  repay  the  amount;  and  it  was  so  held 
bv  the  supreme  court  of  Massachusetts  in  the  case  of  Humphreys  vs.  Kingman  (5 
Metcalf,  162),  and  courts  of  other  States  have  more  recently  announced  the  same  rule. 

Moreover,  many  of  the  receipts  were  issued  in  blank,  and— 

it  also  appears  that  at  the  time  these  poll-tax  receipts  were  issueil  there  was  an 
agreement  and  understanding  made  with  the  officer  issuing  them  that  all  those  not 
used  could  be  returned  and  pay  would  only  be  exacted  for  such  as  were  not  returned; 
and  many  of  them,  in  fact,  were  returned. 

This  practice  does  not  meet  with  our  approval.  The  laws  of  the  State  make  the 
poll  tax  a  charge  and  burden  against  the  voter,  and  it  is  not  a  tax  against  a  cam- 
paign committee  or  a  certain  canmdate,  and  neither  of  them  should  be  permitted  to 
use  them  for  the  purpose  of  bribing  voters. 

However,  the  minority  only  deducted  76  of  the  3,000  votes,  and 
deducted  these  on  the  ground  that  $150  of  the  poll-tax  money  was  not 
paid  until  eighteen  days  after  the  election. 

The  minority  also  rejected  the  vote  of  one  ''outside"  poll  which 
had  been  counted  by  the  county  canvassers.  By  their  findings  con- 
testee  was  elected  bv  a  majority  of  590,  and  they  recommended 
resolutions  declaring  him  elected. 

When  this  case  was  brought  up  in  the  House  the  question  of  con- 
sideration was  raised,  and  the  House  fir^jt  voted,  by  a  vote  of  118  to  129, 
not  to  consider  it.  A  motion  to  reconsider  was  made,  and  a  motion  to 
lay  the  motion  to  reconsider  on  the  table  was  lost  by  a  vote  of  123  to 
126.  The  motion  to  reconsider  was  then  passed,  by  a  vote  of  127  to 
123,  and  the  House  voted,  without  division,  to  consider  the  case. 
After  debate,  the  substitute  resolutions  proposed  by  the  7nhi(yrity 
were  (on  April  22,  1898)  passed  by  a  vote  of  138  to  120,  and  the  reso- 
lutions as  thus  amended  passed  bj'  a  vote  of  136  to  118.  So  the  con- 
testee  retained  the  seat. 

[Report  895,  parts  1  and  2,  second  session  Fifty-fifth  Congress.] 

H.  Doc.  510 37 


578  DIGEST   OF   CONTESTED   ELECTION    CASES. 

(16)  Brown  vs,  Swanson. 

Irregvlarities;  fraud;  precincts  too  large  and  voting  obstructed. 
First  report  far  contestant;  second  report  for  contested  House  refused 
to  consiaer  case. 

First  report  by  Mr.  Crumpacker;  second  report  by  Mr.  Miers. 

The  first  report  in  this  case,  presented  by  Mr.  Crumpacker,  was 
ordered  submitted  by  a  vote  of  a  majority  oi  a  quorum  of  the  com- 
mittee, but  was  signed  by  only  four  members,  less  than  a  majority  of 
the  whole  committee.  When  it  was  submitted  to  the  House  (on  April 
13, 1898)  there  was  considerable  debate  as  to  the  propriety  of  receiving 
it,  but  the  House  voted  to  give  the  four  signers  leave  to  present  their 
repjort,  and  granted  the  other  members  or  the  committee  ten  days  in 
which  to  submit  their  report.  The  first  report,  signed  b}'-  Messrs. 
Walker,  Mesick,  Kirkpatrick,  and  Crumpacker,  was  printed  in  the 
usual  form  of  a  committee  report;  the  second,  signed  by  the  other  five 
members  of  the  committee,  was  printed  as  the  "  Views  of  the  majority." 

According  to  the  returns,  contestee  had  a  majority  of  551.  The 
committee  counted  the  votes  of  three  precincts  rejected  by  the  countj^ 
canvassers,  the  first  on  the  ground  tnat  one  of  the  judges  was  not 
sworn,  the  second  on  the  ground  that  the  signatures  of  the  judges 
were  written,  at  their  direction,  by  the  clerk,  and  the  third  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  an  excess  or  2  ballots  in  the  box.  In  another 
precinct  55  ballots,  48  of  which  had  been  correctly  marked  for  con- 
testant and  5  for  contestee,  had  been  burned  by  the  judges,  on  the 
ground  that  they  were  improperly  marked  for  President.  The  com- 
mittee counted  these,  as  the  law  plainly  required  the  judges  to  have 
done.  The  contestee  claimed  that  this  whole  return  should  have  been 
rejected  for  fraud,  because  the  illiterate  Republican  voters  whose  bal- 
lots had  been  marked  by  a  Democratic  judge  exhibited  them  to  the 
Republican  judge  before  depositing  them,  but  the  committee  held  that 
this  was  not  fraud,  and  was  not  prohibited  by  the  law.  "The  secrecy 
is  for  the  protection  of  the  voter,  and  is  not  compulsory  as  to  him." 

The  principal  L»sue  in  the  case  was  in  three  precincts  in  Pittsylvania 
County,  where  526  voters  testified  that  they  had  made  earnest  efforts 
to  vote,  but  had  not  succeeded  in  doing  so  wlien  the  polls  closed.  The 
committee  held  that  494  of  these,  "whose  testimony  was  entirely  clear, 
should  be  counted  for  contestant,  for  whom  they  testified  that  they 
would  have  voted.  This  county  was  the  " black  county"  of  the  dis- 
trict. The  negroes  as  a  whole  were  Republicans,  but  contestee,  the 
Democratic  candidate,  obtained  the  whole  of  his  majority'  in  this 
county,  contestant  carrying  the  rest  of  the  district  by  a  majority  of 
635.  At  these  three  precincts  two  lines  were  formed,  one  for  white 
and  one  for  colored  voters,  and  votes  were  received  alternately  from 
the  two  lines,  with  the  result  that  all  the  white  and  only  half  the 
colored  vote  was  cast.  The  conduct  of  the  officers  of  election  was 
arbitrary  and  dilatory  throughout,  and  there  was  an  evident  purpose 
to  obstruct  the  voting.  The  precincts  were  too  large,  but  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  county  court,  under  the  law,  to  have  divided  them,  if  nec- 
essary, on  the  petition  of  15  voters.  In  at  least  one  of  the  cases  such 
a  petition  had  been  presented,  but  the  precinct  was  not  divided. 

The  piirf)08e  of  elecrtions  is  to  register  the  will  of  a  majority  of  the  voters,  and  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  officers  of  the  law  to  afford  every  qualified  voter  a  reasonable  oppor- 
tunity to  exercise  the  important  right  of  suffrage.    If  that  opportunity  is  affomed 


FIFTY-FIFTH   CONGBESS.  579 

and  the  voter  fails  to  avail  himself  of  it,  or  if  by  some  fault  of  his  own  he  violates  Rome 
regulation  in  attempting  to  exercise  the  right  and  thereby  loses  his  vote,  he  can  have 
no  just  cause  of  complaint.  But  if  conditions  exist  for  which  the  voter  is  not  respon- 
sible, that  operate  to  defeat  the  rights  of  a  substantial  number  of  electors  to  vote  so 
that  it  can  not  \ye  said  that  the  result  at  a  particular  poll  reflects  the  will  of  a  majority 
of  the  voters,  it  discredits  the  entire  poll.    *    *    * 

Where,  however,  the  rejection  of  the  jwll  might  aggravate  the  wrong  or  would 
defeat  the  ends  of  justice  and  it  is  shown  by  reasonably  satisfactory  evidence  the 
number  of  votes  so  excluded  and  for  whom  they  would  have  been  trast  had  there 
been  an  opportunitv,  the  poll  will  be  considered  and  the  excluded  votes  will  be 
counted  for  the  canciidate  who  would  have  received  them.  This  has  been  the  rule 
of  the  House  for  many  years,  and  it  is  based  upon  principles  of  justice  and  a  wise 
public  policy.  *  *  *  The  claim  on  behalf  o!  contestee  that  votes  not  cast  can  not 
be  counted  under  the  Australian  system  of  voting,  because  of  its  peculiar  features,  is 
entirely  destitute  of  merit.    The  rule  is  the  same  under  all  systems  of  voting. 

Nor  will  it  do  to  withhold  from  the  voter  an  opportunitv  to  cast  his  ballot  and 
in  answer  to  his  complaint  say  to  him  that  he  probably  would  have  lost  his  vote' in  try- 
ing to  cast  it.  Kveiy  legal  voter  is  entitled  to  an  opportunity,  and  if  he  fails  to  reg- 
ister his  voice  on  account  of  incapacity  or  neglect,  the  fault  is'  his  own. 

At  another  precinct  one  of  the  oflScers  of  election  testified  that  he 
had  marked  14  votes  for  contestant  and  1  for  contestee,  striking 
through  only  the  surname  of  the  ''scratched"  names.  All  these  bal- 
lots were  thrown  out,  but  the  committee  counted  them,  saying: 

It  is  manifest  that  these  votes  should  be  counted.  There  is  no  dispute  about  the 
focts,  and  it  is  well  settled  that  an  elei*tor  can  not  lose  his  right  to  vote  by  the  mis- 
take of  one  of  the  election  officers.  If  the  voter  himself  made  the  mistake,  the  ballot 
should  not  Ixj  counted,  but  where  he  depends  upon  an  officer  whose  duty  it  is  to 
assist  him  in  the  preparation  of  his  ballot  and  the  officer,  through  ignorance  or  design, 
fails  to  mark  the  ballot  properly,  it  should  be  counted. 

The  committee  held  also  that  the  fact  of  registration  could  be  proved 
by  parol  evidence. 

Registration  is  designed  to  prevent  fraud  and  to  determine  disputed  questions  that 
might  otherwise  arise  at  elections  in  advance,  so  as  to  avoid  confusion  and  delay. 
Election  boards  do  not  have  the  time  nor  opportunity  on  election  day  to  investigate 
critically  questions  that  mav  arise  respecting  the  qualifications  of  voters,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  election  the  registration  books  are  primary  evidence;  but  when  questions 
arise,  as  they  do  here,  before  a  tribunal  fully  equipped  to  investigate  for  the  truth, 
the  qualifications,  including  the  r^istration  of  voters,  may  be  proved  by  i)arol. 

Regintration  does  not  create  the  right  to  vote,  but  it  is  an  official  memorandum  of 
an  existing  right,  and  parol  evidence  is  as  near  the  fact  as  the  books.  In  fact,  the 
books  are  made  from  parol  evidence,  and  they  are  never  regarded  as  more  than 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  right  to  vote.  In  most  of  the  States  laws  exist  re(|uiring 
a  record  to  l)e  made  of  marriages,  but  the  re<'onl  does  not  constitute  the  marriage;  it 
is  only  an  official  memorandum  of  it;  and  in  all  the  States  marriage  may  be  proven 
by  parol  evidence,  notwithstanding  the  record.  A  verv  liberal  policy  has  always 
been  followed  in  election  cases  respecting  the  admissibility  of  evidence. 

The  four  meml)ers  signing  the  report  found  that  contestant  was  shown 
to  })c  elected  by  a  majority  of  372,  and  recommended  resolutions  declar- 
ing him  elected. 

The  second  report,  or  ''  views  of  the  majority,"  is  as  follows: 

The  returns  show  that  28,115  votes  were  cast  for  Congressman  in  the  Fifth  (-on- 
gressional  district  of  Viiyinia  on  Noveml)er  3,  1896,  and  that  Claude  A.  Swanson, 
Democrat,  the  contestee  in  this  case,  received  a  majority  of  551  votes. 

Contestant  urges  (brief,  p.  3),  uiK)n  what  he  terms  the  **  principM  and  all-suffi- 
cient grounds"  of  his  ccmtest,  that  he  is  entitled  U)  a  majoritv  of  158  votes. 

lie  further  contends  that  there  are  ** other  claims"  which  ought  to  be  allowed, 
which  would  give  him  a  majority  of  760  votes  (brief,  p.  65). 

In  his  reply  brief  (p.  48)  contestant  reduces  the  majority  which  he  claims  upon 
his  principal  grounds  to  5h,  and  his  majority  on  all  claims  to  306  (reply  brief,  p.  52). 

Contestee,  m  his  brief  (p.  94),  claims  that  249  votes  should  be  added  to  the  votee 
returned  for  him,  making  his  majority  800. 
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After  listening  to  exhaustive  arguments  in  this  case,  four  memhers  of  the  commitr 
tee  have  filed  a  report  in  which  tney  recommend  that  contestant  be  given  a  majority 
of  372  votes.  They  also  direct  attention  to  147  other  votes  which,  in  their  opmion, 
might  justly  be  counted  for  contestant,  making  his  majority  519. 

The  undersigned  agree  with  the  conclusions  of  the  said  report,  except  so  far  as  they 
relate  to  the  so-callea  excluded  vote  at  Stokesland,  Ringeold,  and  Design  precincts, 
and  the  147  votes  aforesaid,  which  we  do  not  think  shoula  be  counted  for  contestant. 

After  a  careful  examination  of  the  cases  and  authorities  cited  by  contestant  and  a 
rigid  analysis  of  the  evidence  contained  in  the  record  relating  to  these  three  precincts, 
we  are  constrained  to  conclude  that,  while  the  law  is  correctly  stated  by  contestant, 
the  facts,  as  disclosed  in  the  record,  do  not  warrant  the  counting  for  contestant  of 
the  495  excluded  votes. 

We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the  returns  should  give  to  the  contestee  a 
majority  of  123  votes,  and  we  recommend  the  adoption  of  the  following  resolutions. 

The  case  was  not  called  up  until  January  19, 1899.  The  question  of 
considemtion  was  raised,  and  the  House,  by  a  vote  of  79  to  143,  refused 
to  consider  the  case.  On  February  23  the  case  was  again  called  up,  but 
the  House,  by  a  vote  of  101  to  133,  again  refused  to  consider  it. 

[Report  1070,  parts  1  and  2,  second  session  Fifty-fifth  Congress.] 
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FIFTY-SIXTH  CONGEESS,  1899-1901. 

(^ommittee  on  J^lecti/ma  No,  1, 

Mr.  Tayler,  Ohio.  Mr.  Pearson,  Noith  Carolina. 

LiNNEY,  North  Carolina.  Bartlett,  Georgia. 

Mann,  Illinois.  Fox,  Mississippi. 

Davenport,  Pennsylvania.  Glynn,  New  York. 

Mr.  Burkett,  Nebraska. 

Committee  on  FJlectionn  No,  2, 

Mr.  Weaver,  Ohio.  Mr.  Thomas,  Iowa. 

Olmsted,  Pennsylvania.  Robinson,  Indiana. 

Landis,  Indiana.  Green,  Pennsylvania. 

Miller,  Kansas.  Snodgrass,  Tennessee. 

Mr.  Burke,  South  Dakota. 

(Mr.  Snodgrass  was  appointed  on  January  19, 190<),  in  place  of  Mr. 
Gaines,  who  had  been  excused.) 

Committee  mi  JElections  No,  3, 

Mr.  Mesick,  Michigan.  Mr.  Driscx)ll,  New  York. 

Cochrane,  New  York.  Miers,  Indiana. 

Faris,  Indiana.  Burke,  Texas. 

Roberts,  Massachusetts.  McLain,  Mississippi. 

Mr.  Weeks,  Michigan. 

Sj}er!al  Comwtttee  on  the  Crn^e  of  Bngham  II,  Rfibertn, 

Mr.  Tayler,  Ohio.  Mr.  McPherson,  Iowa. 

Landis,  Indiana.  DeArmond,  Missouri. 

Morris,  Minnesota.  Lanham,  Texas. 

Freer,  West  Virginia.  Miers,  Indiana. 

Mr.  LiTTLEFiELD,  Maine. 

CaJ<es, 
Sj)eoial  Committee, 

(1)  Brigham  H.  Roberts,  Utah, 

Committee  N^,  1, 

(2)  Walter  Evans  vs,  Oscar  Turner,  Kentnchy, 

(8)  William  F.  Aldrich  vs,  Gaston  A.  Robbins,  Ahhama, 
(-1)  Robert  W^ilcox,  Hawaii, 

(5)  (ieorge  M.  Davidson  vs,  George  G.  Gilbert,  Kentucky, 

(6)  James  A.  Walker  vs,  William  F.  Rhea,  Virginia. 
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Committee  No.  2. 

(7)  John  D.  White  vs,  Vincent  S.  Boreing,  Kentucky. 

Committee  No.  3. 

(8)  Richmond  Pearson  vs.  William  T.  Crawford,  North  Carolina. 

(9)  Richard  A.  Wise  vh,  William  A.  Young,  Virginia. 

(1)  Roberts. 

Polygamy.  Majority  report  to  exclude;  minority  report  to  adviit  and 
then  expel.  Claimant  excluded^  hut  hy  more  than  th>e  two-thirds  vote 
necessary  for  exp\dsio7\. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Tayler;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Littlefield 
and  Mr.  De  Armond. 

Brigham  H.  Roberts,  a  polygamist,  had  been  elected  a  Representa- 
tive from  Utah.  This  fact  attracted  much  public  attention,  and  was 
officially  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  House  on  the  opening  day  of  the 
session.  When  the  name  of  Mr.  Roberts  was  called,  at  the  swearing 
in  of  members,  on  protest  he  was  requested  to  step  aside.  Mr.  Tayler 
presented  a  resolution  providing  for  the  appointment  of  a  special  com- 
mittee to  consider  both  the  prima  facie  rignt  and  the  final  right  to  the 
seat.  The  resolution  went  over  one  day,  and  on  the  next  day  (Decem- 
ber 4,  1899),  Mr.  Richardson  presented  a  substitute  resolution  provid- 
ing that  Mr.  Roberts  be  sworn  in  on  his  credentials  and  that  the  papers 
Ije  referred  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary.  .After  debate,  the 
substitute  resolution  was  lost  by  a  vote  of  69  to  247,  and  the  resolution 
j)resented  by  Mr.  Tayler  was  passed  by  a  vote  of  304  to  32.  The 
Speaker  then  appointed  the  special  committee  above  named,  and  the 
case  was  referred  to  it-  On  January  20, 1900,  the  elaborate  reports  of 
the  majority  and  minority  of  the  committee  were  presented,  and  the 
case  was  then  debated  for  several  days.  The  majority  favored  exclud- 
ing Mr.  Roberts  by  a  simple  resolution  declaring  the  seat  vacant;  the 
mmority  favored  swearing  him  in  as  elected  and  then  immediately 
expelling  him  as  unworthy.  The  resolution  proposed  by  the  minority 
was  finally  lost  by  a  vote  of  81  to  244,  and  the  resolution  proposed  by 
the  majority  was  passed  by  a  vote  of  268  to  50.  So  (on  January  25, 
1900)  the  seat  was  declared  vacant.  The  resolution  of  exclusion,  it  will 
be  noted,  was  passed  by  much  more  than  the  two-thirds  majority  which 
a  resolution  of  expulsion  would  have  required. 

The  majority  of  the  committee  prefaced  its  elaborate  report  with  the 
following  introduction  and  summary  of  the  argument: 

Your  committee,  appointed  December  5,  1899,  in  pursurance  of  the  following 
resolution — 

"Whereas  it  is  charge<l  that  Brigham  H.  Roberts,  a  Representative-elect  to  the 
Fifty-sixth  Congress  from  the  State  of  Utah,  is  ineligible  to  a  seat  in  the  House  of 
Re[)re8entatives;  and 

"  Whereas  such  charge  is  made  through  a  member  of  this  House,  on  his  responsi- 
bility as  such  member  and  on  the  basis,  as  he  asserts,  of  public  records,  afficiavits, 
and  papers  evidencing  such  ineligibility: 

"  Resolvedf  That  the  question  of  the  prima  facie  right  of  Brigham  H.  Roberts  to  be 
sworn  in  as  a  Representative  from  the  State  of  Utah  in  the  Fifty-sixth  Congress,  as 
well  as  of  his  final  right  to  a  seat  therein  as  such  Representative,  be  referred  to  a  s{)ecial 
committee  of  nine  members  of  the  House,  to  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker;  and  until 
such  committee  shall  report  upon  and  the  House  decide  such  question  and  right  the 
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said  Brigham  H.  Roberts  shall  not  be  sworn  in  or  l)e  permitted  to  occupy  a  seat  in 
this  HouHe;  and  said  committee  shall  have  power  to  send  for  persons  and  jpapers 
and  examine  witnesses  on  oath  in  relation  to  the  subject-matter  of  this  resolution — " 
submit  the  following  report: 

The  committee  met  shortly  after  its  appointment,  and  in  Mr.  Roberts's  presence 
discussed  the  plan  and  scope  of  its  inquiry.  Mr.  Roberts  submitted  certain  motions 
and  supported  them  by  argument,  questioning  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  and 
its  right  to  report  against  his  prima  facie  right  to  a  seat  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 
The  determination  of  these  questions  was  postponed  by  the  committee,  to  be  taken 
up  in  the  general  consideration  of  the  case. 

Sul)8equently  certain  witnesses  appeared  before  the  committee  and  were  examined 
under  oath,  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Roberts  and  by  him  cross-examined,  n^lating  to 
the  charge  that  he  wajj  a  polygamist  This  testimony  has  been  printed  and  is  at  the 
disposal  of  the  members  of  the  House. 

The  committee  fuUv  heard  Mr.  Roberts  and  gave  him  opportunity  to  testify  if  he 
so  desired,  which  he  d[eclare<l  he  did  not  wish  to  do,  and,  upon  the  testimony  anduc^ 
before  it,  unanimously  agrees  upon  the  following 

FINDING  OP  FACTS. 

We  find  that  Brigham  H.  Roberts  was  elected  as  a  Representative  to  the  Fifty- 
sixth  Congress  from  the  State  of  Utah,  and  was  at  the  date  of  his  election  above  the 
age  of  25  years;  that  he  had  been  for  more  than  seven  vears  a  naturalized  citizen  of 
the  United  States  and  was  an  inhabitant  of  the  State  of  Utah. 

We  further  find  that  about  1878  he  married  Louisa  Smith,  his  first  and  lawful  wife, 
with  whom  he  has  ever  since  lived  as  such,  and  who  since  their  marriage  has  borne 
him  six  children. 

That  about  1885  he  married  as  his  plural  wife  Celia  Dibble,  with  whom  he  has  ever 
since  lived  as  such,  and  who  since  such  marriage  has  borne  him  six  children,  of  whom 
the  last  were  twins,  bom  August  11,  1897. 

That  some  years  after  his  said  marriage  to  Celia  Dibble  he  contracted  another 

Elural  marriage  with  Margaret  C.  Shipp,  with  whom  he  has  ever  since  lived  in  the 
abit  and  repute  of  marriage.  Your  committee  is  unable  to  fix  the  exact  date  of  this 
marriage,  it  does  not  appear  that  he  held  her  out  as  his  wife  before  January,  1897, 
or  that  she  before  that  date  held  him  out  as  her  husband,  or  that  before  that  date 
they  were  reputed  to  be  husband  and  wife. 

Tnat  these  factij  were  generally  known  in  Utah,  publicly  charged  against  him  dur- 
ing his  campaign  for  election,  and  were  not  deniea  by  him. 

That  the  testimony  bearing  on  these  facts  was  taken  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Roberts, 
and  that  he  fully  cross-examined  the  witnesses,  but  declined  to  place  himself  upon 
the  witness  stand.  ^  *^  ^ 

The  committee  is  unanimous  in  its  belief  that  Mr.  Roberts  ought  not  to  remain  a 
member  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  A  majority  are  of  the  opinion  that  he 
ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  become  a  member;  that  the  House  has  the  right  to 
exclude  him.  A  minority  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  proper  course  of  procedure  is 
to  permit  him  to  be  sworn  in  and  then  expel  him  by  a  two-thirds  vote  under  the 
constitutional  provision  providing  for  expulsion. 

Your  committee  desire  to  assert  with  the  utmost  positiveneas  at  this  point  that  not 
only  is  the  proposition  of  expulsion  as  applied  to  this  case  against  {N*ecedent,  but  that 
exclusion  is  entirely  in  acx-ord  with  pnnciple,  authority,  and  legislative  precedent, 
and  not  antagonistic  to  any  legislative  action  which  the  House  of  Representatives  has 
ever  taken. 

For  convenience  we  present  herewith,  before  proceeding  to  the  extended  argument 
in  support  of  the  committee's  resolution,  the  following: 

SUMMARY. 

Upon  the  facts  stated  the  majority  of  the  committee  assert  that  the  claimant  ought 
not  to  be  i)ermitted  to  take  a  seat  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  that  the  seat 
to  which  he  was  elected  ought  to  be  declared  vacant. 

The  minority,  on  the  other  hand,  assert  that  he  ought  to  l)e  sworn  in  in  onler  that 
if  happily  two-thirds  vote  therefor  he  may  be  expelled. 

Three  distinct  grounds  of  disqualification  are  asserted  against  Roberts. 

I.  Bv  reason  of  his  violation  of  the  Edmunds  law. 

II.  6y  reason  of  his  notorious  and  defiant  violation  of  the  law  of  the  land,  of  the 
decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  of  the  proclamations  of  the  Presidents,  holding 
himself  above  the  law  and  not  amenable  to  it. 


584  DIGEST   OF    CONTESTED    ELECTION    CASES. 

No  government  could  possibly  exist  in  the  face  of  Buch  practices.  He  is  in  open 
war  against  the  laws  and  institutions  of  the  country  whose  Conp-ess  he  seeks  to  enter. 
Such  an  idea  is  intolerable.  It  is  upon  the  principle  asserted  m  this  ground  that  all 
cases  of  exclusion  have  been  based. 

III.  His  election  as  Representative  is  an  explicit  and  offensive  violation  of  the 
understanding  by  which  Utah  was  admitted  as  a  State. 

THE   PROPOSITION   OF  EXCLUSION. 

The  objection  is  made  to  the  refusal  to  admit  Roberts  that  the  Constitution 
excludes  the  idea  that  any  objection  can  be  made  to  his  coming  in  if  he  is  25  years 
of  age,  has  been  seven  years  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  was  an  inhabitaiit  of 
Utah  when  elected,  no  matter  how  odious  or  treasonable  or  criminal  may  have  been 
hiH  life  and  practices. 

To  this  we  reply: 

1.  That  the  language  of  the  constitutional  provision,  the  history  of  its  framing  in 
the  constitutional  convention,  and  its  context  clearly  show  that  it  can  not  be  con- 
strued to  prevent  disqualification  for  crime. 

2.  That  the  overwhelming  authority  of  text-book  writers  on  the  Constitution  is  to 
the  effect  that  such  disqualification  may  be  imposed  by  the  House,  and  no  c*ommen- 
tator  on  the  Constitution  specifically  denies  it.  Especial  reference  is  made  to  the 
works  of  Cushing,  Pomeroy,  Throop,  Burgess,  and  Miller. 

3.  The  courts  of  several  of  the  States,  in  construing  analogous  provisions,  have 
with  practical  unanimity  declared  against  such  narrow  construction  of  such  constitu- 
tional provisions. 

4.  The  House  of  Representatives  has  never  denied  that  it  had  the  right  to  exclude 
a  member-elect,  even  when  he  had  the  three  constitutional  requirements. 

5.  In  many  instances  it  has  distinctly  asserted  its  right  so  to  do  in  cases  of  disloy- 
alty and  crime. 

6.  It  passed  in  1862  the  test-oath  act,  which  imposed  a  real  and  substantial  dis- 
(lualification  for  membership  in  Congress,  disqualifying  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
American  citizens.  This  law  remaineid  in  force  for  twenty  years,  and  thousands  of 
members  of  Congress  were  compelled  to  take  the  oath  it  required. 

7.  The  House  in  1869  adopted  a  |<eneral  rule  of  order,  providing  that  no  person 
should  be  sworn  in  as  a  member  against  whom  the  objection  was  made  that  he  was 
not  entitled  to  take  the  test  oath,  and  if  upon  investigation  such  fact  appeared  he 
was  to  be  permanently  debarred  from  entrance. 

THE   PROPOSITION   OF  EXPULSION. 

The  interesting  proposition  is  made  that  the  claimant  be  sworn  in  and  then  turned 
out.  Upon  the  theory  that  the  purpose  is  to  permanently  part  company  with  Mr. 
Roberts,  this  is  a  dubious  proceeding.  Such  action  requires  the  vote  of  two-thinis  of 
the  members.  We  ask  if  such  a  vote  is  possible  or  right,  in  view  of  the  following 
obKervations: 

The  expulsion  clause  of  the  Constitution  is  as  follows: 

"Each  House  may  determine  the  rules  of  its  proceedings,  punish  its  members  for 
disorderly  behavior,  and,  with  the  concurrence  of  two-thirds,  expel  a  member." 

No  lawyer  can  read  that  provision  without  raising  in  his  own  mind  the  question 
whether  the  House  has  any  power  to  expel,  except  for  some  cause  relating  to  the 
context.  The  ablest  lawyers  from  the  beginning  of  the  Republic  have  so  insisted, 
and  their  reasoning  has  l)een  so  cogent  that  these  propositions  are  establishe<i,  namely: 

1.  Neither  House  of  Congress  has  ever  expellea  a  member  for  acts  unrelated  to  him 
as  a  member  or  inconsistent  with  his  public  trust  and  duty  as  such. 

2.  Both  Houses  have  many  times  refused  to  expel  where  the  guilt  of  the  member 
was  apparent;  where  the  refusal  to  expel  was  put  upcm  the  ground  that  the  House  or 
Senate,  as  the  case  might  be,  had  no  nght  to  exi)el  for  an  act  unrelate<l  to  the  mem- 
ber as  Huch,  or  l)ecauf'e  it  was  committed  prior  to  his  election. 

The  most  notable  instances  are  the  following: 

IN   THE  SENATE. 

1 .  The  Humphrey  Marshall  case  in  1796.  Much  dispute  has  arisen  as  to  the  ground 
upon  which  the  Senate  refused  to  expel.  The  fact  remains,  however,  that  ne  was 
chareed  with  the  commission  of  an  offense — a  grave  offense  in  the  State  of  Kentucky — 
unrelated  to  him  as  a  Senator,  and  the  report  of  the  committee  emlxxiied  the  projx)- 
sition  that  the  Constitution  did  not  give  jurisdiction  to  the  Senate  to  expel  him. 
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2.  The  case  of  John  Smith  aroee  in  1808.  He  was  chained  with  participation  in 
Aaron  Burr's  conspiracy.    The  Senate  refused  to  expel. 

3.  In  1893  an  effort  was  made  in  the  Senate  to  expel  William  N.  Roach,  a  Senator 
from  North  Dakota.  He  was  charged  with  having  committed  a  felony  some  years 
prior  to  his  election.  The  case  was  elaborately  ai^ued  on  both  sides,  the  objection 
to  his  expulsion  being  grounded  upon  the  proposition  that  in  such  case  the  Senate 
had  no  right  to  expel.  The  subject  was  dropped;  those  who  were  prosecuting  the 
effort  to  expel  him  discerning,  no  doubt,  that  the  Senate  would  never  expel  under 
such  circumstances. 

IN   THE    HOUSE   OF   REPRESENTATIVES. 

1.  O.  B.  Matteson  had  committed  a  grave  offense  during  the  Thirty-fourth  Con- 
gress. He  was  elected  to  the  Thirty-fifth  Congress  and  was  permitted  to  take  his 
seat  without  objection.  A  resolution  of  expulsion  was  introduced  an<l  referred  to  a 
committee,  which  reported  that  the  House  had  no  authority  to  expel,  because  his 
offense  was  committed  while  in  a  previous  Congress.  The  House  sustained  the 
committee. 

2.  In  the  case  of  Oakes  Ames  and  James  Brcoks  the  special  committee  reported 
in  fiftvor  of  expulsion.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reportea  against  it,  on  the  ground 
that  the  House  had  no  authority  to  expel  for  acts  committed  before  that  Congress. 
The  House  refusetl  to  expel,  and  merelv  censured. 

3.  In  the  case  of  Cieorge  Q.  Cannon,  Delegate  from  Utah  in  the  Forty-third  Con- 

fress,  1874  and  1875,  we  find  a  series  of  events  suggesting,  in  the  light  of  this  (rase, 
low  history  repeats  itself. 

Cannon's  seat  was  contested  by  Maxwell,  who  had  received  but  a  handful  of  votes, 
and  had  no  right  whatever  to  the  seat,  even  if  Cannon  was  not  entitle<l  to  it.  The 
claim  was  made  that  Cannon  was  a  polygamist.  There  was  no  evidence  at  that  time 
before  the  House  that  he  had  married  a  plural  wife  after  the  at^t  of  1862.  If  he  ha<i 
not  he  had  violated  no  law.  A  resolution  was  adopted  de(*.laring  that  he  was  entitled 
to  the  seat  as  Delegate,  the  claim  being  made  that  he  might  be  proceeded  against  in 
expulsion  proceedings.  Whereupon,  on  the  same  day.  May  12,  1874,  a  committee 
was  appointed  to  investigate  the  question  of  Cannon's  polygamy  and  the  right  of  the 
House  to  expel.  It  reported  in  January,  1875,  that  Cannon  was  a  polvgamist,  and 
brought  in  a  resolution  of  expulsion.  A  vigorous  minority  report  was  filed,  in  which 
the  right  of  expulsion  was  combated  on  three  grounds. 

First.  That  the  House  had  already  declared  that  Cannon  was  erUUled  to  the  seat. 
The  force  of  the  argument  was  apparent,  for  nothing  had  inter\'ened  fo  make  him 
any  less  entitled  then  than  on  the  day  his  title  was  confirmed  by  the  previous  action 
of  the  House. 

Second.  That  when  Utah  was  created  as  a  Territory  Congress  knew  it  would  send 
Mormon  Delegates,  and  it  ought  not  now  to  complain  that  a  Monnon  had  come  to 
the  House. 

Thinl.  That  a  graver  ground  of  objection  existed.  *'The  question  is,"  said  the 
report,  **  whether  the  House  ought,  as  a  matter  of  policy,  or  to  establish  a  precedent, 
expel  either  a  Delegate  or  Member  on  account  of  alleged  crimes  or  immoral  practices 
unconne<!te<l  with  their  duties  or  obligations  as  Members  or  Delegates,  when  the 
Delegate  or  Member  possesses  all  the  qualifications  to  entitle  him  to  his  seat." 

The  reasoning  of  the  (X)mmittee  and  the  cogent  force  of  an  unbroken  line  of  prece- 
dents against  expulsion  seem  to  have  profoundly  impressed  the  House,  for  when  a 
couple  of  weeks  later  the  case  was  called  up  and  the  question  of  consideration  raised, 
only  a  Imggarly  21  could  l)e  found  ready  to  take  up  the  case,  and  it  was  never  heani  of 
agam. 

Thus  ended  the  first  campaign  to  confirm  a  polygamist  in  his  seat  in  the  fond  hope 
that  he  might  later  be  ex  pell  ^. 

4.  The  next  is  the  case  of  Schumaker  and  King  in  connection  with  the  China  mail 
service,  Auurust  9,  1876.  The  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  submitted  a  report,  in  the 
course  of  which  it  asserted  that  the  House  of  Representatives  had  no  authority  to 
take  juriwliction  of  violations  of  law  or  offenses  committeil  against  a  previous  Con- 
gress.    Referring  to  the  constitutional  provision  respecting  expulsion,  it  says: 

"This  jK)wer  is  evidently  given  to  enable  each  House  to  exercise  ite  constitutional 
function  of  legislation  unor)8tructed." 

The  committee  recommended  that  the  House  leave  the  charges  against  Schumaker 
and  King  '*  where  they  are  now,"  in  court. 

The  minority  rejmrt  did  not  combat  the  position  of  the  majority  in  so  far  as  this 
case  is  (X)ncerne<l.     They  sav  that — 

'*They  do  not  deny  but  that  there  are  limitations  on  the  power  of  this  House  [to 
ex^K^]  arising  from  the  circumstances  of  particular  cases  and  the  relations  of  this 
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House  to  the  constituency  of  an  accused  meml:)er;  therefore,  as  will  be  seen,  the 
undersigned  need  not  go  further  in  this  ca*«e  than  to  assert  jurisdiction,  because  the 
offenses  complained  of  were  not  known  to  the  constituents  of  the  members  in  ques- 
tion until  after  their  election/' 

If  there  is  any  fact  apparent  in  this  case  it  is  that  the  constituents  of  Mr.  Roberts 
knew  all  about  him  before  his  election. 

Can  there  be  room  to  doubt  the  proi)er  action  of  the  House?  Is  it  prepared  to 
yield  up  this  salutary  power  of  exclusion?  Will  it  declare  itself  defenseless  and 
ridi(!ulou8? 

Nor  are  those  who  assert  that  expulsion  is  the  remedy  necessarily  barred  from 
voting  for  the  resolution  declaring  the  seat  vacant.  He  must,  indeed,  l>e  technical 
and  narrow  in  his  construction  of  the  Constitution  who  will  not  admit  that  if  a  vote 
to  declare  the  seat  vacant  is  suHtaine<l  by  a  two-thirds  majority  the  Constitution  is 
substantially  (x>mplie<l  with.  He  may  not  agree  with  the  committee  that  a  mere 
majority  can  exclude,  but  he  can  reserve  the  right  to  make  the  point  of  order  that 
the  resolution  is  not  carried  if  two-thinls  do  not  vote  for  it. 

On  the  question  of  prima  facie  right  the  committee  considered  that 
it  was  settled  by  the  conclusions  reached  in  regard  to  the  final  right. 
"Both  Houses  of  Congress  have  in  innumerable  instances  exercised 
the  right  to  stop  a  member-elect  at  the  threshold  and  refuse  to  permit 
him  to  be  sworn  in  until  an  investigation  has  been  made  as  to  his  right 
to  a  seat.  In  some  cases  the  final  right  was  accorded  the  claimant;  in 
many  cases  it  was  denied.  This  question,  as  we  view  it,  is  always  to 
be  answered  from  the  standpoint  of  expediency  and  propriety.  The 
inherent  right  exists  of  necessity." 

It  is  not  true  that  the  exercise  of  this  right  could  block  the  organi- 
zation of  the  House.  All  the  members  on  the  Clerk's  roll,  whether 
sworn  in  or  not,  have  a  right  to  vote  on  organization  and  on  the  ques- 
tion of  swearing  in  membei*s.  ''If  every  individual  member  had  been 
objected  to  seriatim  the  only  objectionable  result  would  have  been  the 
inconvenience  and  delay  involved  in  the  time  necessary  to  vote  upon 
all  the  cases." 

On  the  general  question  of  constitutional  qualifications  the  committee 
said: 

This  question  meets  us  at  the  threshold:  Does  the  constitutional  provision,  "No 
person  snail  be  a  Representative  who  shall  not  have  attained  to  the  age  of  25  years, 
and  been  seven  years  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  who  shall  not,  when  elected, 
be  an  inhabitant  of  the  State  in  which  he  shall  be  chosen, ''  preclude  the  imposition 
of  any  disqualification  by  Congress  or  by  either  House? 

Mtist  it  be  said  that  the  constitutional  provision,  phrased  as  it  is,  really  means 
that  every  person  who  is  25  years  of  age,  and  who  has  been  for  seven  years  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States,  and  was,  when  elected,  an  inhabitant  of  that  State  in  which 
he  was  chosen,  is  eligible  to  be  a  member  of  the  House  of  Repreaentativee  and  must 
be  admitte<l  thereto,  even  though  he  be  insane,  or  disloyal,  or  a  leper,  or  a  criminal? 

Is  it  conceivable  that  the  Constitution  meant  that  crime  could  not  disqualify?  The 
whole  spirit  of  government  revolts  against  any  such  conception. 

Not  now  discussing  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  that  constitutional  provision 
is  exclusive,  so  far  as  ordinary  qualifications  are  concerned,  is  it  to  be  said  that  there 
is  in  it  no  implied  power  of  disqu/alification  for  reasons  which  appeal  to  the  common 
judgment  of  mankind,  and  which  are  vital  and  essential  to  the  very  constitution  and 
mtecrity  of  the  legislative  body  as  such? 

VVe  are  compelled  to  answer  that  that  provision,  in  the  sense  to  which  we  have 
just  adverted,  is  not  exclusive,  and  that  reasonable  disqualificiitions  may  attach  to 
certain  individuals,  which  may,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  be  assumed  to  amount  in 
practice  to  added  qualifications. 

A  marked  distinction  is  to  be  made  between  arbitrary  disqualifications  and  those 
which  arise  out  of  the  voluntary  act  of  the  individual  who  places  himself,  by  the 
commission  of  an  offense  against  the  law  or  civilization,  within  the  prohibited  class. 
We  believej  whatever  general  skUements  may  have  been  made  by  public  merij  that  no  com- 
menlatar  on  the  ConstUtUion,  no  courts  or  either  House  of  Congress  fias  ever  questioned  the 
propriety  of  that  distinction,  but  that  the  contrary  doctrine  has  been  universally  held  where- 
ever  the  qvMion  toas  clearly  raised. 
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In  our  opinion  it  is  demonstrable  that  no  such  exclusive  meaning  can  be  given  to 
the  provision  above  quoted  as  is  contended  for  on  the  other  side  of  this  projK)8ition, 
and  that  the  sound  rule  is  declared  bv  Burgess  in  his  work  on  Political  Stnence  and 
Constitutional  Law  when,  on  page  52,  ne  says: 

**I  think  it  certain  that  either  House  [of  Congress]  might  reject  an  insane  person 
*    *    *    or  might  exclude  a  grossly  immoral  |)erson." 

We  desire  at  the  very  threshold  of  this  discussion  to  lay  down  these  general  proposi- 
tions, never  to  be  forgotten  and  always  to  be  kept  clearly  in  mind: 

1.  That  the  House  has  never  denied  that  it  had  the  right  to  refuse  to  permit  a 
meml)er-elect  to  Ire  sworn  in,  although  he  had  all  of  tlie  three  constitutional 
quali  flections. 

2.  That  it  has  in  many  instances  affirmatively  declared  that  it  ha<l  the  right  to  thus 
pefust*. 

3.  That  the  right  to  so  refuse  is  supportetl  on  principle,  and  by  the  overwhelming 
weight  of  authority  of  constitutional  writers  and  judicial  opinions  on  analogous  con- 
stituticmal  questions;  and 

4.  Upon  the  converse  proposition  of  admission  and  then  expulsion  we  assert  this: 
First.  That  the  House  has  never  declared  that  it  had  the  right  to  exj)el  a  meml)er 

for  acts  unrelated  to  him  as  such  or  for  acts  committed  prior  to  his  election;  and 

Se(^(md.  That  Ijoth  the  House  and  the  Senate  have  m  many  instances  refuse<l  to 
expel  members  where  the  proof  of  guilt  was  conclusive,  but  where  the  acts  com- 
plained of  were  unrelated  to  the  members  as  such. 

The  committee  then  outlined  the  history  of  the  legislation  against 
polygamy  and  the  judicial  opinions  thereon.  They  also  showed  that 
the  claimant,  Roberts,  was  not  only  a  polygamist  in  violation  of  the 
law,  but  that  as  recently  as  December  6,  1899,  he  had  publicly  pro- 
claimed his  defiance  of  the  law  and  refused  to  obey  it,  saying: 

Even  were  the  church  that  sanctioned  these  marriages  and  performed  the  cere- 
monies to  turn  its  back  upon  us  and  say  the  marriages  are  not  valid  now,  and  that 
I  must  give  these  good  and  loyal  women  up,  I'll  be  damned  if  I  would. 

The  report  continues: 

We  have  thus  presented  to  our  view  the  status  of  Roberts.  What  are  we  going  to 
do  about  it? 

We  assert  that  it  is  our  duty,  as  it  is  our  right,  to  exclude  him;  to  prevent  his  tak- 
ing the  oath  and  participating  in  the  councils  of  the  nation. 

Three  methods  present  themselves  by  which  to  test  the  soundness  of  this  view: 

First.  On  principle,  and  this  involves — 

(1)  The  nature  of  the  l^islative  assembly  and  the  power  necessarily  arising 
therefrom; 

2)  The  express  language  of  the  constitutional  provision; 

3)  The  reasons  for  that  language; 

4)  Its  context  and  its  relation  to  other  parts  of  the  instrument; 
(5)  The  obvious  constniction  of  other  portions  of  the  same  instrument  neoesBarily 

subject  to  the  same  rule  of  construction. 
Second.  The  text-books  and  the  judicial  authorities. 
Third.  Congressional  precedents.    These  are  of  two  classes — 

1)  Action  respecting  the  rights  of  individual  members; 

2)  Acts  of  Congress  and  general  resolutions  of  either  House. 
Ls  to  the  first  proposition,  what  is  the  argument  on  princinle?    We  think  it  will 

be  undoubted  that  every  legislative  body  has  unlimited  control  over  iUtown  methods 
of  organization  and  the  qualifications  or  disqualifications  of  its  memlxirs,  except  as 
specifically  limited  by  the  organic  law.  We  do  not  think  that  this  proposition  needs 
ami)lifying;  it  is  axiomatic.  It  is  apparent  that  every  deliberative  and  legislative 
boay  must  have  supreme  control  over  its  own  membership,  except  in  so  far  as  it 
may  l)e  specifically  limited  by  a  higher  law;  there  is  a  distinction  to  be  drawn 
between  the  legislative  power  of  a  legislative  body  and  its  oivanizing  power,  or  those 
thinjTS  which  relate  to  its  membership,  and  its  control  over  the  methods  of  perform- 
ing Its  allotted  work.  That  is  to  be  distinguished  from  the  legislative  power  to  be 
expressed  in  its  final  results. 

When  our  Constitution  was  framed  there  was  practically  no  limit  to  the  right  and 
power  in  these  respects  of  the  English  Parliament.  Such  power  is  necessary  to  the 
preservation  of  the  body  itself  and  to  the  dignity  of  its  character.  In  England  it 
was  at  one  time  admissiole  to  permit  the  admission  into  the  House  of  Commons  of 
minors,  of  aliens,  and  of  persons  not  inhabitants  of  the  political  subdivision  in  which 


588  DIGEST   OF   CONTESTED   ELECTION    CASES. 

they  were  elected.  To  this  day  it  is  well  known  that  an  inhabitant  of  London  may 
be  elected  by  a  ScoU^h  constituency,  and  a  member  has  been  elected  by  more  than 
one  constituency  to  the  same  Parliament. 

The  wording  of  the  Constitution  is  negative,  thus  not  necessarily 
excluding  other  than  the  specified  (qualifications,  though  it  would  have 
been  just  as  easv  to  make  it  positive  if  such  had  been  the  intention. 
The  first  draft  or  the  constitutional  provision  was  in  a  positive  form, 
and  the  slight  contemporaneous  discussion  was  on  this  form.  There 
were  some  objections  to  the  provision,  but  the  next  day  it  was  put  in 
the  present  form  and  passed.  The  committee  illusti'ated  the  principle 
by  numerous  supposed  cases  of  wrongdoing  which  would  evidently 
make  it  impossible  for  a  member  to  sit  m  the  House  or  to  be  admitted 
if  he  were  not  yet  sworn  in,  and  added: 

So  much  for  illustrations  upon  that  question.  Look,  now,  at  the  last  paragraph  of 
Article  VI  of  the  Constitution: 

"The  Senators  and  Representatives  before  mentioned,  and  the  members  of  the 
several  State  legislatures,  and  all  executive  and  judicial  oflEicers,  both  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  several  States,  shall  be  bound  by  oath  or  affirmation  to  support  this 
CJonstitution." 

Here  is  an  affirmative  declaration  that  a  certain  oath  shall  be  administered  to  cer- 
tain officials.  If  the  theory  of  exclusion  is  applied  to  the  qualification  clause  aa  to 
Representatives,  it  must  be  applied  to  this  clause,  and  therefore  Congress  has  no 
power  to  demand  any  other  oath,  or  superadd  to  this  oath  any  other  provisions. 

And  yet  the  very  oath  we  took  as  members  of  this  House  has  additional  provisions. 
Congress  passed  also  the  test  oath  act  in  1862,  making  vital  additions  to  the  constitu- 
tional oath,  and,  indeed,  adding  a  new  ground  of  disqualification  for  members  of 
Congress.  This  act  was  passed  oy  a  large  majority  and  compelled  members  of  Con- 
gress to  submit  to  that  oath  for  many  years.  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  the  great 
expounder  of  the  Constitution,  in  the  case  of  McCulloch  v.  Maryland,  declared  that 
*'He  would  be  (charged  with  insanity  who  should  contend  that  the  legislature  might 
not  superadd  to  the  oath  directed  by  the  Constitution  such  other  oath  or  oaths  as  its 
wisdom  might  suggest,"  and  the  whole  opinion  in  that  case  is  addressed  in  principle 
to  the  very  doctrine  that  is  here  advocated. 

If  Congress  could  add  to  the  constitutional  oath,  the  same  theory  of  construction 
must  permit  it  to  at  least  add  reasonal)le  qualifications  to  the  requirements  for  mem- 
bers of  the  legislative  body,  at  least  to  the  extent  of  declaring  disqualifications  which 
in  their  nature  ought  to  bar  a  man  from  entrance  into  a  ^reat  legislative  body. 

The  same  clause  to  which  we  have  just  referred  has  this  provision: 

'*But  no  religious  test  shall  ever  be  required  as  a  qualification  to  any  office  or  public 
trust  under  the  Unite<l  States." 

If  the  Constitution  had  laid  down  all  the  qualifications  which  Congress  or  any 
other  power  had  the  right  to  impose,  it  was  unnecessary  to  go  on  and  dec*Tare  that  no 
religious  test  should  l)e  required.  That  great  instrument  is  inconsistent  in  its  parts 
and  contradictory  of  itself  if  it  be  true  that  it  meant  that  no  disqualifications  should 
be  provided  except  those  named.  Nor  was  it  necessary,  if  the  proviso  means  an 
oath  merely,  that  such  exception  should  be  made,  for  the  preceding  words  of  the 
paragraph  set  out  the  required  oath. 

The  effort  to  make  the  negative  declaration  of  minimum  qualifications  exclusive 
of  all  others,  whatever  the  necessities  of  the.  House  may  be,  falls  to  the  ground  if  we 
admit  that  the  paragraph  respecting  oaths  is  in  the  same  instrument  as  that  which 
defines  the  qualifications  of  nleml^ers  of  Congress. 

Of  text-book  authorities  the  committee  referred  to  Story  on  the 
Constitution,  Burgess's  Political  Science  and  Constitutional  Law,  Pom- 
ero}' 's  Constitutional  Law,  Justice  Miller's  Lectures  on  the  Constitu- 
tion, Throop  on  Public  Offices,  and  Cushing  on  Law  and  Practice  of 
Legislative  Assemblies.  The  well-known  statement  of  Story  the  com- 
mittee disposed  oJ  as  follows: 

First.  That  it  is  dismissed  in  a  very  few  words.  Justice  Story  himself  disclaims 
explicitly  in  his  work  that  he  gives  nis  own  opinion  as  to  what  the  Constitution 
means,  but  asserts  that  he  undertakes  merely  to  give  the  statements  of  others. 
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.  ^cond.  This  etatement  of  Judge  Story  does  not  at  all  interfere  with  the  {iropom- 
iioD'We  have  laid  down:  That  the  power  of  the  House  to  exclude  from  its  iHeml)er- 
shipa  person  who  is,  for  instance,  disloyal,  a  criminal,  insane,  or  infectcfl.with  a 
ttoutagious  disease  is  not  superadding  any  qualifications,  within  the  meaning  of  Htory, 
sucii  as  a  property  qualification  or  an  educational  qualification. 

We  find,  however,  that  Story's  expression,  if  it  means  all  that  is  claimed  for  it  by 
the  minority,  does  not  accord  with  the  opinion  of  other  commentators,  with  the 
courts,  or  with  the  Congressional  precedents. 

Of  court  decisions,  the  committee  quoted  from  Barker  v.  The  Peo- 
ple (3d  Co\%en,  N.  Y.);  Royall  v.  Thomas  (28  Gratton  (Va.),  130); 
Commonwealth  v.  Jones  and  Cochran  v,  Jones  (Kentucky);  Mason  r. 
The  State  (58th  Ohio  State);  Commonwealth  v.  Walker  (83  Pennsyl- 
vania State,  105);  Kogers  v.  Buffalo  (123  N.  Y.,  184);  Ohio  ex  rel. 
Attorney-General -y.  Covington  (29  Ohio  State,  102);  Darrow  v.  The 
People  (8  Colo.,  417). 

They  also  referred  to  the  case  of  Jeremiah  Larned,  excluded  by  the 
legislature  of  Massachusetts  in  1785,  and  to  the  cases  of  Niles,  Thomas, 
and  Stark  in  the  United  States  Senate,  and  to  the  Kentucky  cases  of 
1867,  the  Whittemore  case,  and  the  case  of  George  Q.  Cannon,  in  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

Senator  Niles  appeared  in  the  Senate  on  April  30,  1844,  a  short  time 
after  being  discharged  from  the  insane  asylum  as  improved  })ut  not 
completely  restored  to  health.  He  was  not  sworn  in  until  a  committee 
had  inquired  into  the  case  and  reported  that  he  was  not  of  unsound 
mind  in  the  technical  sense  of  that  phitise. 

Philip  F.  Thomas  was  excluded  from  the  Senate  by  re*»olution  in 
1867,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  been  dislo^^al  and  could  not  take  the 
test  oath. 

Benjamin  Stark,  appointed  Senator  from  Oregon  in  1862,  was 
accused  of  disloyalty,  but  the  proof  was  not  suflBcient  to  cause  a  major- 
ity of  the  Senate  to  vote  either  to  exclude  or  expel  him.  In  a  report 
on  the  preliminary  question,  however.  Senator  Lyman  Trumbull  said: 

It  is  admitte(i  that  neither  the  Senate,  Congress,  nor  a  State  can  superadd  other 
qualifurations  for  a  Senator  to  those  prescribed  by  the  Constitution,  and  yet  either 
may  prevent  a  person  possessing  all  tnose  quahiications  and  duly  elected  from  taking 
his  seat  in  the  Senate. 

A  State,  for  instance,  mi^ht  arrest  him  for  felony  before  he  was 
sworn  in  and  keep  him  imprisoned  through  the  term;  Congress  might 
pass  a  law  imposing  disability  to  hold  any  office,  including  that  of 
Senator,  as  a  punishment  for  crime:  or  the  Senate  might  refuse  to 
admit  a  felon,  an  insane,  or  disloyal  person,  or  one  who  was  at  the 
moment  of  his  application  for  admission  violently  disturbing  the 
session  of  the  Senate. 

In  the  Kentucky  ciise,  in  1867,  the  House  refused  to  permit  the 
swearing  in  of  the  members-elect,  when  their  credentials  were  pre- 
sented, and  referred  the  charges  of  disloyalty  to  the  Committee  on 
Elections.  At  other  times  after  the  objection  was  made  to  the  swear- 
ing in  of  other  members-elect  the  House  assumed  jurisdiction,  tried 
the  cases  in  advance  of  administering  the  oath,  and  where,  as  some- 
times had  been  the  case,  it  appeared  that  the  claimant  had  not  been  dis- 
loyal, he  was  of  eourse  sworn  in;  in  other  cases  he  was  excluded.  On 
March  22,  1869,  the  following  was  adopted  as  a  standing  rule  of  the 
House,  and  therefore  as  the  matured  expression  of  its  deliberate  judg- 
ment: 

Resolreri,  That  in  all  conteHted-elcM-tion  cases  in  which  it  shall  l)e  charged  by  a 
party  to  the  case,  or  a  member  of  the  House,  that  either  claimant  is  unable  under  the 
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act  approved  Jul}^  2,  1862,  entitied  *^An  act  to  prescribed  the  oath  of  office,  and  for 
other  purposes,"  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  committee  to  ascertain  whether  such 
disabihty  exist,  and  if  such  disability  shall  be  found  to  exist  the  committee  shall  so 
report  to  the  House  and  shall  not  further  consider  the  subject  without  the  further 
order  of  the  House,  and  no  compensation  will  be  allowed  by  the  House  to  any  claim- 
ant who  shall  not  have  been  entitled  at  the  time  of  the  election  and  whose  disloyalty 
shall  not  have  been  removed  by  act  of  Oonjfress. 

In  the  Forty-first  Congress  Representative  Whittemore,  who  had 
escaped  expulsion  for  selling  a  cadetship  by  resigning,  was  again  elected 
at  a  special  election,  but  was  excluded  by  a  vote  of  the  House  of  130 
to  24  after  full  debate. 

George  Q.  Cannon  was  excluded  from  the  Forty-seventh  Congress, 
to  which  he  had  been  elected  Delegate  from  Utah,  on  the  ground  of 
polygamy.     Speaking  of  this  case  the  committee  said: 

The  case  of  Geoiige  Q.  Cannon,  who  was  excluded  from  the  Forty nseventh  Con- 
gress as  a  Delegate  on  the  ground  that  he  was  a  polygamist,  on  principle  clearly  sus- 
tains the  proposition  of  exclusion  of  a  member. 

It  is  true  that  when  excluded  Cannon  was  merely  a  Delegate-elect  from  the 
Territory  of  Utah  and  not  a  person  elected  to  an  office  created  by  the  Constitution. 

Nevertheless,  we  assert  that  on  principle  that  case  can  not  be  differentiated  from 
the  case  at  l)ar. 

Allen  G.  Campbell  was  a  candidate  for  Delegate  from  the  State  of  Utah  against 
George  Q.  Cannon  in  1880.  Campbell  received  about  10  per  cent  of  the  votes  cast, 
and  the  governor  issued  a  certificate  to  him  on  the  theory  tnat  Cannon  was  ineligible 
to  be  a  Delegate  in  Congress.  Campbell's  seat  was  contested  bv  Cannon.  The  com- 
mittee, in  January,  1882,  made  a  very  elaborate  rejwrt.  All  but  one  united  in 
declaring  that  Campbell,  not  having  received  a  majority  of  the  votes,  was  not  enti- 
tled to  a  seat,  and  tne  dissenting  member  finally  agreed  with  the  majority  that  what- 
ever Cannon's  rights  mi^ht  be,  Campl)ell  ought  not  to  be  seated. 

A  considerable  majontv  of  the  committee  further  found  that  as  Cannon  was  a 
jK)lygami8t  he  was  ineligible  and  disqualified  to  be  Delegate  in  Congress.  At  this 
time  the  Edmunds  law  nad  not  been  passed  and  there  was  no  statutory  ground  of 
ineligibility. 

Some  members  of  the  committee  undertook  to  differentiate  between  the  right  of 
the  House  to  exclude  a  member  and  its  right  to  exclude  a  Delegate,  while  other 
members  insisted  that,  while  there  was  a  sharp  distinction  to  be  drawn  between  a 
member  and  a  Delegate,  yet  that  in  so  far  as  the  matter  of  ineligibility  on  the  ground 
of  polygamy  was  concerned  the  same  principle  would  apply  to  both. ' 

This,  then,  was  the  condition  of  the  Cannon  case  before  the  Edmunds  law  was 
passed.  The  committee  was  unanimously  of  the  opinion  that  Cannon  was  duly 
elec^tetl  a  Delegate  from  the  State  of  Utah  and  therefore  that  he  was  entitled  to  hold 
the  certificate  of  election;  that  he  stood  in  the  attitude  of  a  man  appearing  before 
the  bar  of  the  House  with  the  proper  certificate  of  the  governor  of  the  Territory  of 
Utah  and  with  no  infirmity  except  that  which  went  to  his  disqualification,  namely, 
the  fact  of  jwlygamy. 

Before  the  case  was  taken  up  in  the  House  for  discussion  and  action  the  Edmunds 
law  was  jMissed.  Mr.  Cannon  in  his  speech  says  that  there  were  some  members  of 
the  House  who  had  told  him  that  while  they  would  not  have  excluded  him  under 
the  report  of  the  committee,  thev  would  then  vote  to  exclude  him  because  of  the 
provitaons  of  section  8  of  the  Edmunds  Act;  and  Mr.  Ranney,  of  Massachusetts,  a 
meniljer  of  the  Committee  on  Elections,  who  had  dissented  from  the  majority  reix)rt, 
declaretl  that  he  felt  compelled  to  vote  in  favor  of  the  exclusion  of  Cannon  Ijecause 
of  the  passage  of  that  law. 

Nevertheless  the  fact  appears,  and  we  l^elieve  it  to  be  the  just  inference  from  what 
occurred  from  the  report  of  the  committee  and  the  debate  on  the  floor  of  the  House, 
that  Cannon  would  have  been  excluded  if  the  Edmunds  law  had  never  been  passed. 
The  vote  in  favor  of  allowing  him  his  seat  was  79  and  against  it  123. 

The  committee  quoted  at  length  from  the  debate  in  the  Cannon 
case.     In  regard  to  the  English  precedents  they  said: 

We  have  to  say  that  after  diligent  search  we  find  no  cases  where  the  House  of 
O^mmons  ever  held  or  decided  that  it  had  not  the  right  to  exclude  at  the  very 
threshold  a  member  whose  certificate  or  credentials  were  perfect  and  uncontested, 
although  the  ground  of  exclusion  was  not  a  want  of  legal  (qualifications;  and  there 
are  scores  of  cases  since  1780  where  it  has  claimed  and  exercised  that  right. 
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Cases  apparently  inconsistent  were  explained  as  not  reall}"  so. 

It  may  lie  said  that  the  House  of  Commons  has  uniformly  taken  the  view  that 
under  the  right  to  judge  of  the  "qualifications"  of  its  members — their  legal  elet^tion 
and  return  being  conceded — it  rests  wholly  within  the  discretion  of  that  body  to 
establish  a  new  test  or  requirement  of  qualification  for  meml)ership,  and  that  it  may 
be  either  mental,  such  as  for  imbecility  or  insanity,  physical,  as  for  paralysis,  or  for 
grave  offenses  against  criminal  laws. 

Thus  we  ?ee  that  the  Senate  and  the  House  have  taken  the  ground  that  they  had 
the  right  to  exclude  for  insanity,  for  disloyalty,  and  for  crime,  including  polvgamy, 
and,  a»  we  believe,  there  is  no  case  in  either  the  House  or  the  Senate,  where  the  facts 
were  not  disputed,  in  which  either  the  Senate  or  House  has  denied  that  it  had  the 
right  to  exclude  a  man,  even  though  he  had  the  three  constitutional  qualifications. 
There  is  a  laige  amount  of  debate,  w^here  opinions  are  given  on  both  sides  of  the 
proposition,  but  as  against  that  is  the  never- vary  ing  action  of  the  t  wobodies  themselves. 

Congress  has,  moreover,  b}'  law,  imposed  statutory  dis(][ualifications. 
Acts  of  1790  and  1791  disqualified  bribe  givers  from  holding  any  oiBce 
under  the  United  States,  and  the  context  of  many  other  statutes,  as 
well  as  of  the  Constitution  itself,  shows  that  the  position  of  Repre- 
sentative in  Congress  is  such  an  "  oflBce."  The  test-oath  act  of  July  2, 
1862,  was  invariably  construed  as  applying  to  Representatives,  and 
claimants  were  excluded  under  it.  oection  8  of  tne  Edmunds  Act, 
whatever  its  meaning,  evidenced  the  legislative  will  to  disqualify  poly g- 
amists  for  office. 

In  the  very  nature  of  things  the  House  of  Representatives,  wherever  it  is  as  a  House 
of  Representatives,  is  in  a  place  under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States; 
therefore  when  Roberts  comes  into  the  District  of  Columbia  in  the  status  of  a  polyg- 
amist  he  is  ineligible  under  the  Edmunds  Act  to  hold  any  office  or  place  under  the 
United  States,  and  therefore  ineligible  to  hold  the  position  of  member  of  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

The  committee  summed  up  the  argument  on  the  second  main  ground 
of  disqualification  as  follows: 

We  assert  before  the  House,  the  country,  and  history  that  it  is  absolutely  and 
impregnabl^V  sound,  not  to  Ixi  effectively  attacked,  consonant  with  every  legislative 
precedent,  in  harmony  with  the  law  and  with  the  text-books  on  the  subject: 

That  Brigham  H.  Roberts's  persistent,  notorious,  and  defiant  violation  of  one  of 
the  most  solemn  acta  ever  passed  by  Congress,  by  the  very  lx)dy  which  he  seeks  now 
to  enter  on  the  theory  that  he  is  a^)ove  the  law,  and  his  defiant  violation  of  the  laws 
of  his  own  State,  necessarily  render  him  ineligible,  disijualified,  unfit,  and  unworthy 
to  be  a  member  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  And  this  proposition  is  asserteci 
not  so  much  for  reasons  personal  to  the  membership  of  the  House,  as  because  it  goes 
to  the  very  integrity  of  tne  House  and  the  Republic  as  such. 

On  the  third  main  contention,  the  committee  said: 

We  come  no^  to  the  third  main  prof)osiiion,  that  his  election  involves  a  breach 
of  the  compact  and  understanding  by  which  Utah  nas  admitted  to  the  Union. 

Utah  was  admitted  to  the  Union  with  the  distinct  understanding  upon  l)oth  sides 
that  i>olygamous  practices  were  umler  the.ban  of  the  church,  prohibited  and  practi- 
cally eradicated,  both  as  a  practice  and  a  belief,  and  that  they  would  not  be 
renewed. 

The  effort  is  made  to  alarm  people  upon  this  proposition  that  some  similar  objec- 
tion might  be  made  to  representation  from  Stat«5  in  w^hich  the  claim  might  be  made 
that  the  right  to  vote  was  denied  to  some  citizens.  It  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  this 
to  say  that  if  such  groun<i  of  complaint  exists  the  Constitution  specifically  tells  us 
what  our  remedy  is;  and  declares  precisely,  in  the  fourteenth  amendment,  what  we 
may  do  in  any  event  when  the  right  of  suffrage  is  improperly  denied.  There  is  no 
possible  escape  from  that  position,  even  assuming  that  tnere  was  anything  in  the 
bogie  man. 

But  as  to  Utah,  she  was  admitted  on  the  express  statement  that  the  practice  of 
polygamous  living  was  interdicted  by  the  church,  was  practically  abandoned  by  the 
I^eople,  and  eradicated  as  a  l)elief.  Of  course  that  sporadic  instances  of  the  viola- 
tion of  the  law  against  cohabitation  might  occur  no  one  doubted. 
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The  committee  gave  an  account  of  the  public  renunciation  of  polyg- 
amy by  the  Mormon  Church  and  of  the  arguments  used  at  the  time 
Utah  was  admitted  as  a  State,  and  added: 

.And  so  the  enabling  act  wafl  passed.  Every  incredulous  member  who  cast  doubt 
upon  the  sincerity  of  oolygamists  in  Utah  was  whistled  down  the  wind.  Every 
k^gislator  who  doubtea  if  the  funeral  of  polygamy  had  really  taken  place  was 
laughed  to  acorn.  Polygamy  was  dead!  That  was  the  battle  cry,  and  on  it  the  bat- 
tle was  fought  and  won. 

^Vhat  would  have  become  of  the  bill  if  Mr.  Rawlins  liad  declare<i  that  the  State 
of  rtah,  just  about  to  Ik?  born,  would  reserx'e  the  right  to  send  a  polygamist  to  Con- 
gress? His  bill  would  have  been  buried  beneath  an  avalanche  of  votes  beyond  the 
hope  of  resurrection. 

The  language  of  the  enabling  act  is,  *' provided  that  polygamous  or  plural  mar- 
riages are  forever  prohibited."    «    «    « 

It  is  not  to  be  assumed  from  the  fact  that  a  rare  or  sporadic  case  of  polygamous 
marriage  occurred  in  Utah,  or  sporadic  instances  of  unlawful  cohabitation  had  come 
to  light,  that  that  would  be  a  violation  of  the  agreement;  but  we  take  it  that  it  is  in 
the  last  degree  a  violation  of  the  acreement  or  understanding  when  that  State  sends 
to  Congress  a  man  who  is  himself  engaged  in  the  persistent  practice  of  the  very 
thing  the  abandonment  of  which  was  the  condition  precedent  to  its  admission;  and 
tliat  man  the  most  conspicuous  defier  of  the  law  and  violator  of  the  covenant  of 
statehoixl  to  be  found  in  Utah. 

On  the  proposition  to  expel  instead  of  exclude  the  committee  held 
^'that  neither  House  ought  to  expel  for  an}' cause  unrelated  to  the 
trust  or  dut}^  of  a  nienmer."  Stoiy,  sections  837,  838;  Rawle,  48; 
Paschal  on  the  Constitution,  87,  ana  the  case  of  Hiss  vs.  Bartleett  (3 
(iray,  468)  were  referred  to  as  sustaining  this  contention.  The  Senate 
cases  of  Marshall,  Smith,  and  Roach,  and  the  House  cases  of  Herbert, 
Matteson,  Brooks  and  Ames,  Cannon,  Schumacher,  and  King,  described 
(except  the  Herbert  case)  above,  were  more  elabomtely  analyzed,  and 
the  committee  concluded: 

If  the  House  takes  the  action  which  the  minority  of  the  committee  insists  it  ought 
to  take,  it  will,  for  the  first  time  in  its  history,  part  with  a  most  beneficent  power 
which  it  has  often  exercised — a  power  that  ought  rarely  to  he  exercised,  but  which 
the  House  has  never  declared  it  did  not  possess. 

Mindful  of  the  gravity  of  the  question  and  realizing  the  responsibility  imposed 
upon  us,  we  recommend  the  adoption  of  the  following  resolution: 

Resdredj  That  under  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  this  case  Brigham  H.  Roberts, 
Representative-elect  from  the  State  of  Utah,  ought  not  to  have  or  iiold  a  seat  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  that  the  seat  to  which  he  was  elected  is  hereby  declared 
vacant. 

The  minority  held  that  the  House  had  a  right  to  expel  the  claimant 
after  admission,  but  not  to  exclude  him  before  admis&ion: 

Finding  that  Mr.  Rol)ertfl  has  l)een  and  is  now  a  polygamist,  unlawfully  cohabiting 
with  plural  wives,  if  the  House  of  Representatives  is  for  that  reason  of  the  opinion 
that  he  ought  not  to  l)e  a  member  thereof,  what  course  should  it  rightfuUv  pursue 
under  the  Constitution,  the  supreme  law  of  the  land — exclude  him  or  expel  him?  If 
he  is  to  l)e  excluded,  it  must  l)e  rx'cause  he  is  for  such  reason  legallv  ineligible  or 
distpalified.  The  purpose  is  to  consider  the  question  of  constitutional  right,  not  of 
arbitrary  f)ower,  as  it  is  concealed  that  the  House  has  that  power  to  exclude,  with  or 
without  reason,  right  or  wrong.  The  exercise  of  such  a  power,  without  constitutional 
warrant,  would  simply  l)e  brute  force,  a  tyrannous  exercise  of  power,  unreviewable 
by  any  tribunal.     *    *    * 

Is  it  seriously  contended  that  this  House  can  of  its  own  motion,  by  its  own  inde- 
l)endent  action,  create  for  the  purposes  of  this  case  a  legal  qualification  or  disqualifi- 
cation? This  llouse  alone  can  not  make  or  unmake  the  law  of  the  land.  Before 
any  one  of  its  acts  can  become  law  it  must  be  concurred  in  by  the  Senate  and 
approved  by  the  President,  or  passed  by  two-thirds  of  each  House  over  his  veto.  It 
is  quite  dear  that  the  House,  t>y  its  independent  action,  can  not,  if  it  would,  make 
for  this  case  any  disqualifying  regulation  tnat  would  have  the  force  of  law. 
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On  the  general  question  of  adding  to  the  constitutional  qualifications, 
le  minority  said: 

It  is  a  very  grave  question  as  to  whether  Congress  can,  by  a  law  duly  ena(;te<i,  add 
>  tbe.  (qualifications  negatively  stated  in  the  (institution.  There  is  no  decision  of 
le  United  States  Supreme  Court  directly  or  indirectly  construing  this  provision. 
'h.ere  is  no  decision  of  any  State  court  directly  in  point. 

The  various  cases  referred  to  by  the  majority  were  analyzed  to  show 
hat  tbey  did  not  apply  to  the  principle  of  this  case  or  did  not  estab- 
ish  the  contention  of  the  majority.  The  text-books  cited  by  the 
najority  gave  no  authority  for  tneir  opinions,  and  Story,  Cooley,  Gush- 
ing, in  a  later  statement  (2d  ed.,  p.  27,  sec.  65),  Tucker,  Foster,  Pas- 
6hB\^  McCrary,  and  Paine  all  agree  that  the  constitutional  requirements 
are  exclusive. 

On  the  Whittemore  case  (Forty-first  Congress)  the  committee  said: 

We  have  examined  that  case  with  care,  and  we  feel  bound  to  say  that  we  do  not 

think  it  entitled  to  any  weight  as  a  precedent.    The  argument  upon  which  it  was 

baae<l  shows  the  action  of  the  House  to  have  been  unwarranted  and  ill  adviscnl  in 

excluding  Whittemore.    The  only  speeches  made  in  support  of  the  proposition  were 

by  Mr.  Logan.     He  does  not  in  any  way  refer  to  the  one  great  legal  question  involved , 

as  to  whether  Congress,  to  say  nothing  of  the  House,  acting  alone,  had  the  power  to 

add  to  the  qualifications  specified  in  the  Constitution,  and  that  question  was  not 

raised  during  the  debate,  although  at  that  time  (1870)  several  State  courts,  one  at 

least,  had  discussed  it,  People  vs.  Barker  having  been  decided  in  1824. 

The  House  had,  apparently,  never  heard  that  there  was  such  a  question.  The 
only  provision  of  the  Constitution  that  could  possibly  justify  the  action  of  the  House, 
that  constituting  the  House  the  judge  of  the  '^elections,  returns  and  qualifications  of 
its  own  members,"  was  not  referred  to  directly  or  indirectly,  and  if  the  debate  is  the 
criterion,  the  House  acted  without  any  reference  to  it  whatever.  The  clause  stating 
the  qualification  was  incidentally  referred  to  once.  Indeed,  they  apparently  acted 
upon  an  entirely  different  provision,  that  does  not  relate  to  exclusion  or  determining 
eligibility  or  qualifications,  and  Mr.  Logan  distinctly  based  his  case  upon  it  when  he 
says: 

^*  I  base  my  opinion,  first,  upon  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which  author- 
izes Congress  to  prescribe  rules  and  regulations  for  the  government  of  their  members^ 
and  provides  that  by  a  two-thirds  vote  either  House  may  expel  anyone  of  its  mem- 
bers without  prescribing  the  offenses  for  which  either  House  may  expel." 
He  then  proceeded  to  make  this  gratuitous  and  unwarranted  assumption: 
"This  being  the  theory  with  which  I  start  out,  I  then  assume  that  where  the  House 
of  Representatives  has  power  to  expel  for  an  offense  against  its  rules,  or  a  violation 
of  any  law  of  the  land,  it  has  the  same  power  to  exclude  a  person  from  its  body.'* 

Without  pving  any  attention  to  the  legal  distinctions  involved,  or  even  referring 
to  the  constitutional  right  of  passing  upon  qualifications,  or  adverting  to  the  fact  that 
exclusion  is  the  act  of  a  majority  and  expulsion  of  two- thirds,  he  begs  the  whole 
question  and  assumes  their  iaentity.  He  quotes  a  statute  which  makes  a  disqualifi- 
cation to  hold  oflSce  absolutely  dependent  upon  a  conviction,  and  then  assumes  it 
disqualified  Whittemore,  although  there  had  been  no  conviction.  He  admits  there 
was  no  Congressional  precedent  for  the  action  which  he  proposed.  He  cites  the 
Wilkes  case  in  the  Ei^lish  Parliament  as  a  precedent,  when,  as  he  states  it,  that 
case  was  directly  in  point  against  him. 

Wilkes,  he  says,  was  elected  four  successive  times  to  the  same  Parliament,  three 
times  without  opposition  and  the  fourth  time  against  an  opposing  candidate.  Three 
times  he  was  expelled.  The  fourth  time  his  opponent  was  seated.  Neither  time, 
according  to  his  statement,  was  Wilkes  excluded. 

Just  how  that  case  could  be  an  authority  for  excluding  as  against  expelling  Whitte- 
more we  can  not  see.  These  considerations  (and  many  more  could  be  suggested  >,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  House,  under  Mr.  Logan's  lead,  absolutely  refused  to  allow 
any  committee  to  examine,  for  the  information  of  the  House,  the  legal  questions 
involved,  or  to  have  the  case  referred  to  any  committee — though  such  a  course  was 
desired  by  such  men  as  Poland,  of  Vermont,  Famsworth,  of  Illinois,  and  Schenck 
and  Garfield,  of  Ohio — and  would  not  allow  Schenck  and  Garfield  to  be  heard  on  the 

H.  Doc.  510—^38 
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law  for  even  ten  minutes  each,  deprive  this  case,  in  our  opinion,  of  all  weight  as  a 
precedent* 

The  minority  did  not  agree  with  the  reasoning  of  the  majority  on 
the  general  principle  expressed.  If  the  Congress  or  the  House  can 
add  to  the  qualifications  of  Representatives  named  in  the  (Constitution, 
tJiey  can  add  to  them  to  any  extent.  The  power  is  unlimited  or  it  does 
not  exist,  and  if  it  is  unlimited  it  leads  to  absurd  conclusions.  More- 
over, the  debates  in  the  Constitutional  Convention  and  the  papers  in 
the  Federalist  clearly  show  that  the  only  contemporaneous  opinion  was 
that  the  constitutional  qualifications  were  exclusive.  The  change  in 
phraseology  from  the  first  to  the  second  draft  was  made  by  a  committee 
authorized  to  revise  the  style  and  arrangement  of  the  articles  referred 
to  it,  but  not  to  alter  their  sense.  To  suppose  that  they  did  so  would 
be  to  impeach  either  the  character  or  the  intelligence  of  some  of  the 
most  illustrious  men  in  our  history. 

The  minority  quoted  from  the  text-books  above  mentioned  and  from 
Thomajs  vs.  Owens  (4  Md.,  223),  Page  m  Hardin  (8  Ben.  Mon.,  661), 
and  Black  vs,  Ti'over  (79  Va.,  125)  in  support  of  their  contention  that 
"certainly  the  great  weight  of  authority  is  against  the  right  to  add, 
even  by  law,  to  the  qualincations  mentioned  in  the  Constitution." 

The  disqualification  of  the  Edmunds  Act,  the  minority  held,  could 
not  in  any  case  apply  to  Mr.  Roberts.  Its  only  disqualification  was 
against  holding  any  "office  under  the  United  ^tates,^'  and  the  entire 
context  of  the  Constitution,  as  well  as  the  rulings  of  the  courts  and  of 
the  two  Houses,  shows  that  the  position  of  Representative  in  Congress 
is  not  such  an  "office"  within  the  meaning 'of  the  Constitution. 
Moreover,  the  disqualification  applied  only  to  acts  committed  "in  a 
Territory  or  other  place  over  which  the  United  States  have  exclusive 
jurisdiction."  Mr.  Roberts's  former  polygamy  was  committed  in  the 
Territory  of  Utah,  but  to  make  him  now  ineligible  for  past  crime 
would  be  impossible,  and  his  present  polygamy  could  not  possibly  be 
committed  within  a  Territory  which  had  ceased  to  exist.'  The  condi- 
tion of  the  enabling  act  was  met  by  Utah  in  the  act  of  becoming  a 
State,  and  the  condition,  being  finally  fulfilled,  ceased  to  exist. 

It  seems  to  us  beyond  question  that  this  act  (the  Edmunds  Act)  does  not  now 

api)lytD  Mr.  Roberts.    Then  there  is  no  law  having  any  application  to  this  case,  by 

which  the  attempt  is  made  to  add  anything  to  the  constitutional  qualifications. 

This  House,  by  its  independent  action,  can  not  make  law  for  any  purpose.    The 

adding  by  this  House,  acting  alone,  of  a  qualification  not  established  by  law  would 

not  only  be  a  violation  of  both  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  but  it  would  establish 

a  most  dangerous  precedent,  which  could  hardly  fail  to   "return  to  plague  the 

inventor."     You  might  feel  that  the  grave  moral  and  social  aspects  of  this  case 

allowed  you  to — 

Wrest  once  the  law  to  your  authority 
To  do  a  great  right,  do  a  little  wrong. 

But  what  warrant  have  you,  when  the  barriers  of  the  Constitution  are  once  broken 
down,  that  there  may  not  come  after  us  a  House  with  other  standards  of  morality 
and  i)ropriety,  which  will  create  other  qualifications  with  no  rightful  foundations, 
that,  in  the  heat  and  unreason  of  partisan  contest — since  there  will  be  no  definite 

*  This  case,  it  will  be  noticed,  is  not  among  those  given  in  tliis  **  Digest"  in  connec- 
tion with  the  Forty-first  Coneress.  It  has  been  omitted  from  all  collections  of 
contested  election  cases,  never  having  gone  to  a  committee  or  been  reported  on,  and 
thus  never  having  become  a  contest^  election  case  in  the  usual  sense  of  the  words. 

'  The  majority  had  met  this  objection  by  saying  that  it  is  status,  not  act,  that  con- 
stitutes the  disqualification,  and  status  adheres  to  the  person  at  all  times  and  places. 
Moreover,  whatever  may  be  the  case  with  Utah,  the  House  of  Representatives  is  cer- 
tainly in  a  place  **  over  which  the  United  States  have  exclusive  jurisdiction.** 
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standard  by  which  to  determine  the  existence  of  qualifications — will  add  anything  that 
may  be  necessary  to  accomplish  the  desired  result?  Exigency  will  determine  the 
sufficiency.  It  would  no  longer  be  a  government  of  laws,  but  of  men.  To  thus 
depart  from  the  Constitution  and  substitute  force  for  law  is  to  embark  upon  a  track- 
less sea,  without  chart  or  compass,  with  almost  a  certainty  of  direful  shipwreck. 

It  is  contended  that  if  all  other  reasons  assigned  for  exclusion  are  found  to  be 
insufficient,  as  we  believe  they  are,  still  Mr.  Roberts  should  be  excluded,  upon  the 
alleged  ground  that,  bv  virtue  of  the  enabling  act,  a  compact  now  exists  between  the 
United  States  and  Utah  which  has  been  violated  by  the  election  of  Roberts  to  Con- 
gress, and  that  the  State  can  be  in  this  manner  punished  for  such  breach  of  the  com- 
pact. Compact  is  synonymous  with  contract.  The  idea  of  a  compact  or  contract  is 
not  predicable  upon  the  relations  that  exist  between  the  State  and  the  General  Gov- 
ernment. They  do  not  stand  in  the  position  of  contracting  parties.  The  condition 
upon  which  Utah  was  to  become  a  State  was  fully  performed  when  she  became  a 
State.  The  enabling  act  authorized  the  President  to  determine  when  the  condition 
was  performed.  He  discharged  that  duty,  found  that  the  condition  was  complied 
with;  and  that  condition  no  longer  exists. 

What  did  Congress  require  by  the  enabling  act?  Simply  that  "said  convention 
shall  provide  bv  ordinance  irrevocable,"  etc.,  and  the  convention  did  in  terms  what 
it  was  require<{  to  do.  It  was  a  condition  upon  the  performance  of  which  by  the 
*  *  convention' '  the  admission  of  Utah  depjended.  Its  purpose  accomplished,  its  office 
is  gone,  and  as  a  condition  it  ceases  to  exist.  No  power  was  reserved  in  the  enabling 
act,  nor  can  any  be  found  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  authorizing  Con- 
gress, not  to  say  the  House  of  Representatives  alone,  to  discipline  the  people  or  the 
State  of  Utah  because  the  crime  of  polygamy  or  unlawful  cohabitation  has  not  been 
exterminate  in  Utah.  Where  is  the  warrant  to  be  found  for  the  exercise  of  this 
disciplinary,  supervisory  power?  This  theory  ia  apparently  evolved  for  the  purposes 
of  this  case,  is  entirely  without  precedent,  and  has  not  even  the  conjecture  or  dream 
of  any.  writer  or  commentator  on  the  Constitution  to  stand  upon. 

The  right  to  expel  a  member,  on  the  other  hand,  is  absolute,  and 
limited  only  by  the  condition  that  it  can  be  exercised  onlj  by  a  two- 
thirds  majority.  The  right  is  inherent,  in  the  nature  of  thmgs,  as  well 
as  expressly  conferred.  The  minority  quoted  authorities  on  this  point, 
and  concluded: 

It  is  proper  to  observe  that  the  determinations  of  the  court  and  the  opinions  of 
eminent  legal  authors,  unexcelled  in  reputation  and  learning,  are  entitled  upon 
these  propositions  to  ^reat  weight,  as  they  are  in  every  instance  the  result  of  careful, 
dispassionate,  and  disinterested  research  and  sound  reasoning,  unaffected  by  consid- 
erations that  must  necessarily  have  been  involved  in  legislative  precedents.  The 
two-thirds  limitation  upon  the  right  to  expel  not  only  demonstrates  the  wisdom  of 
the  fathers,  but  illustrates  the  broad  distinction  between  exclusion  and  expulsion. 

A  small  partisan  majority  might  render  the  desire  to  arbitrarily  exclude,  by  a 
majority  vote,  in  order  to  more  securely  intrench  itself  in  power,  irresistible.  Hence 
its  exercise  is  controlled  by  legal  rules.  In  case  of  expulsion,  when  the  requisite 
two-thirds  can  be  had,  the  ipotive  for  the  exercise  oif  arbitrary  power  no  longer 
exists,  as  a  two-thirds  partisan  majority  is  sufficient  for  every  purpose.  Hence  expul- 
sion has  been  wisely  left  in  the  discretion  of  the  House,  and  the  safety  of  the  mem- 
bers does  not  need  the  protection  of  legal  rules. 

It  seems  to  us  settled,  upon  reason  and  authorit}^,  that  the  power  of  the  House  to 
expel  is  unlimited,  and  that  the  le^l  propositions  involved  may  be  thus  fairly  sum- 
marized :  The  power  of  exclusion  is  a  matter  of  law,  to  be  exercised  by  a  majority 
vote,  in  accordance  with  legal  principles,  and  exists  only  where  a  member-elect 
lacks  some  of  the  qualifications  required  by  the  Constitution.  The  power  of  expul- 
sion is  made  by  the  Constitution  purely  a  matter  of  discretion,  to  be  exercised  by  a 
two-thirds  vote,  fairly,  intelligently,  conscientiously,  with  a  due  regard  to  propriety 
and  the  honor  and  integrity  of  the'  House  and  the  rights  of  the  individual  member. 
For  the  abuse  of  this  discretion  we  are  responsible  only  to  our  constituents,  our  con- 
sciences, and  our  God. 

We  believe  that  Mr.  Roberts  has  the  legal,  constitutional,  right  to  be  sworn  in  as 
a  member,  but  the  facts  are  such  that  we  further  believe  the  House,  in  the  exercise 
of  its  discretion,  is  not  only  justified,  but  required  by  every  proper  consideration 
involved,  to  expel  him  promptly  after  he  becomes  a  member. 

We  recommend  the  followmg  as  a  substitute  for  the  resolution  proposed  by  the 
committee: 
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Resolved  J  That  Brigham  H.  Roberts,  having  been  duly  elected  a  Hepresentative  in 
the  Fifty-sixth  Congress  from  the  State  of  Utah,  with  the  qualifications  requisite  for 
admission  to  the  House  as  such,  is  entitled,  as  a  constitutional  right,  to  take  the  oath 
of  office  prescribed  for  members-elect,  his  status  as  a  polygamist,  unlawfully  cohabit- 
ing with  plural  wives,  affording  constitutional  ground  for  expulsion,  but  not  for 
exclusion  rrom  the  House. 

And  if  the  House  shall  hold  with  us  and  swear  in  Mr.  Koberts  as  a  member,  we 
shall,  as  soon  as  recognition  can  be  had,  offer  a  resolution  to  expel  him  as  a  polyga- 
mist, unlawfully  cohabiting  with  plural  wives. 

[Report  86,  first  session  Fifty-sixth  Congress.] 

(2)  Evans  vs.  Turner. 

Bribery,     Report  f(yr  contestee^  who  retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Linney. 
The  report  is  as  follows: 

The  Committee  on  Elections  No.  1  submit  the  following  report  in  the  contested- 
election  case  of  Hon.  Walter  Evans  vs.  Hon.  Oscar  Turned  from  the  Fifth  CJongres- 
sional  district  of  the  State  of  Kentuckv. 

The  grounds  of  contest,  as  alleged  by  the  contestant  as  against  the  contestee,  are 
fraud  and  briberv  alleged  to  have  been  committed  in  the  election  in  said  district  at 
the  last  election  for  CJongress  in  that  district  by  the  contestee  and  his  political  sup- 
porters. The  specifications  of  fraud  and  bribery  are  denied  by  the  contestee  in  his 
answer  to  the  notice  of  the  contestant.  The  official  returns  show  a  pluralitv  for  the 
contestee  of  568  votes.  There  were  1340  pages  of  testimony  in  the  record,  "fhe  com- 
mittee have  examined  the  evidence  and  heard  arguments  of  counsel,  and  we  make 
the  following  report  and  recommend  the  adoption  of  the  accompanying  resolutions. 

The  evidence  offered  by  the  contestant  tends  to  prove  the  allegations  of  fraud  and 
bribery,  and  much  of  it  discloses  the  resort  to  methoas  that  were  disreputable.  Amonc 
other  things  it  is  in  evidence  that  on  the  morning  of  the  election  a  circular  was  issuea 
and  generally  distributed  in  the  city  of  Louisville  among  the  political  workers  of  the 
cont^tant,  printed  on  the  ^aper  of  the  Congressional  campaign  committee,  on  that 
date,  and  containing  a  proposition  to  place  $100  in  each  precinct,  and  requesting  cap- 
tains of  each  ward,  if  they  do  not  get  the  money  by  6.30  on  the  morning  of  election, 
to  come  to  headquarters.  This  circular  was  issued  by  enemies  of  contestant.  This 
is  a  novel  method  in  the  history  of  political  struggles  in  the  United  States,  and  in  the 
opinion  of  the  committee  demands  the  unqualified  condemnation  of  the  committee. 
Tnis,  with  the  evidence  tending  to  prove  fraud  and  bribery  in  other  respects,  in  our 
opinion,  tends  strongly  to  establish  the  contention  of  contestant,  but  does  not  show 
that  contestee  was  a  party  to  such  fraud. 

There  is  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  contestee  had  anything  to  do  with 
this  fake  circular,  and  there  is  much  evidence  offered  by  the  contestee  tending  to 
show  that  the  propositions  of  bribery  came  from  persons  who  had  organized  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaininj^  money  from  some  one — ^anyone  from  whom  thev  could  obtain  it. 
upon  a  careful  consideration  the  committee  is  unable  to  determine  tlie  exact  number 
of  votes  tainted  and  vitiated  by  fraud  and  bril:>ery.  As  the  proof  fails  to  disclose 
that  enough  votes  were  thus  vitiated  to  overcome  the  contestee' s  plurality  of  568 
votes  as  shown  by  the  returns,  the  committee  recommend  the  adoption  of  the  follow- 
ing resolutions: 

Resolved,  That  Walter  Evans  was  not  elected  a  member  of  the  Fifty-sixth  Congress 
of  the  United  States  from  the  Fifth  Congressional  district  of  Kentucky,  and  is  not 
entitled  to  a  seat  therein. 

Resolvedj  That  Oscar  Turner  was  elected  a  member  of  the  Fifty-sixth  Congress  from 
the  Fifth  Congressional  district  of  the  State  of  Kentucky,  and  is  entitled  to  a  seat  in 
the  Fifty-sixth  Congress. 

The  resolutions  were  passed  by  the  House  on  February  5,  1900, 
without  debate  or  division. 

[Report  198,  first  session  Fifty-sixth  Congress.] 
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(3)  Aldrich  v8.  Robbins. 

JFrand.  Majority  report  for  coritestant;  7nvn/>riiy  report  for  contestee. 
Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Mann;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Bartlett. 

The  issues  in  this  case  were  similar  to  those  in  the  previous  cases 
from  the  same  district  (the  Fourth  Alabama)  and  it  will  therefore  not 
be  necessary  to  go  into  details  as  to  particular  precincts.  According 
to  the  returns,  contested  had  a  majontj^  of  1,230.  In  the  five  "white 
counties"  contestant  had  a  majority  in  four  and  contestee  a  small 
majority  in  the  fifth,  but  in  Dallas  (3ounty,  the  '^  black  county,"  con- 
testee was  returned  as  receiving  2,438  and  contestant  392  votes.  The 
committee  referred  to  the  recent  history  of  the  district,  since  the  last 
apportionment,  as  follows: 

In  accordance  with  the  official  returns,  a  certificate  of  election  was  issued  to  Mr. 
Robbins,  by  virtue  of  which  he  now  occupies  a  seat  in  the  House. 

The  contest  instituted  by  Mr.  Aldrich  rests  solely  upon  the  claim  of  alleged  frauds 
and  errors  in  Dallas  County.  No  objection  is  made  by  either  Mr.  Aldrich  or  Mr. 
Robbins  as  to  the  returns  from  any  of  the  other  counties  in  the  district. 

The  records  of  Congress  show  that  this  is  the  third  contest  instituted  by  the  con- 
testant for  a  seat  in  the  House  of  Representatives  from  the  same  Congressional 
district.  The  public  records  of  Congress  show  that  each  of  these  three  contests  insti- 
tuted by  Mr.  Aldrich  has  turned  mainly  upon  the  alleged  commission  of  election 
frauds  in  the  county  of  Dallas. 

At  the  Congressional  election  of  1894  Mr.  Aldrich  and  Mr.  Robbins  were  the 
respective  rival  candidates  for  Congress,  and  the  official  returns  from  Dallas  County 
gave  to  Mr.  Robbins  5,462  votes  and  to  Mr.  Aldrich  72  votes. 

The  Committee  on  elections  ot  the  Fifty-fourth  Congress,  to  which  the  contest  of 
Aldrich  v%.  Robbins  was  submmitted,  made  a  report  to  the  House  showing  that  such 
gross  frauds  had  beer,  committed  in  Dallas  County  that  a  plurality  of  the  committee 
recommended  that  Mr.  Robbins' s  vote  in  Dallas  County  oe  cut  down  from  5,462  to 
568,  though  two  Republican  members  of  the  committee  thought  that  Robbins  should 
be  allowSi  1,274  votes.  On  the  strength  of  the  report  of  the  committee  Mr.  Robbins 
was  declared  not  elected,  and  the  seat  was  awardeii  by  the  House  to  Mr.  Aldrich. 

At  the  Congressional  election  of  1896  Mr.  Aldrich  and  Mr.  Thomas  S.  Plowman 
were  the  rival  candidates. 

The  official  returns  of  Dallas  County  gave  to  Mr.  Plowman  4,289  votes  and  to  Mr. 
Aldrich  1,200  votes. 

The  Committee  on  Elections  No.  1  of  the  Fifty-fifth  Congress,  on  the  contest  insti- 
tuted by  Mr.  Aldrich,  reported  to  the  House  that  such  gross  frauds  were  shown  to 
have  been  committed  in  Dallas  County  at  the  election  that  it  found  Plowman's 
official  returns  of  4,289  votes  should  be  cut  down  to  809  votes;  and  on  the  strength 
of  that  report  Mr.  Plowman  was  declared  not  elected  and  Mr.  Aldrich  was  awarded 
a  seat  in  the  House. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  of  the  6  counties  in  the  district,  each  of  them  except  Dallas 
County,  according  to  the  census  of  1890,  contained  more  white  voters  than  colored 
voters. 

Of  these  5  white  counties  Aldrich  carried  all  but  one  with  fair  majorities  at  the 
ele<".tion  of  1898,  and  in  the  one  white  county  carried  by  Robbins  his  majority  was 
less  than  200. 

Mr.  Robbins,  who  was  the  Democratic  candidate,  relies  for  his  majority  on  Dallas 
County,  which  in  1890  had  2,146  white  voting  population  as  against  8,531  colored. 
That  Mr.  Robbins  was  justified  in  attempting  to  gain  a  seat  in  Congreac  by  striving 
to  obtain  the  colored  vote  your  committee  readily  a<lmits.  If  no  fraud  was  com- 
mitted and  Mr.  Robbins  was  elected  by  the  aid  of  colored  votes,  that  ought  to  cast  no 
reflection  upon  him,  and  his  seat  in  this  House  should  be  secure;  but  if  the  election 
in  many  of  the  precincts  in  Dallas  County  has  been  made  a  mockery  and  a  farce,  and 
the  commission  of  crime  and  fraud  in  connection  with  the  election  has  come  to  be 
considered  by  the  election  officials  there  the  proper  course  to  be  pursued,  and  through 
such  frauds  and  crime  the  election  returns  nave  been  so  manipulated  and  manufac- 
tured as  to  overbalance  the  votes  really  cast  in  the  white  counties  by  the  votes 
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fraudulently  claimed  to  have  been  cast  in  Dallaa  County,  then  your  committee  think 
that  a  most  careful  examination  should  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  determining  who 
in  fact  received  the  majority  of  the  votes  honestly  cast. 

The  committee  quoted  from  the  laws  of  Alabama,  and  said: 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  Alabama  law  provides  that  the  judge  of  probate,  the 
sheriff,  and  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  must,  at  least  thirty  days  before  the  hold- 
ing of  anv  election  in  their  county,  appoint  three  in8i>ector8  for  each  place  of  voiiuff, 
two  of  whom  shall  be  members  of  opposing  parties,  if  practicable,  and  that  it  shall 
be  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  notify  such  inspectors  of  their  appointment  within  ten 
days  after  such  appointment. 

The  three  county  officers  of  Dallas  County  who  constituted  this  appointing  board 
were  all  Democrats,  and  supported  Mr.  Robbins  at  the  election. 

It  appears  by  the  report  of  the  committee  in  the  Fifty-fifth  Congress  that  in  the 
Congressional  election  of  1896  the  appointing  board  was  composed  wholly  of  Demo- 
crats, and  that,  although  at  that  time  lists  were  submitted  to  them  of  suitable  men 
in  each  i>recinct  bv  the  Republican  and  Populist  managers  for  Mr.  Aldrich,  they  did 
not  appoint  a  single  Republican  or  Populist  inspector  ot  election. 

There  are  31  election  precincts  in  Dallas  County.  In  1898,  at  the  proper  time,  a 
request  was  submitted  to  the  probate  judge,  sheriff,  and  circuit  clerk  of  Dallas  County 
by  the  chairman  of  the  People's  Party  of  Dallas  County,  the  chairman  of  the  Repub- 
lican partv  of  Dallas  Counter,  the  chairman  of  the  Aldrich  campaign  committee,  and 
by  Mr.  Aldrich  himself,  all  joining  in  the  one  request,  asking  for  the  appointment  of 
a  citizen  named  in  the  request  for  each  of  the  precincts  as  an  inspector  to  represent 
the  Republican  party  and  People's  Party.  In  20  of  the  precincts  the  respective 
inspectors  asked  for  by  the  Republican  committee  were  named  by  the  appointing 
board.  In  11  of  the  precincts,  without  any  satisfactory  reason  or  explanation,  the 
persons  requested  by  the  Republican  party  managers  were  not  appointed,  but  either 
some  lame  or  illiterate  person  or  Democrat  appointed  in  their  stead. 

Of  the  20  precincts  m  which  the  regular  Republican  inspectors  were  app|ointed, 
your  committee  has  followed  the  official  returns  in  all  but  3.  In  the  11  precincts  in 
which  the  persons  regularly  presented  for  Republican  inspectors  were  unreasonably 
rejected,  your  committee  finds  sufficient  fraud  in  7  precincts  to  warrant  the  rejection 
of  the  official  returns.  In  2  other  of  these  11  precincts  no  election  was  held.  As  to 
1  other,  your  committee  disregards  the  evidence  of  fraud  because  offered  as  rebuttal 
and  not  as  dfrect  testimony. 

But  not  only  did  the  appointing  board  refuse  to  give  proper  representation  to  Mr. 
Aldrich  in  the  election  officials  in  11  precincts,  but  they  also  neglected  and  refused 
to  give  him  information  prior  to  election  day  as  to  what  election  officers  had  been 
selected  for  any  of  the  precincts.  The  chairman  of  Mr.  Aldrich's  campaign  commit- 
tee, by  a  registered  letter,  made  application  to  the  probate  judge  of  Dallas  County  for 
a  certified  copy  of  the  names  of  the  inspei^tors  ana  returning  officers,  and  offered  to 
pay  the  legal  fees  in  order  to  get  such  copy.  The  only  answer  he  could  obtain  from 
the  appointing  board  was  the  ordinary  postal-card  receipt  returned  to  the  sender  in 
cases  of  registered  mail,  and  which  in  this  case  was  signed  by  the  probate  jud^. 

The  provision  of  law  requiring  the  sheriff  to  notify  the  oersons  appointed  inspec- 
tors within  ten  days  of  their  appointment  was  generally  disregardea.  Mr.  Aldrich 
and  his  campaign  managers  did  not  know,  and  had  no  way  of  ascertaining,  who  were 
to  be  the  election  officicus  in  the  various  precincts  prior  to  the  day  of  election,  and 
they  did  not  know,  and  had  no  way  of  ascertaining,  which  of  the  names  suggested 
by  them  for  inspectors  had  been  selected  by  the  appointing  board. 

The  public  records  of  the  Fifty-fourth  Congress  show  that  in  the  election  of  1894 
the  colored  voters  who  were  supporting  Air.  Aldrich  were  requested  in  Dallas 
County  to  remain  away  from  the  polls,  and  that  they  did  so  remain  away  and  did 
nol  vote,  but  that,  notwithstanding  this,  the  election  officials  in  the  various  precincts 
entered  their  names  on  the  poll  lists  as  voting,  and  counted  the  supposed  ballots  cast 
by  them,  and  made  returns  accordingly  in  favor  of  Robbins,  so  tnat  the  House  in 
the  Fifty-fourth  Congress  threw  out  between  four  and  five  thousand  votes  which 
had  been  fraudulently  returned  as  cast,  but  which  in  fact  had  never  been  cast. 

The  public  records  of  the  Fifty-fifth  Congress  show  that  at  the  election  of  1896  in 
many  precincts  the  colored  voters  renudnc^  away  from  the  polls,  and  yet  the  poll 
lists  were  padded  and  votes  fraudulently  returned  which  had  never  been  cast;  that 
in  other  precincts  votes  which  were  cast  for  Mr.  Aldrich  were  fraudulently  counted 
by  the  solid  Democratic  election  boards  for  his  opponent. 

It  L.  not  to  be  wondered  at,  then,  that  in  1898,  when  he  could  not  ascertain  whether 
he  was  to  have  representation  among  the  election  officials  at  any  of  the  precincts,  a 
request  was  made  by  Mr.  Aldrich's  campaign  managers  that  his  supporters  should 
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fitay  away  from  the  polls  in  certain  precincts.  Such  a  request  was  issued  in  fact,  and 
the  Aldnch  supporters  in  precincts  3,  5,  7,  8,  9,  12,  13,  14,  15,  24,  26,  27,  28,  2<J,  30, 
31,  32,  33,  34,  and  35  were  instructed  not  to  vote,  while  his  supporters  in  precincts 
1,  2,  4,  6,  10,  11,  16,  22,  23,  26,  and  36  were  requested  to  vote. 

Your  committee  are  of  the  opinion  that  any  man  of  ordinary  sense  and  with  but 
even  a  slight  knowledge  of  elections  in  Dallas  County,  as  disclosed  b^  the  public 
records  of  Congress,  would  not  expect  a  fair  election  to  occur  in  precincts  where 
representation  was  denied  to  the  one  party,  and  all  of  the  election  officials  conceded 
supporters  of  the  other. 

No  just  election  is  intended  to  be  had  where  the  appointing  board  selecting  the 
election  officials  denies  representation  to  the  opposing  party.  The  only  purpose  of 
packing  the  election  officials  of  a  precinct  is  to  commit  fraud  more  easily.  The  only 
purpose  of  appointing  three  Demo<7ratic  inspectors  and  other  Democratic  officials 
entire,  in  the  precincts  in  Dallas  County,  was  to  commit  fraud  in  the  interest  of  the 
Democratic  candidate,  and  in  the  Congressional  election  of  1898  there  was  no  candi- 
date for  any  other  office  than  Congress. 

Although  we  do  not  find  it  necessary  to  rest  our  conclusion  in  this  case  upon  the 
following  proposition,  yet  we  still  affirm,  as  a  matter  of  proper  statement — 

That  m  view  of  past  experience  in  Dallas  County  elections,  Mr.  Aldrich  was 
entitled  at  the  election  of  1898  to  notify  his  supporters  to  remain  awav  from  the  polls 
at  all  precincts  where  he  was  not  given  representation  among  the  election  officers. 
To  request  his  supporters  to  vote  at  such  precincts  would  be  only  to  increase  the  vote 
of  his  opponent  If  his  voters  remained  away  from  the  polls  and  counted  the  persons 
who  went  inside  of  the  polls,  they  had  a  check  on  the  number  of  votes  which  could 
be  returned  for  his  opponent,  but  if  they  voted  themselves  they  would  only  add  to 
the  vote  counted  to  the  opponent,  without  any  satisfactory  method  of  preventing  the 
fraud.  And  in  those  precincts  where  Mr.  Aldrich  was  entitled  to  request  his  sup- 
porters to  remain  away  from  the  polls,  because  of  proper  and  well-grounded  expecv 
tation  of  intended  fraud,  we  further  think  that  it  would  be  a  travesty  upon  justice  to 
permit  his  opponent  to  be  allowed  the  votes  which  were  cast  at  the  election  in  his 
favor. 

It  is  the  duty  of  this  House  to  give  some  incentive  to  just  elections  in  such  districts 
(or  rather  in  this  district,  because  it  has  no  equal),  and  the  only  way  to  give  the 
incentive  to  fair  elections  in  Dallas  County  is  to  compel  the  officers  there  to  allow 
official  representation  to  both  (>arties,  or  to  disregard  the  returns  from  such  precincts 
in  those  cases  where  the  Aldrich  supporters  for  sufficient  reason  remained  away  from 
the  polls. 

The  committee  then  analyz.ed  the  evidence  of  fraud  in  the  precincts 
in  contest,  calling  attention  in  some  cases  to  the  fact  that  it  was  the 
same  sort  of  fraud,  committed  by  the  same  persons,  that  had  been 
found  in  these  precincts  by  the  committee  in  the  previous  Congress. 
The  committee  rejected  the  returns  or  the  vote  of  these  precincts 
according  to  the  circumstances.  In  the  case  of  the  Selma  precmct  part 
of  the  testimony  taken  in  time  for  rebuttal  was  claimed  by  contestee 
to  be  testimonjr  in  chief.  The  committee  said:  **  We  have  concluded, 
in  order  to  give  contestee  every  right  to  which  he  can  possibly  be 
entitled,  to  disregard  this  evidence.  The  returns  were,  however, 
thrown  out  on  other  evidence.  Most  of  the  votes  were  proved  aliunde 
on  both  sides  in  this  precinct  and  w.fire  counted  as  proved. 

On  all  the  findings  contestant  was  shown  to  have  a  majority  of  206 
in  the  district  and  the  committee  recommended  resolutions  declaring 
him  elected. 

The  minority  claimed  that  the  testimony  in  chief  taken  in  time  for 
rebuttal  which  the  majority  professed  to  disregard  had  in  fact  been 
considered,  and  that  the  vote  of  Selma  could  notliave  been  thrown  out 
without  it.  They  also  complained  that  in  the  rejected  precincts  the 
majority  had  counted  the  vote  proved  aliunde  wherever  the  contestant 
had  proved  the  most  votes,  and  had  refused  to  count  it  wherever  con- 
testee had  shown  the  most  votes. 

The  rule  of  law  which  requires  that  when  a  precinct  has  been  rejected  for  fraud  in 
the  conduct  of  the  election  the  party  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  the  votes  proven  by 
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aliunde  to  have  been  cast  for  him  is  not  applied  when  it  benefits  the  contestee,  but  is 
applied  when  it  benefits  the  contestant.  The  universal  rule  of  law-  is  that  where  the 
evidence  shows  the  returns  to  be  false  and  not  a  true  statement  of  the  votes  cast  such 
returns  are  impeached  and  destroyed,  but  that  the  tnie  vote  may  be  proven  by  call- 
ing the  electors  whose  names  are  on  the  poll  list  as  having  voted  at  such  election, 
and  such  votes  as  are  proven  by  competent  evidence  should  be  counted  for  each 
candidate.  Fraud  does  not  invalidate  the  legal  vote  cast,  but  simply  makes  it  neces- 
sary for  those  claiming  the  benefit  of  it  to  prove  the  vote.  The  rule  of  rejecting  an 
entire  poll  is  not  to  be  adopted  if  it  can  be  avoided.  No  investigation  should  be 
spared  which  would  reach  the  truth  without  resorting  to  it.  When  a  return  is 
rejected  for  fraud  this  will  not  disfranchise  the  legal  voters  of  the  precinct,  but  the 
true  vote  may  l)e  proven  by  competent  evidence. 

These  principles  of  law  have  been  uniformly  held  to  be  correct  in  many  contested- 
election  cases  decided  by  the  House,  and  sustained  by  all  the  authorities,  some  of 
which  will  be  hereinafter  cited. 

Before  proceeding  to  discuss  the  several  precincts  we  desire  to  say  that  if  all  of 
the  precincts  attacked  are  rejected,  and  the  contestant  and  contestee  are  credited 
with  the  votes  which  they  proved  by  the  voters  whose  names  are  on  the  poll  list 
were  cAst  for  each,  then  the  contestant  will  not  be  entitled  to  a  seat  in  this  Congress, 
and  it  will  appear  that  he  was  not  elected,  but  that  the  contest^^e  was  elected  by  a 
very  considerable  majority. 

The  minority  also  denied  that  contestant's  supporters  had  been  arbi- 
trarily denied  representation  on  the  election  boards.  There  was  no 
law  to  compel  the  appointing  board  to  choose  the  persons  named  by 
contestant.  It  was  also  not  true  that  contestant  had  been  refused 
information  in  regard  to  the  appointments. 

Another  view  we  desire  to  present  to  the  House,  before  proceeding  with  the  details 
of  the  various  precincts,  is  that  the  election  in  Dallas  County  was  conducted,  not  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  votes  for  Mr.  Aldrich,  or  having  those  who  claimed  to  be  his 
supporters  to  vote  for  him,  but  was  conducted  solely  with  the  view  of  having  a  con- 
test made  after  the  election,  and  to  transfer  the  election  from  the  Fourth  district  of 
Alabama  to  the  House  of  Representatives  in  Washington. 

The  minority  then  discussed  the  precincts  in  detail,  showing  that  the 
evidence  was  not  in  most  cases  sufficient  to  establish  the  facts  on  which 
the  majority  based  their  decision.  On  the  question  of  failure  to  appoint 
Republican  election  officers  they  said: 

These  requirements  as  to  the  appointment  of  clerks  are  not  mandatory,  out  are 
directory,  and  an  unintentional  failure  to  comply  with  them  would  not  vitiate  the 
returns.  In  order  for  the  failure  to  do  certain  specified  acts  or  the  doing  of  certain 
prohibited  specific  acts  to  be  fatal  to  the  validity  of  the  election  the  statute  must 
declare  such  acts  or  the  omission  to  do  such  things  as  fatal  to  the  election;  that  is,  in 
order  to  destroy  a  return,  for  the  failure  of  the  officers  to  perform  certain  require- 
ments in  the  method  of  conducting  the  election,  the  law  must  l>e  mandatory — ^that  is, 
it  must  declare  tha^  the  failure  to  perform  these  duties  avoids  the  election.  Igno- 
rance, inadvertence,  mistake,  or  even  intentional  wrong  on  the  part  of  the  officials 
should  not  be  permitted  to  disfranchise  the  district,  and  unless  the  statute  plainly 
shows  that  the  legislature  intended  compliance  with  the  provision  in  relation  to  the 
manner  of  procedure  as  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  election  it  is  to  be  regarded  as 
directory  only.  Nor  are  statutory  provisions  relating  to  elections  rendered  manda- 
tory by  the  circumstance  that  the  oflScers  of 'the  election  are  criminally  liable  for 
their  violation.  The  rule  prescribed  by  law  for  con<lucting  elections  is  designeii 
chiefly  to  afford  opportunity  for  the  peonle  to  exercise  the  elective  franchise,  and  to 
prevent  illegal  voting,  and  to  ascertain  tne  true  result.  As  such  rules  are  directory, 
and  not  mandatory,  a  departure  from  the  mode  prescribed  will  not  vitiate  the  retuma 
of  the  election. 

According  to  the  findings  of  the  minority,  contestee  had  a  majority 
of  1,138  votes.  If,  however,  all  the  returns  from  all  the  precincts  in 
contest  should  be  rejected,  and  all  the  votes  proved  aliunde  counted, 
contestee  would  still  have  a  majority  of  389.  The  minority  therefore 
recommended  resolutions  declaring  contestee  elected. 
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This  case  was  first  called  up  on  March  1,  1900,  but  the  House,  by  a 
vote  of  137  to  144,  refused  to  consider  it.  Later  in  the  day  it  was 
called  up  Under  the  call  of  committees,  but  was  ruled  out  of  order.  It 
was  agam  called  up  as  a  privileged  question,  and  consideration  was 
again  refused  by  a  vote  ot  128  to  132.  The  next  day  it  was  a^in 
called  up,  and  the  House,  by  a  vote  of  136  to  129,  decided  to  consider 
it.  After  a  debate  of  several  days  the  substitutes  presented  by  the 
minority  were  lost  by  a  vote  of  134  to  138,  and  the  resolutions  pre- 
sented by  the  majority  were  passed  by  a  vote  of  141  to  136.  Then, 
on  March  8, 1900,  Mr.  Aldrich  was  sworn  in. 

[Report  327,  first  session  Fifty -sixth  Congress.] 

(4)    WlLC50X. 

Treason;  higaray;  no  valid  election  law.  Report  for  sitting  meiYkbei\ 
who  riitained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Tayler. 
The  report  is  as  follows: 

Your  committee,  to  whom  were  referred  the  charges  preferred  against  Robert  W. 
Wilcox,  a  Del^^te  from  Hawaii,  present  the  following  report: 

The  charges  against  Wilcox  divide  themselves  into  three  general  heads: 

First,  that  he  was  guilty  of  bigamy; 

Second,  that  he  was  guilty  of  treason  against  the  United  States; 

Third,  that  there  was  no  valid  election  for  Delegate  from  Hawaii. 

As  to  the  first  of  these  charges,  it  appeared  that  Wilcox,  having  been  married  to 
an  Italian  lady,  sought  to  obtain  a  divorce  from  her,  and,  under  the  impression  that 
a  valid  divorce  had  been  granted  to  him,  married  another  woman.  Tne  most*  that 
can  be  claimed  respecting  his  action  is,  that  under  a  mistaken  view  of  the  law  he 
assumed  that  when  he  contracted  a  second  marriage  the  first  marriage  relation  had 
been  dissolved.  There  was  no  pretense  that  he  undertook  to  live  with  two  wives  at 
the  same  time,  or  to  maintain  two  establishments,  or  to  hold  himself  out  as  the  hus- 
band of  two  women.  Your  committee  therefore  were  of  opinion  that  no  question  of 
ineligibility  was  raised,  and  that  this  case  bore  not  the  slightest  resemblance  to  the 
Roberts  case,  which  w^as  presented  as  a  precedent.  The  Del^ate  from  Hawaii  was 
infonued  of  this  conclusion  of  the  committee  before  he  was  called  upon  to  answer 
formally  to  the  charges,  and  for  that  reason  his  formal  answer  does  not  refer  to  the 
charge  t)f  bigamy. 

In  answer  to  the  other  propositions,  he  filed  with  the  committee  the  following 
statement: 

'*IN  THE   MATTER  OF    PETITION   AFFECTING    DELEGATE   FROM   HAWAII. 

"In  answer  to  the  allied  char^  and  facts  presented  to  the  Elections  Committee 
No.  1  of  the  House  of  Representatives  the  undersigned,  Robert  W.  Wilcox,  Del^;ate 
from  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  submits: 

"That  he  is  a  native  Hawaiian;  that  he  shared  with  the  people,  native  then,  loyaltv 
to  the  former  Queen  Liliuokalani  during  her  reign,  and  was  not  in  sympathy  with 
the  reigning  jMjwer  immediately  succeeding  her  reign. 

"That  after  the  annexation  of  Hawaii  to  the  United  States  he  labored  earnestly  to 
WK^ure  from  the  United  States  Congress  an  oi^iranic  law  for  the  people  of  Hawaii,  and 
came  to  Washington  and  reniaine<l  for  five  months  to  promote  the  same.  He  freely 
('()nfes8(\s  that  he  did  not  theretofore  understand  fully  the  institutions  or  the  feelings 
of  the  United  States,  but  all  doubts  were  dispelled  when  the  Congress  gave  to  tl\e 
people  of  Hawaii  a  splendicl  system  of  organic  laws,  providing  as  fully  as  couM  be 
for  their  rights — i)erHonal,  i)roi)erty,  and  political — and  making  them  citizens  of  tlie 
United  States. 

"  That  in  common  w^ith  the  people  then,  he  at  all  times,  with  genuine  patriotism, 
supported  the  United  States  and  its  institutions,  and  is  now  and  has  been  a  loyal 
supporter  of  the  Constitution,  law-s,  and  Government  of  the  United  States.  That  on 
the  passage  of  the  said  organic  law  for  Hawaii,  he,  and  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States  ana  Hawaii  generally,  registered  as  a  voter,  and  he  announced  his  candidacy 
as  a  Delegate  to  Congress  from  Hawaii,  as  provided  by  law.  That  during  his  canvass 
he  loyally  RipiKjrted  the  United  States  and  its  Constitution  and  laws,  and  no  word 
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of  his  during  said  time  uttered  could  be  otherwise  construed.  He  did  during  that 
time  hold  out  the  hope  that  Hawaii,  now  a  Territory  of  the  United  States,  would 
some  time  become  a  State  of  the  Union.  He  admits  that  on  January  31,  1899,  and 
on  March  8,  1899,  he  wrote  two  several  letters  marked  Exhibits  B  and  C  in  the  peti- 
tion. That  said  letters  were  of  a  personal  and  confidential  nature,  and  sent  to  whom 
he  supposed  was  a  friend,  and  who  he  thought  would  not  betray  his  confidence. 

*'  Tnis  view  was  justified  by  the  fact  that  the  letters,  exhibits,  were  in  aid  of  him. 
He  further  says  that  said  letters  were  written  by  him  under  an  entire  misconception 
of  the  real  attitude  of  Jhe  Government  of  the  United  States  toward  the  people  of  the 
Hawaiian  Islands.  And  his  false  impressions  were  entirely  dissipated  by  the  action 
of  Congress  in  enacting  the  organic  law  for  the  Territorv,  which  was  passed  April  30, 
1900,  and  took  effect  June  14,  1900. 

"  That  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  at  a  fair  and  free  election,  he  was  elected 
as  a  Dela^ate  from  Hawaii  to  the  United  States  -Fifty-sixth  Congress,  was  sworn  in  as 
such,  and  is  now  performing  the  duties  thereof.  That  in  all  respects  he  is  duly  qual- 
ified as  such  Delegate,  and  no  reason  exists  or  has  existed  disqualifying  him  as  such 
Delegate  from  Hawaii. 

"Robert  W.  Wilcox, 

* '  Delegate  from  Hawaii,  * ' 
• 

THE   CHARGE  OP  TREASON. 

On  the  7th  of  July,  1898,  Congress  adopted  a  joint  resolution  to  provide  for  annex- 
ing the  Hawaiian  Islands  to  the  United  States.  The  organic  act  providing  for  a  sys- 
tem of  government  for  these  islands  was  not  passed  until  April  30,  1900.  Early  in 
1899,  Wilcox  wrote  several  letters  to  an  Italian  friend  of  his  m  Washington^  and  one 
letter  of  introduction  of  this  friend  to  certain  representatives  of  the  Philippines  then 
in  Washington,  in  which  he  gave  expression  to  unpatriotic  and  treasonable  proposi- 
tions. In  one  of  these  letters  he  told  the  Philippine  representatives  that  he  was 
ready  to  give  his  services  to  their  country  and  ready  to  obey  orders  to  go  to  their 
country  and  fight  for  the  independence  of  their  people. 

Your  committee  has  carefully  considered'  the  duty  of  the  House  in  this  relation, 
and  after  full  discussion  and  consideration  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  no  action  ought  to  be  taken  by  the  House. 

Wilcox  was  one  of  the  adherents  of  Queen  Liliuokalani,  and  therefore  of  the 
** royalist  party."  Against  his  will,  and  in  spite  of  his  objection  and  the  objection 
of  his  associate,  the  monarchy  was  overthrown  and  a  republic  created.  No  doubt  this 
revolution  was  in  the  interest  of  civilization  and  good  government,  but  the  attitude 
of  those  who  believed  in  the  monarchy  and  whose  Government  was  overthrown  was 
not  to  be  scrutinized  with  the  same  care  as  if  those  whose  conduct  was  questioned 
could  justly  be  compelled  to  show  instant  allegiance  to  the  new  ^verning  power. 

When  in  1898  the  Republic  of  Hawaii  proposed  to  the  United  States  terms  of 
annexation,  which  were  accepted  by  the  joint  resolution  of  July  7,  1898,  it  is  not 
strange  that  those  who  were  opposed  to  the  Republic  and  hoped  for  the  restoration 
of  the  monarchy  should  be  unwilling  to  yield  allegiance  to  the  power  which,  as  it 
seemed  to  them,  had  forcibly  assumed  jurisdiction  of  their  country.  At  the  time 
when  Wilcox  wrote  his  treasonable  letters  the  onl^  government  which  the  Hawaiian 
people  had  was  that  which  the  Republic  of  Hawaii  had  set  up,  supplemented  by  the 
resolution  of  1898,  which  merely  transferred  nominal  sovereignty  to  the  United 
States.  When  in  1900  Congress  provided  a  system  of  government  for  the  Hawaiian 
people  at  once  just  and  generous,  by  the  orderly  operation  of  which  the  Hawaiian 
people,  on  a  full  and  representative  vote,  elected  Wilcox  as  their  Delegate  in  Congress, 
it  was  natural  that  a  revolution  in  public  sentiment  should  occur. 

A  Territorial  Delegate  has  no  legislative  power;  he  can  in  no  respect  influence  the 
legislation  applicable  to  the  States;  he  has  no  power  to  be  feared,  and  is  indeed 
merely  the  a^ent  and  spokesman  of  his  people.  Such  being  the  case,  in  view  of  the 
changeil — the  ratlically  changed — political  relations  between  the  Hawaiian  people 
and  the  United  States,  resulting  from  the  act  of  April,  1900,  we  do  not  thinic  that 
the  conduct  of  a  native  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands  a  year  or  more  prior  to  the  adoption 
of  that  organic  act,  however  improper  it  may  have  been,  a])8tractly  viewed,  ought 
to  deprive  the  Hawaiian  people  of  the  representative  whom  they  have  solemnly  sent. 

THE  VALIDITY   OP  THE   ELECTION. 

The  second  objection  to  the  Delegate  from  Hawaii  is  that  there  was  no  valid  elec- 
tion bv  which  he  can  claim  a  seat  as  a  Delegate  in  this  House.  Technically  this 
objection  has  some  force.     The  organic  act  passed  April  13,  1900,  has  this  provision: 

'*Sec.  85.  That  a  Delegate  to  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States,  to 
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serve  during  each  Congress,  shall  be  elected  by  the  voters  Qualified  to  vote  for  mem- 
bers of  the  house  of  representatives  of  the  legislature;  such  Delegate  shall  possess  the 
qualifications  necessary  for  membership  of  the  senate  of  the  legislature  of  Hawaii. 
The  times,  places,  and  manner  of  holdmg  elections  shall  be  as  fixed  by  law.  The 
person  ha^nng  the  greatest  number  of  votes  shall  be  declared  by  the  governor  duly 
elected,  and  a  certificate  shall  be  given  accordingly.  Everv  such  Delegate  shall  have 
a  seat  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  with  the  right  of  debate,  but  not  of  voting." 
It  is  not  clear  that  the  expression  *^ shall  be  as  fixed  by  law'*  does  not  mean  as 
fixed  by  the  law  then  in  force  in  the  Hawaiian  Islands.  This  organic  act  reenacts 
all  of  the  election  laws  of  the  Republic  of  Hawaii  in  so  far  as  they  are  applicable  to 
the  (conditions  then  existing  or  made  to  exist  by  the  organic  act  itself.  Under  the 
Hawaiian  system  of  government  the  only  officials  elected  were  the  representatives 
tar  and  senators  to  the  legislature  of  the  Republic.    For  the  election  of  these  senators 

and  representative.^  full  and  complete  machinery  was  devised  and  had  been  in  oper- 
ation up  to  the  time  of  the  joint  resolution  annexing  the  islands.  Of  course,  tney 
made  no  provision  for  the  election  of  a  Delegate  to  Congress,  nor  was  any  additional 
legislation  had  except  that  which  is  contained  in  section  85  of  the  act  of  Congress 
alK>ve  referred  to.  With  no  machinery  of  election  except  that  provided  by  the  laws 
of  the  Republic  of  Hawaii  and  section  85  above  quotea,  it  is  claimed  that  no  valid 
election  could  be  held.    In  this  view  we  do  not  concur. 

Previous  to  the  election  of  November,  1900,  the  proper  officers  issued  a  proclamation 
calling  for  the  election  of  a  Delegate  to  the  United  States  Congress,  as  well  as  for  the 
election  of  representatives  and  senators  to  the  Territorial  legislature.  Separate  ballot 
boxes  were  provided^  tickets  were  printed,  and  the  whole  machinery  set  in  perfect 
motion  for  the  election  of  the  Delegate  to  O^ngress.  The  same  precautions  were 
observed  and  th^  same  kind  of  machinery  of  election  provided  for  the  election  of 
Delegate  as  for  representative  and  senator  m  the  Territorial  legislature.  Practically 
all  of  the  people  voted,  and  quite  as  many  voted  for  Delegate  to  Congress  as  for 
representatives  and  senators  in  the  Territorial  legislature.  There  was  a  full  and  free 
expression  of  the  popular  will,  under  the  theory  that  the  Territory  was  entitled  to 
send  a  Delegate  to  Congress,  and  as  a  result  of  that  full  and  free  popular  expression, 
Wilcox  was  chosen  by  a  considerable  plurality.  He  comes  here,  therefore,  as  the 
agent  of  his  people,  chosen  apparently  under  the  forms  of  and  with  all  the  solemnity 
which  surrounds  the  most  carefully  conducted  election,  and  we  think  he  ought  to  bie 
permitted  to  retain  his  seat  as  their  representative  in  the  capacity  of  a  Dele^te. 
We  are  not  uninfluenced,  in  arriving  at  this  conclusion,  Dy  a  consideration  of  the 
J  fact  that  the  people  who  send  him  here  are  to  a  1ai^  extent  un&uniliar  with  the 

i  methods,  the  policy,  and  the  inspiration  of  a  free  government.    They  have  under- 

taken to  give  expression  to  their  desire.    Since  the  organic  act,  they  have,  so  far  as 
1  we  are  advised,  show^n  themselves  to  be  loyal  citizens  of  the  American  Republic, 

[  and  we  think  that  when  they  have  thus  spoken,  their  Representative  ought  to  be 

welcomed  as  such.  If  he  is  not  a  suitable  person  to  give  expre^ion  to  the  wishes 
and  feelings  of  the  people  who  inhabit  those  islands,  and  who  are,  for  all  time,  to  be 
citizens  of  the  American  Republic,  they  will  doubtless  discover  that  fact,  and  in  due 
time  send  another. 

This  report  was  presented  March  1,  1901. 

[Report  3001,  second  session  Fifty-sixth  Congress.] 

(5)  Davison  v8.  Gilbert. 

ConMltutionality  of  State  redistricting  l<iw.     Report  for  contestee. 
No  (wtum. 

Report  by  Mr.  Tayler. 
The  report  is  as  follows: 

The  Committee  on  Elections  No.  1,  to  whom  was  referred  the  contested  election 
case  of  George  M.  Davison  vs.  George  G.  Gilbert,  from  the  Eighth  district  of  Kentucky, 
make  the  following  report: 

The  contestee  was  elected,  as  shown  by  the  oflScial  returns,  by  a  plurality  of  841. 

The  claim  of  the  contestant  chiefly  rests  upon  the  fact  that  on  March  11,  1898,  an 
act  was  passed  by  the  legislature  (^hanging  the  boundaries  of  the  Eighth  and  Eleventh 
Congressional  districts  of  Kentucky,  whereby  the  county  of  Jackson  was  taken  from 
the  Eighth  district  and  ad(le<l  to  the  Eleventh.  Jackson  County  having  a  large 
Republican  majority,  the  effect  of  its  transfer  to  tlie  Eleventh  was  to  change  the 
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Eighth  from  a  district  which  had  immediately  previously  been  Republican  into  a 
Democratic  district. 

As  respects  this  act,  the  contestant  claimed  three  things: 

First.  That  it  was  contrary  to  the  constitution  of  the  State  of  Kentucky; 

Second.  That  it  was  never  ]>ropNerly  passed  by  the  legislature  in  the  manner 
required  by  the  Kentucky  constitution; 

Third.  That  it  was  contrary  to  the  act  of  Congress  apportioning  Representatives 
among  the  States. 

As  to  the  idrst  two  propositions  your  committee  has  no  difficulty  in  arriving  at  the 
conclusion  that  the  act  of  March  11,  1898,  was  not  in  contravention  of  the  Kentucky 
constitution,  and  that  it  was,  as  far  as  we  have  authority  to  inquire,  properly  passeci 
by  the  legislature. 

The  third  proposition,  namely,  that  it  contravenes  the  act  of  Congress,  is  more 
serious,  and  requires  more  careful  consideration. 

The  Federal  Constitution,  Article  I,  section  4,  paragraph  1,  is  as  follows: 

'*  The  Times,  Places  and  Manner  of  holding  Elections  for  Senators  and  Representa- 
tives, shall  be  prescribed  in  each  State  by  the  Legislature  thereof;  but  the  Congress 
may  at  any  time  bv  Law  make  or  alter  such  regulations,  except  as  to  the  Places  of 
Choosing  Senators.** 

This  provision  of  the  Constitution  has  been  very  much  discussed ;  first,  as  to  the 
scope  of  the  power  granted  to  Congress  respecting  the  manner  of  holding  Congres- 
sional elections;  and,  second,  as  to  the  expediency  of  the  exercise  of  such  power 
where  it  was  sought  to  be  exercised,  if  possessed,  K>r  the  purpose  of  controlling  the 
division  of  a  State  into  Congressional  districts. 

It  is  believed  that  this  is  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  the  Government  when 
Congress  has  been  called  upon  to  undo  the  work  of  a  State  which  had  divided  itself 
into  the  proper  number  of  Congressional  districts.  ^ 

When  the  Constitution  was  under  consideration  by  the  various  States  several  of 
them  opposed  the  unqualified  acceptance  of  the  provision  above  quoted,  on  the 
express  ground  that  the  clause  was  liable  to  misconstruction  and  that  under  its 
terms  Congress  might  at  some  time  seek  to  divide  the  States  into  districts,  and  in 
several  States  the  ratifying  body  accepted  the  Constitution  on  condition  that  effort 
should  be  made  to  change  the  phraseology  so  as  to  put  this  matter  beyond  dispute. 
For  nearly  forty  years  tne  States  proceeded  to  elect  Representatives,  some  at  large 
and  some  by  districts.  In  1840  the  policy  of  electing  by  districts  was  generally 
approved  and  adopted,  but  several  of  tne  States  continued  to  elect  their  Representa- 
tives by  the  vote  of  the  entire  State.  The  first  legislation  on  the  subject  going 
beyond  the  mere  apportionment  of  the  States  was  enacted  in  1842.  In  the  appor- 
tionment act  of  that  year  an  amendment  was  added  in  the  House  providing  for  the 
division  of  the  several  States  into  districts,  composed  of  contiguous  territorv,  equal 
in  number  to  the  number  of  Representatives  to  which  the  SUite  was  entitled,  and 
each  district  to  elect  one  Representative,  and  no  more. 

The  amendment  provoked  considerable  discussion,  but  was  finally  adopted. 

The  apportionment  act  based  upon  the  census  of  1850  made  no  provision  for  the 
division  ol  States  into  districts,  nor  did  the  act  of  1862.  The  act  of  February  2, 1372, 
provided  that  Representatives  should  be  elected  by  districts  composed  of  contiguous 
territory,  and  added  the  provision  *' containing,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  an  equal 
number  of  inhabitants.**  The  same  provision  appears  in  the  apportionment  ac1»  of 
1882  and  1891. 

So  far  as  legislative  declaration  is  concerned,  it  is  apparent  that  Congress  has 
expressed  an  opinion  in  favor  of  its  power  to  require  that  the  States  shall  fcS  divided 
into  districts  composed  of  contiguous  territory  and  of  as  nearly  equal  population  as 
practicable.  Whether  it  has  the  constitutional  ri^ht  to  enact  such  legislation  is  a 
very  serious  question,  and  the  uniform  current  of  opinion  is  that  if  it  has  such  power 
under  the  Constitution,  that  power  ought  never  to  be  exercised  to  the  extent  of 
declaring  a  right  to  diyide  the  State  into  Congressional  districts  or  to  supervise  or 
change  any  districting  which  the  State  may  provide. 

The  best  opinion  seems  to  be  that  the  Constitution  does  not  mean  that  under  all 
circumstances  Congress  shall  have  power  to  divide  the  States  into  districts,  but  only 
that  the  constitutional  provision  was  inserted  for  the  purpose  of  giving  Congress  the 
power  to  provide  the  means  whereby  a  State  should  be  represented  in  Congress  when 
the  State  itself,  for  some  reason,  has  failed  or  refused  to  make  such  provision  itself. 

Justice  Story,  in  his  commentaries  on  the  Constitution,  says: 

**In  answer  to  all  such  reasoning  it  was  urged  that  there  was  not  a  single  article  in 
the  whole  system  more  completely  defensible.  Its  propriety  rested  upon  this  plain 
proposition,  that  every  government  ought  to  contam  within  itself  the  means  of  its 
own  preservation.     A  discretionary  power  over  elections  must  be  vested  somewhere. 
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There  seem  to  be  but  three  ways  in  which  it  could  be  reasonably  oi^anized.  It  might 
be  lodged  either  wholly  in  the  National  Legislature,  or  wholly  in  the  State  legislatures, 
or  primarily  in  the  latter  and  ultimatelv  in  the  former.  The  last  was  the  moile  adopted 
by  the  convention.  The  regulation  of  elections  is  submitted  in  the  first  instance  to 
the  local  government,  which  in  ordinary  cases,  and  when  no  improper  views  prevail, 
may  both  conveniently  and  satisfactorily  be  by  them  exercised;  out  in  extraordinary 
circumstances  the  power  is  reserved  to  the  National  Government,  so  that  it  may  not 
be  abused,  and  thus  hazard  the  safety  and  permanency  of  the  Union." 

He  adds:  ''It  is  not  too  much,  therefore,  to  presume  that  it  will  not  be  resorted  to 
by  Congress  until  there  has  been  some  extraorainary  abuse  or  danger  in  leaving  it  to 
the  discretion  of  the  States  respectively." 

Hamilton,  in  the  Federalist,  makes  this,  among  other  comments,  on  the  subject: 

''Nothing  can  be  more  evident  than  that  an  exclusive  power  of  regulating  elections 
for  the  National  Government  in  the  hands  of  the  State  legislatures  would  leave  the 
existence  of  the  Union  entirely  at  their  mercy.  They  could  at  any  moment  annihi- 
late it  by  neglecting  to  provide  for  the  choice  of  persons  to  administer  its  affairs." 

Madison  expressed  the  same  views  in  the  Virginia  convention  with  great  force,  and 
expressed  the  opinion  that  if  the  elections  were  exclusively  under  the  control  of  the 
State  government  the  General  Government  might  easily  be  dissolved. 

Chancellor  Kent,  in  his  Commentaries,  says: 

''The  legislature  of  each  State  prescribes  the  times,  places,  and  manner  of  holding 
elections,  subject,  however,  to  the  interference  and  control  of  Congress,  which  has  per- 
mitted them  for  the  sake  of  their  own  preservation,  and  which  it  is  to  be  presumed 
they  will  never  be  disposed  to  exercise  except  when  any  State  shall  neglect  or  refuse 
to  make  adequate  provision  for  the  purpose." 

In  the  Twenty-second  Congress,  first  session,  an  elaborate  report  was  presented 
by  Mr.  Webster  on  the  subject  of  apportionment  In  the  course  of  this  exhaustive 
statement  he  discusses  the  very  question  which  is  here  involved.  The  following 
extract  is  fairly  representative  of  the  rest  of  the  report  on  that  {>hase  of  the  question: 

"Whether  the  subdivision  of  the  representative  power  within  any  State,  if  there 
be  a  subdivision,  be  equal  or  unequal,  or  fairly  or  unfairly  made,  Congress  can  not 
know  and  has  no  authority  to  inquire.  It  is  enough  that  the  State  presents  her  own 
representation  on  the  floor  of  Congress  in  the  m<5le  she  chooses  to  present  it.  If  a 
State  were  to  give  to  one  portion  of  her  territory  a  representative  ror  every  25,000 
persons,  and  to  the  rest  a  representative  only  for  every  50,000,  it  would  be  an  act  of 
unjust  legislation,  doubtless,  but  it  would  be  wholly  beyond  redress  by  any  power 
in  Congress,  because  the  Constitution  has  left  all  this  to  the  State  itself." 

These  are  the  guarded  words  of  a  great  commentator  on  the  Constitution,  unin- 
fluenced by  any  bias  or  special  motive,  except  to  justly  interpret  its  provisions. 

A  remarkable  and  convincing  speech  is  that  made  in  the  Twenty-seventh  Congress 
by  Nathan  Clifford,  then  a  Representative  from  Maine  and  afterwards  a  justice  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  Mr.  Clifford  an2;ued  with  great  cogency 
against  the  theory  that  Congress  had  any  such  power  as  the  act  of  1^2  undertook 
to  express,  and  in  our  opinion  those  alignments  have  never  been  satisfactorily 
answered. 

And,  indeed,  the  force  which  the  proposition  contended  for  by  the  contestant  in 
this  case  possesses  is  derived  chiefly  from  the  fact  that,  without  oDJection  for  the  last 
three  decades.  Congress  has  legislated  as  though  no  question  was  made  as  to  its 
power  over  the  division  of  States  into  districts.  If  the  act  of  1842,  in  which  we  find 
the  first  Congressional  expression  of  power,  had  sought  by  its  terms  to  define  the 
geographical  Doundaries  of  every  Congressional  district  in  the  several  States  it  could 
not  by  any  possibility  have  been  adopted.  So  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  learn,  no 
friend  of  the  amendment  to  that  act  contended  that  Congress  had  any  such  power. 
The  construction  of  Madison,  Story,  and  Kent  seems  most  reasonable  and  natural. 

Your  committee  are  therefore  oi  opinion  that  a  proper  construction  of  the  Consti- 
tution does  not  warrant  the  conclusion  that  by  that  instrument  Congress  is  clothed 
with  power  to  determine  the  boundaries  of  Congressional  districts,  or  to  revise  the 
acts  of  a  State  l^slature  in  fixing  such  boundanes;  and  your  committee  is  further 
of  opinion  that  even  if  such  power  is  to  be  implied  from  the  language  of  the  Con- 
stitution, it  would  be  in  the  last  degree  unwise  and  intolerable  that  it  should  exer- 
cise it.  To  do  so  would  be  to  put  into  the  hands  of  Congress  the  ability  to  disfran- 
chise, in  effect,  a  large  body  of  the  electors.  It  would  give  Congress  tne  power  to 
apply  to  all  the  States,  in  favor  of  one  party,  a  general  system  of  gerrymandering. 
It  IS  true  that  the  same  method  is  to  a  large  degree  resorted  to  by  the  several  States, 
but  the  division  of  political  power  is  so  general  and  diverse  that  nothwithstandinjo^ 
the  inherent  vice  of  the  system  of  gerrymandering,  some  kind  of  equality  of  distri- 
bution results. 
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Your  committee  therefore  recommends  the  adoption  of  the  following  resolutions: 
Reaolved,  That  Georse  M.  Davison  was  not  elected  a  Representative  to  the  Fifty- 
sixth  Congress  from  the  Eighth  district  of  Kentucky,  and  is  not  entitled  to  a  seat 
therein. 

Resolved,  That  George  G.  Gilbert  was  elected  a  Representative  to  the  Fift}r-sixth 
Congress  from  the  Eighth  district  of  Kentucky,  and  is  entitled  to  retain  his  seat 
therein. 

This  report  was  presented  March  1, 1901,  just  before  the  close  of  the 
last  session. 

[Report  3000,  second  session  Fifth-sixth  Congress.] 

(6)  Walker  v8.  Rhea. 

I^ rated.     Report  for  contestee.     No  action. 

Report  by  Mr.  Tayler. 

Aside  from  formal  parts  and  tables  of  returns  and  population,  the 
body  of  the  brief  report  is  as  follows: 

The  printed  testimony  in  the  case  comprised  about  3,000  pages,  and  brought  in 
vast  detail  before  the  committee  the  evidence  relating  to  the  charges  of  the  contestant 
and  the  counter  chai^j^es  of  contestee. 

The  case  was  most  elaborately  and  ably  argued  for  about  two  w^eeks  before  the 
committee,  and  was  then  considered  for  many  weeks  with  the  greatest  care. 

The  conclusion  arrived  at  as  a  consequence  of  the  committee's  investigation  is  that 
while  the  evidence  shows  that  there  were  frauds  and  irr^ularities  practiced,  chiefly 
in  the  interest  of  the  contestee,  they  fall  very  far  short  of  being  sufficient  to  justify  a 
change  in  the  result  of  the  election. 

This  report  was  presented  January  30,  1901. 
[Report  2566,  second  session  Fifty -sixth  Congress.] 

(7)  White  vs.  Boreing. 

Name  not  regularly  on  party  ticket.  Report  for  contestee^  who 
retained  the  seat. 

Report  by  Mr.  Olmsted. 

Contestant  and  contestee  were  both  Republicans.  Contestant 
received  11,244  vote»  and  contestee  15,706,  a  plurality  for  contestee  of 
4,462.  The  Democratic  candidate  received  3,319  votes,  and  the  Popu- 
list candidate  122.  Contestee's  name  was  printed  on  tne  ballot  under 
the  heading  "Republican  ticket"  and  the  regular  Republican  emblem, 
a  log  cabin.  Contestant  was  nominated  by  petition,  and  his  name  was 
printed  under  the  heading  "Free  Republican  ticket,"  with  a  picture  of 
himself  as  Qmblem.  Contestant  was  not  a  candidate  for  the  Repub- 
lican nomination  and  did  not  claim  the  right  to  have  his  name  printed 
in  the  party  column,  but  he  charged  that  contestee  was  irregularly 
nominated  and  should  not  have  had  his  name  in  the  party  column.  He 
claimed  that  either  the  party  vote  for  contestee  should  be  thrown  out 
and  the  seat  given  to  nimself  who  had  a  majority  of  the  remaining 
votes,  or  the  election  should  be  declared  void. 

Under  the  laws  of  Kentucky,  party  organizations  and  party  com- 
mittees were  recognized.  Parties  were  permitted  to  nominate  either 
bv  primary  election  or  by  convention.  If  they  nominated  by  primary 
election  the  committee  or  governing  authority  of  the  party  haa  power 
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to  provide  for  the  manner  in  which  the  expenses  of  holding  the  election 

should  be  paid.     Any  candidate  not  notifying  the  party  committee  at 

least  fifteen  days  before  the  primary  election,  "and  any  person  who 

has  not  given  such  notice  to  the  committee  or  governing  authority,  or 

who  has  not  complied  with  the  conditions  prescribed  bj'  the  committee 

f  or  governing  authority  for  the  government  of  candidates,  shall  not 

!     -  have  his  name  printed  on  the  baflots  used  in  such  primary  election." 

I  It  was  a  custom  of  the  party  in  cases  where  only  one  candidate  had 

announced  himself,  as  above  provided,  to  nominate  that  candidate  by 

a  resolution  of  the  committee,  after  due  notice,  without  action  by 

either  primary  or  convention. 

The  Kepublican  committee  had  provided  that  the  expenses  of  a  pri- 
maiy  election,  in  this  case,  should  be  provided  by  assessments  on  the 
candidates,  to  be  paid  at  least  fifteen  days  prior  to  the  election.  Con- 
testee  was  the  only  candidate  complying  with  this  condition  and  he 
was  nominated  by  the  committee.  Contestant  claimed  that  both  meet- 
ings of  the  committee  were  irregular,  as  votes  were  cast  at  them  by 
proxy  and  there  was  not  a  quorum  present  without  counting  the 
proxies.     The  committee  said: 

We  are  referred  to  Rule  No.  29  of  the  Republican  oi^anization  of  Kentucky,  which 
is  said  to  read  as  follows: 

**No  delegate  elected  to  a  State  or  district  Republican  convention  shall  be  per- 
mitted to  cast  a  vote  by  proxy." 

This  was  not,  however,  a  State  or  district  Republican  convention,  and  the  parties 
present  did  not  attend  as  delegates  elected  to  said  convention,  but  as  members  of  the 
district  committee  of  the  Eleventh  Congressional  district  of  Kentucky,  a  standing 
committee.  As  this  district  committee  or  governing  authority  is  recognized  by  stat- 
ute, and  is  authorized  in  the  case  of  a  tie  vote  or  contest  at  a  primary  election  to  hear 
and  determine  such  contest  and  decide  who  shall  be  entitled  to  the  nomination,  the 
argument  is  made  on  behalf  of  contestant  that  its  members  are  public  oflficers  and 
can  not  delegate  their  powers.  But  even  as  to  public  officers  the  distinction  is  always 
drawn  between  duties  of  a  judicial  nature  and  those  which  are  purely  ministerial. 
The  evidence  shows  that  not  only  in  the  State  central  committee,  but  also  in  the 
district  committees  of  the  Republican  party  the  use  of  proxies  is  quite  common. 

Mr.  White  was  not  a  candidate  for  the  Republican  nomination;  his 
name  was  on  the  ballot  where  he  had  wished  it  to  be.  No  effort  had 
been  made  by  him  or  by  anybody  to  take  legal  steps  to  have  contestcc's 
name  kept  off  the  ballot  as  lElepublican  candidate.  The  case  was  there- 
fore much  less  strong  than  the  case  of  Fairchild  vs.  Ward,  in  the  Fifty- 
fifth  Congress,  which  had  been  decided  by  that  Congress  not  to  be 
strong  enough.  There  was  no  evidence  how  many  voters  voted  for 
contestee  by  stamping  under  the  party  emblem  for  a  "  sti-aight  ticket." 
So  far  as  tfie  evidence  showed,  all  of  them  may  have  voted  for  him  by 
stamping  after  his  name  or  by  writing  his  name  on  the  ticket.  He 
received  the  majority  of  the  votes,  and  the  committee  held  that  he  was 
entitled  to  the  seat. 

Seven  members  of  the  committee  signed  the  report  above  outlined. 
Mr.  Snodgi-ass  agreed  to  the  conclusion,  on  the  ground  that  the  con- 
testee was  regularly  nominated.  Mr.  Green  also  agreed  to  the  con- 
clusions, but  presented  a  brief  explanation  stating  the  arguments  in  a 
slightly  different  way. 

The  report  was  presented  March  29,  1900.  The  House  adopted  the 
resolutions  presented  without  division. 


pre 

^76, 


[Report  876,  first -session  Fifty-sixth  Congress.] 
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(8)  Pearson  vs.  Crawford. 

Illegal  registration;  hribery;  intimidation.  Majority  report  for 
contestant;  minority  report  for  contestee.     Contestant  seated. 

Majority  repoit  by  Mr.  Roberts;  minority  report  by  Mr.  Miers. 

On  the  face  of  the  returns  as  canvassed,  contestee's  majorit}^  was 
238.  Correcting  some  obvious  errors,  his  majority  was  218.  Contest- 
ant made  charges  of  bribery,  intimidation,  and  irregularities,  and  of 
the  circulation  of  spurious  letters  attributed  to  himself.  He  also 
attacked  the  vote  of  certain  precincts,  and  certain  individual  votes,  for 
fraud.  The  committee  found  "that  the  campaign  was  waged  on  the 
race  issue,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  no  negroes  hold  office  in  the 
Ninth  Congressional  district,  and  that  they  do  not  constitute  one-tenth 
part  of  the  population  of  said  district."  Contestee's  entii'e  gain  over 
the  election  of  1896  was  in  the  two  counties  containing  most  of  the 
negro  voters. 

It  is  significant  that  the  falling  off  in  the  Republican  vote  occurs  in  those  precincts 
and  counties  in  which  intimidation  is  charged.  Exhibit  K,  for  instance  (Eiecord,  p. 
129),  shows  that  the  vote  cast  at  the  second  precinct  at  Asheville  was  nearly  40  per 
irent  less  than  the  registration  at  that  precinct;  and  the  testimony  of  Henry* Benson 
(Record,  p.  147)  shows  that  armed  men,  nonresidents  of  this  precinct  and  pjirtisans 
of  contestee,  were  stationed  at  the  polling  place  on  election  day.  The  same  witness 
also  testifies  that  the  Republican  voters  oi  this  precinct  were  prevented  by  threats 
from  holding  political  meetings,  and  were  even  afraid  to  appear  on  the  streets  at 
night  just  prior  to  the  election.  The  testimony  of  Senator  Pntchard  shows  conclu- 
sively that  mtimidation  on  the  part  of  the  Democrats  was  predetermined,  widespread, 
and  systematic.    *    *    *  ^ 

It  is  impossible  for  the  committee  to  define  the  scope  or  to  estimate  the  effect,  in 
precise  words  or  figures  of  arithmetic,  of  the  influence  of  intimidation,  of  the  circu- 
lation of  these  letters,  of  the  bribing  of  Republicans  to  stay  away  from  the  polls,  and 
of  mob  violence  on  the  night  preening  and  on  the  day  of  election.  We  have  no 
hesitation  in  reaching  the  conclusion  that  these  unlawful  methods  and  proceedings, 
operating  concurrently,  are  sufficient  to  overturn  contestee's  plurality  of  228  votes; 
and  if  nothing  else  appeared  in  this  case  these  reprehensible  and  dishonest  methods 
resorted  to  by  partisans  of  the  contestee  would  justify  the  House  in  declaring  a 
vacancy. 

According  to  the  committee,  contestee  claimed  in  his  brief  that  one 
precinct  should  be  rejected  because  the  registration  was  not  conducted 
as  prescribed  by  law.  If  this  claim  were  conceded  it  would  settle  the 
whole  case,  as  there  were  enough  other  precincts  of  the  same  sort,  in 
which  the  returned  majorities  were  for  contestee,  to  overcome,  if 
rejected,  within  3  votes  of  the  entire  returned  majority  of  contestee, 
and  contestee  had  practically  admitted  that  4  votes  should  be  deducted 
for  bribery.  The  committee  quoted  a  recent  legislative  precedent  in 
South  Carolina  for  the  doctrine  that  the  law  of  the  State  was  manda- 
tory as  to  time  and  place  of  registration.     They  said: 

The  language  of  the  North  Carolina  statute  on  this  point  is  as  follows  (sec.  8) : 

'^Proddedj  That  no  registration  shall  be  had  except  at  the  times  and  places  herein- 
after provided.'' 

Ana  in  section  9:, 

**  And  such  registrars  shall  also,  between  the  hours  of  9  o'clock  a.  m.  and  4  o'clock 
p.  m.,  for  four  consecutive  Saturdays,  and  between  the  hours  of  9  a.  m.  and  12  o'clock 
m.,  on  the  second  Saturday  preceding  the  election,  at  the  voting  place  of  said  pre- 
cinct, keep  open  said  book  for  the  registration  of  any  electors  residing  in  such 
precinct,  etc." 

Here  we  have  the  affirmative  requirement  that  the  registration  shall  be  had  at  the 
polling  place,  coupled  with  the  explicit  proviso  that  it  shall  be  had  nowhere  else; 
and  it  would  be  impossible  to  word  a  law  in  language  more  clearly  mandatory.  Upon 
a  strict  construction  of  the  statute,  and  upon  a  strict  compliance  with  contestee's 
claim  as  to  the  mandatory  provisions  of  this  statute,  the  case  is  easily  settled. 
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In  addition  to  this  irregularity  in  registration  there  was  evidence 
that  a  Democrat  had  ^stuffed  the  box  at  one  precinct,  and  that  the  pro- 
vision of  law  requiring  the  judges,  before  the  opening  of  the  polls,  to 
examine  the  ballot  boxes  and  see  that  there  was  nothing  in  them  was 
violated  at  the  other,  as  was  shown  by  the  discovery  in  it  of  several 
hundred  old  ballots  from  a  former  election  when  the  box  was  opened 
at  the  close  of  the  polls.     The  committee  said: 

The  provision  of  law  requiring  ballots  to  be  deposited  in  empty  boxes  is  in  its 
nature  just  as  mandatory  as  a  provision  requiring  that  the  ballots  shall  be  on  white 
paper  and  without  device.  Under  such  a  law  a  ticket  print<?d  on  red  paper,  or  con- 
tiaining  a  device,  is  void;  and,  by  parity  of  reasoning,  ballots  deposited  in  a  box  one- 
third  lull  of  tickets  at  the  opening  of  the  polls,  resulting  in  an  mcorrect  count,  as  in 
this  case,  must  vitiate  the  returns.  It  is  axiomatic  that  laws  designed  to  secure  the 
accuracy  of  the  count  are  mandatory.  So  the  returns  from  this  precinct  must  be 
rejected,  whether  we  decide  that  the  law  in  respect  of  time  and  place  of  registration 
be  mandatory  or  directory. 

Evidence  as  to  six  other  precincts  was  also  considered  by  the  commit- 
tee and  the  votes  of  five  oi  them  rejected,  and  the  return  of  the  sixth 
rejected  and  the  votes  counted  on  evidence  aliunde.  The  minority 
counted  the  five  and  held  the  evidence  aliunde  insufiicient  as  to  the 
sixth. 

In  one  precinct  the  committee  found  that  one  of  the  oflBcers  of  elec- 
tion had  stuffed  the  box.  The  minority  said  that  the  evidence  was 
inconclusive  and  contradicted,  and  that  at  most  it  applied  onl^  to  the 
county,  not  to  the  Congressional,  box.     The  majority  said  on  this  point: 

The  effort  of  the  contestee's  counsel  to  show  that  the  box  which  Martin  was  caught 
in  the  act  of  stuffing  was  the  county  box  is  of  no  avail,  because  it  is  clear  that  he 
stuffed  one  of  the  boxes  and  that  he  handled  imrt  of  the  tickets  from  the  Congres- 
sional box,  so  that  his  touch  tainted  the  entire  returns,  and  they  must  be  reject^. 

The  majority  rejected  and  the  minoritv  counted  this  return. 

In  another  precinct  the  committee  said  that  the  evidence  shows  nine 
distinct  varieties  of  fraud  and  irregularity.  The  return  was  false, 
the  number  of  ballots  exceeding  the  number  of  voters.  The  poll  list 
introduced  in  evidence  by  contestee  was  forged.  The  Democratic 
judge  of  election,  who  was  chairman  of  the  b^rd,  confessed  that  he 
was  drunk  on  quinine. 

The  minoritv  could  not  find  the  nine^orts  of  fraud;  the  poll  list  was 
not  introducecf  by  contestee,  and  there  was  no  proof  that  it  was  forged; 
the  only  thing  wrong  with  the  return  was  the  omission  of  11  votes 
cast  for  one  Boggs. 

Two  returns  were  rejected  by  the  committee  for  bribery,  evidence 
being  quoted.  The  minority  said  that  there  were  only  twelve  witnesses 
in  the  one  case  who  proved  that  two  voters  were  bribed ,  and  that  in  the 
other  case  one  witness  testified  that  himself  and  two  other  voters  were 
bribed. 

In  Asheville  a  witness  testified  that  he  had  been  promised  by  the 
Democratic  county  chaiiman  of  Buncombe  County  (who  was  one  of 
contestee's  attorneys  in  the  case)  $70  if  he  would  deliver  25  votes  for 
contestee.  This  witness  was  arrested  for  perjury,  and  contestant 
claimed  that  his  other  witnesses  were  thereby  intimidated  from  testi- 
fying. Three  of  them  testified  before  the  incarceration  of  the  fii*st 
witness,  but  the  nex""  morning  four  more  who  had  been  subpoenaed 

H.  Doc.  510 39 
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failed  to  appear,  and  do  more  testimony  was  taken.     The  committee 

said: 

• 

Murphy's  conduct  in  suppressinff  testimony  at  this  place  is  absolutely  indefensible, 
and  is  an  act  of  contempt  toward  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  notary  acting 
under  the  authority  of  a  statute  of  the  United  States  which  merits  the  emphatic 
condemnation  of  this  House.  This  conduct  of  Murphy,  the  attorney  of  contestee, 
amply  justifies  the  committee  in  rejecting  the  returns  from  the  entire  township. 

The  committee  referred  to  the  case  of  Featherston  va.  Gate,  in  the 
Fifty-first  Congress,  as  a  precedent  for  this  action. 

The  minority  held  that  the  case  of  Featherston  vs.  Cate  was  not  a 
precedent.  In  that  case  a  witness  testified  that  he  issued  and  saw 
voted  more  ballots  for  contestant  than  were  voted  for  him.  He  was 
arrested  for  perjury  in  so  testifying,  and  the  threat  was  openly  made 
by  contestee  s  counsel  that  he  would  arrest  all  other  witnesses  he 
thought  were  swearing  falsely.  The  committee  had  merely  held  that 
strict  and  technical  proof  of  the  vote  would  not  be  required  where  tes- 
timony had  been  suppressed.  In  this  case  the  witness  had  charged 
contestant's  attorney  with  an  indictable  offense  and  was  guilty  of  a 
felony  if  he  chargea  falselj^.  ''  No  just  inference  could  be  drawn  that 
the  purpose  was  to  intimidate  witnesses.  Witnesses  who  testify  in 
contested  election  cases  do  so  under  regulations  of  law,  as  in  other 
cases,  and  men  who  rely  upon  the  testimony  of  such  witnesses  have  no 
right  to  have  them  protected  in  the  violation  ol  law."  There  was  no 
evidence  that  witnesses  were  intimidated  from  testifying.  Those  who 
failed  to  appear  on  February  24  were  given  in  the  notices  to  take  tes- 
timonv  as  called  for  February  23,  and  there  were  no  subpoenas  in  the 
record  to  show  that  they  had  been  required  to  appear  on  the  next  day. 
Even  ''if  it  be  admitted  that  the  evidence  of  Harrison  is  true,  it  only 
proves  the  fact  that  he  was  offered  money,  and  that  he  received  none, 
and  therefore  could  in  no  waj^  affect  the  results  of  the  election." 

Moreover,  the  arrested  witness  and  the  only  other  witnesses  shown 
to  have  been  called  were  all  called  to  testify  in  regard  to  precinct  No. 
2,  Asheville  Township.  There  was  no  pretext  whatever  for  rejecting 
the  other  eight  precincts  of  the  township,  and  the  minority  character- 
ized the  proposal  to  do  so  as  ''the  most  sweeping  and  monstrous 
proposition  ever  submitted  to  the  House  of  Representatives." 

Contestee  claimed  that  the  vot^  of  Herrells  precinct  should  be  rejected 
on  the  ground  that  the  Democratic  judge  having  refused  to  remain  for 
the  count  on  the  night  of  the  election,  the  count  was  postponed  until 
the  next  morning,  the  box  in  the  meantime  having  been  removed 
from  the  polling  place  and  kept  by  the  two  Republican  judges  and 
the  Republican  clerk.     The  committee  said: 

While  it  would  be  a  dangerous  precedent  to  declare  that  the  election  returns 
should  be  rejected  in  the  interest  of  contestee  on  account  of  the  wrongful  act  of  his 
own  partisan,  if  the  returns  l)e  rejected  from  this  precinct  for  this  informaUty,  the 
contestant,  of  course,  would  l>e  permitted  to  prove  his  vote  aliunde;  and  this  he  has 
done,  as  shown  by  the  testimony  of  J.  C.  Bowman,  clerk  of  the  superior  court  of 
Mitchell  County,  who,  in  the  quotation  from  his  testimony  cited  below,  shows  that 
a  recount  of  this  box  was  had  by  the  notary  in  the  presence  of  contestee' s  counsel 
and  without  objection;  that  the  box  was  locked  and  sealed  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  law,  and  that  it  had  been  kept  in  this  condition  in  the  custody  of  the  said 
clerk  continuously  since  the  day  after  the  election.  The  recount  shows  tne  identical 
number  of  votes  for  Pearson,  to  wit,  196,  which  were  returned  by  the  election  officers 
from  Herrells  precinct. 

The  minority  held  that  the  statute  requiring  the  ballots  to  be  counted 
at  the  close  of  the  polls  was  mandatory  and  that  the  vote  must  be 
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rejected.     Votes  could  not  be  proved  aliunde  by  recounting  the  dis- 
credited ballots. 

The  minority  insist  that  the  ballots  could  not  be  recounted  as  evidence  aliunde  of 
the  vote  actually  cast  at  that  precinct,  for  it  is  the  ballots  themselves  which  have 
been  discredited.  We  submit  that  the  only  competent  evidence  to  prove  the  vote 
cast  would  be  testimony  of  sworn  witnesses  in  sucn  case. 

On  the  general  issues  of  the  case  the  minority  held  that  there  was 
no  evidence  of  the  spurious  character  of  the  letters  circulated  in  the 
name  of  contestant,  or  that  thev  had  lost  him  votes;  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  intimidation  or  of  any  violence  connected  with  or  affect- 
ing the  election,  and  that  the  precincts  rejected  for  irregularitv  in 
the  registration  or  for  the  failure  to  empty  the  box  of  the  old  ballots 
of  the  preceding  election  should  be  counted,  (^ntcstee  had  not  asked 
that  these  precincts  bo  thrown  out,  but  had  merely  set  up  a  counter- 
claim that  if  those  asked  by  contestant  be  rejected,  a  similar  one  should 
be  thrown  out  in  his  interest.  There  was  no  unfairness  intended  nor 
harm  done  by  any  of  these  irregularities,  and  the  statute  was  plainly 
directory. 

This  case  was  called  up  on  May  9, 1900,  and  Mr.  Roberts,  the  author 
of  the  majority  report,  moved  to  strike  out  from  that  report  the  words 
"  Reject  Asheville  163,"  on  page  16,  and  to  deduct  163  from  the  total 
majority  of  318  found  for  contestant,  leaving  him  165.  Mr.  Roberts 
explained  that  he  made  this  motion  for  the  purpose  of  limiting  discus- 
sion and  to  show  that  the  rejection  of  AsheviUe  was  not  necessary  to 
sustain  the  contentions  of  the  majority.  The  point  of  order  was  made 
and  sustained  that  the  report  of  a  committee  can  not  be  amended  by 
the  House.  After  further  debate,  the  substitute  resolutions  proposed 
by  the  minority  were  lost  by  a  vote  of  127  to  128.  (This  is  the  cor- 
rected vote;  it  was  first  announced  as  a  tie.)  The  resolutions  proposed 
by  the  committee  were  passed  by  a  vote  of  129  te  127,  and  on  May  10, 
1900,  Mr.  Pearson  was  sworn  in. 

[Report  199,  parts  1  and  2,  first  session  Fiftj'-sixth  Congress.] 

(9)  Wise  vs.  Young. 

Fraud;  false  ccnintin^.  Majority  report  for  contestant;  minority 
report  for  contestee.     Contestant  seated. 

Majority  report  by  Mr.  Weeks;  minority  report  bv  Mr.  Burke. 

The  issues  m  this  case  were  generally  similar  to  tnose  in  the  case 
between  the  same  parties  in  the  preceding  Congress,  except  that  in 
place  of  charges  of  preventing  votes  from  being  cast  by  obstructive 
tactics,  there  were  charges  of  stuffing  the  poll  lists  with  the  names  of 
ima^nary  or  illegal  voters.  Contestee  only  took  a  small  amount  of 
testimony,  directea  to  the  two  points  of  the  regularity  of  contestant's 
nomination  and  the  good  character  of  the  election  officers.  So  the 
case  came  before  the  committee  practically  on  the  evidence  of 
contestant. 

According  to  the  returns  as  canvassed,  contestee  had  a  plurality  of 
5,979  and  a  majority  of  2,534  votes.  According  to  the  report  of  the 
committee,  the  true  result  should  be  a  plurality  of  2,434  for  contestant; 
according  to  the  minority,  contestee  should  have  a  plurality  of  3,735. 
of  2,934,  of  1,678,  or  of  897,  according  as  the  vote  of  Norfolk  city 
was  or  was  not  counted,  and  according  as  the  certificates  of  voters 
were  accepted  or  rejected  as  evidencer 
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The  committee  rejected  the  entire  returns  of  Norfolk,  but  counted 
such  votes  as  were  proved  aliunde.  They  called  attention  to  the  fact 
that  in  the  uncontested  parts  of  the  dij^trict  there  had  been  a  large 
falling  oflF  in  the  vote  since  the  Presidential  election  of  1896,  but  that 
in  Norfolk  there  had  been  a  very  slight  decrease,  and  added: 

Contestant's  return  being  laid  aside,  the  disproportion  between  the  return  of  votes 
cast  in  Norfolk  and  those  returned  from  the  counties,  and  the  extraordinary  vote 
returned  for  conteetee  from  Norfolk,  were  sufficient  to  excite  inquiry.  After  care- 
fully looking  into  the  evidence  produced  concerning  these  returns,  we  have  no  hesi- 
tation in  declaring  that  no  such  vote  was  cast  as  was  returned  from  Norfolk  and  that 
the  contestee  received  no  such  vote  there  as  was  returned  for  him. 

The  evidence  overwhelmingly  establishes  the  fact  that  the  judges  of  election  in 
Norfolk  were  in  oollusion  in  the  interest  of  the  contestee,  and  that  the  contestant's 
theory  of  how  the  election  was  managed  by  corrupt  officers,  personally  friendly  to 
the  contestee,  is  right. 

Jn  the  contest  in  the  Fifty-fifth  Congress  between  the  same  parties,  the  House  of 
Representatives  decided  that  if  election  officers  obstructed  lawful  voters  the  votes  of 
such  will  be  counted.  It  was  also  shown  by  the  manner  in  which  that  contest  was 
prepared  and  decided  that  where  the  aggregate  of  votes  returned  is  approximately 
near  the  numl)er  of  votes  cast,  the  party  defrauded,  either  by  the  throwing  out  of 
votes  cast  for  him  as  defective  or  by  the  transfer  of  votes  cast  for  him  to  the  return 
for  his  opponent,  may  protect  himself  by  proving  the  vote  he  actually  received.  In 
view  of  this,  contestee,  or  his  managers  in  the  city  of  Norfolk,  evidently  resolved 
upon  another  plan  in  the  last  election.  We  call  it  a  plan  because  of  its  uniform 
practice  at  every  precinct  of  the  city.  The  similarity  of  method  with  which  it  was 
put  into  effect  in  every  precinct  in  Norfolk  shows  planning,  forethought,  and  delib- 
eration. It  was  in  brief  thus:  To  accept  all  votes  offered,  to  make  return  of  few 
defective  ballots,  and  to  add  to  the  list  of  actual  voters  on  the  ix)ll  books  of  the  sev- 
eral precincts  enough  names  of  fictitious  voters  to  enable  the  judges  to  return  for 
the  contestee  a  false  vote  so  lai^ge  that  the  majority  returned  for  him  could  not  be 
overcome. 

If  this  scheme  had  been  worked  adroitly  it  might  have  rendered  the  fraud  prac- 
ticed difficult  of  detection.  The  party  thus  defrauded  does  not  complete  his  task  by 
producing  proof  of  the  vote  at^tually  cast  for  him;  the  burden  is  still  upon  him  to 
show  that  the  vote  returned  for  his  adversary  is  false.  Where  the  fictitious  names 
copied  from  the  registration  list  onto  the  poll  book  are  those  of  his  political  adversaries 
whom  he  can  not  approach,  his  difficulty  in  getting  at  the  proof  that  they  did  not  vote 
is  great.  But  the  Inends  of  the  contestee  practiced  the  fraud  so  bungmgly  in  Nor- 
folk that  their  own  work  convicts  them.  It  has  neither  the  merit  of  novelty  nor 
clever  execution.  The  contestee  admits,  touching  two  precincts  of  the  Fifth  ward  of 
Norfolk  from  which  nearly  1,000  of  his  3,600  vot^  from  Norfolk  were  returned,  that 
the  returns  are  unworthy  of  belief.  The  admission  was  unnecessary,  for  contestant 
proved  it.  He  ke|)t  tally  of  the  votes  cast  and  proved  that  the  returns  made  were 
al)8urdly  large.  He  then  proved  who  were  the  last  voters  at  these  precincts,  and  that 
being  proved,  the  poll  books  show  that  these  sworn  officers,  both  before  and  after 
the  voting  ceased,  added  hundreds  of  fictitious  names  to  those  of  gennine  voters  on 
the  list  and  returned  them  as  cast  for  the  contestee. 

The  Democratic  registrars  were  summoned  for  many  precincts,  and  admitted  that 
many  of  the  names  appearing  on  the  poll  books  were  not  even  upon  the  registration 
lists.  Many  persons  appearing  in  those  poll  lists,  some  of  them  Democrats,  came 
forward  and  testified  that  they  had  not  vote<l.  The  names  thus  fraudulently  placed 
on  the  poll  lists  were  so  inartificial ly  made  up  that  they  are  evidence  of  crime.  They 
show  numbers  of  persons  whose  names  l)egin  with  A  voting  together,  followed  by 
numbers  whose  names  begin  with  B  and  C,  and  so  on  throughout  the  alphabet 
Dead  men  were  voted,  and  men  known  to  be  absent  in  the  service  of  the  United 
States.  Prominent  citizens,  about  whom  the  judges  could  pretend  no  ignorance,  were 
written  down  on  these  lists  as  having  voted.  W^here  the  frauds  permeated  every 
precinct,  and  the  evidence  leaves  no  doubt  of  conspiracy,  and  the  returns  are 
absurdly  large,  and  poll  books  forged,  it  seems  idle  to  go  into  the  details  of  these 
returns  from  Norfolk,  precinct  by  precinct.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  we  dismiss  the 
returns  from  Norfolk  as  evidence  of  nothing  but  an  organized  effort  to  return  a  fraud- 
ulent vote  for  contestee. 

In  the  course  of  his  impeachment  of  the  returns  in  Norfolk,  the  contestant  proved 
437  votes,  to  which  he  is  entitled. 
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In  a  large  number  of  other  precincts  there  was  evidence  that  more 
votes  were  cast  for  contestant  than  were  returned  for  him.  In  most 
cases  more  voters  themselves  testified  that  they  voted  for  him  than 
were  returned,  and  a  still  larger  number  was  proved  by  *' certificates" 
similar  to  those  held  admissible  in  the  previous  case  between  the  same 
parties.  (See  Wise  vs.  Young,  Fifty-nfth  Congress,  a7ite.)  The  com- 
mittee went  over  this  testimony  by  precincts.  In  cases  where  the 
total  vote  remaining  after  accounting  tor  the  proved  vote  for  contest- 
ant and  the  imperfect  ballots  was  less  than  the  vote  returned  for  his 
two  opponents,  the  committee  rejected  the  whole  return  and  counted 
only  the  vote  proved.  In  cases  where  the  discrepancy  might,  as  a 
matter  of  arithmetic,  be  accounted  for  by  the  numbers  of  ballots 
rejected  as  imperfect,  they  corrected  the  vote  according  to  the  proof, 
deducting  the  discrepancy  from  contestee.  Making  all  the  corrections, 
they  found  the  result  as  above  indicated  and  recommended  resolutions 
declaring  contestant  entitled  to  the  seat. 

The  mmority  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  many  of  the  witnesses 
testifying  that  thev  voted  for  contestant  did  not  prove  that  they  were 
registered  or  legal  voters.  They  also  objected  to  the  ''certificates." 
They  then  analyzed  the  testimony  by  precincts,  showing  that  in  a  few 
cases,  ns  admitted  by  contestee,  the  discrepancy  was  so  large  as  to  jus- 
tify the  rejection  of  the  returns,  but  that  in  most  cases  the  utmost  that 
could  be  claimed  was  the  correction  of  the  returns  according  to  the 
testimony,  deducting  the  discrepancy  from  contestee.  Bv  this  method, 
even  on  the  construction  most  lavomble  to  contestant,  the  majority  of 
contestee  was  not  overcome,  and  the  minority  therefore  recommended 
a  resolution  declaring  him  elected. 

The  case  was  fulljr  debated  in  the  House,  and  the  resolution  pre- 
sented by  the  minority  was  lost  by  a  vote  of  128  to  132.  A  motion  to 
reconsider  this  vote  was  laid  on  the  table  by  a  vote  of  132  to  129. 
The  majority  resolutions  (which  had  first  been  amended  to  bring  them 
into  the  usual  fonn)  were  then  voted  on  and  were  passed,  the  first  by 
a  vote  of  132  to  127,  and  the  second  by  a  vote  of  131  to  125.  Mr.  Wise 
was  then  (on  March  12, 1900)  sworn  in. 

Report  180,  parts  1  and  2,  first  session  Fifty-sixth  Congress.] 

In  most  of  the  Congresses  for  many  years  cases  were  duly  pre- 
sented to  the  House  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Elections,  which 
were  never  acted  on  or  reported  by  the  committee.  A  coniparison  of 
the  list  of  cases  given  in  the  index  to  the  Congressional  Record  (or 
Congressional  Globe)  in  each  Congress,  with  the  list  given  in  this  vol- 
ume, will  show  the  names  of  the  parties  in  these  cases,  but  there  is 
usually  very  little  other  information  obtainable  in  regard  to  them,  and 
none  of  that  information  has  any  bearing  on  the  purposes  of  this  vol- 
ume.    They  are  therefore  disregarded  here. J 
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Contest,  procedure  in.    See  Mode  of  procedure. 

Contest,  statute  regulating.    See  Law  for  taking  testimony. 

Contest,  whio  are  parties  to,  when  contestee  dead  and  his  successor  sworn  in. 
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Contest,  jurisdiction  over.    See  House  of  Representatives,  jurisdiction  of,  and 

Committee  on  Elections,  jurisdiction  qf. 
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County  court,  power  of,  in  West  Virginia,  to  make  a  record.    See  Evidence, 

documentary. 
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Deaf  and  dumb.    See  Election,  viva  voce. 
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De  facto  officers.     See  Officers  of  election,  disqualification  of,  and  not  sworn. 
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Election — 

Adjournment  of.     See  Adjournment. 
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impeached,  what  votes  counted;  and  see  also  Fraud,  Intimidation, 
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ABANDONMENT. 

Case  not  defended  by  oontefltee. 

Where  the  contestee,  being  engaged  in  a  contest  for  a  seat  in  the  Senate,  did  not 
appear  to  defend  hia  right  to  a  seat  in  tlie  House,  and  produced  very  Httle  testi- 
mony, the  committee  assumed  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  seat,  apparently  for 
this  reason  among  others. 
ShendanYB,  Pinchback,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  322-341 

ContefltB  evidently  abandoned;  eaaet  diamifted. 

Where  contestants  failed  to  file  briefs  and  paid  no  attention  to  repeated  notices  to 
appear  before  the  committee,  the  committee  reportetl  resolutions  declaring  con- 
testee elected,  and  giving  contestants  leave  to  withdraw  their  papers. 

Merchant  and  Herbert  vs.  AckUnj  4^th  Cong I  Klls. ,  345 

No  teetimony  taken;  eaae  ditmiiaed. 

Where  no  testimony  was  taken  by  contestant,  he  alleging  that  it  was  impossible  for 
witnesses  to  testify  with  safety,  the  case  was  dismissed  for  want  of  prosecution. 

Withergpoon  vs.  Davidsotif  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  163 

Where  the  petitioner  alleged  irregularities  and  illegal  voting,  but  presented  no  testi- 
mony and  explained  his  laches  by  aaserting  that  he  had  been  refused  permission 
to  see  the  returns,  or  procure  copies  of  them,  and  that  there  was  no  law  of  the 
Territory  (of  Arkansas)  by  which  he  could  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses, 
the  case  wa^;  dismissed. 

LyonxB.  Bales,  17th  Cong C.  &  H.,  372 

Neglect  to  appear. 

A  memorial  was  presented  October  18,  1803.  The  petitioner  at  three  different  times 
reouested  further  time  to  pro<iuce  testimony.  He  waa  finally  notified  to  appear 
before  the  committee  with  his  testimony,  and  not  having  done  so,  on  March  9, 1804, 
the  case  was  dismissed. 

CaheU\B,  Randolphy  8th  Cong C.  &  H.,  134 

Abandoned  by  petitioner,  continued  by  tke  Honfle. 

Where  a  petitioner  failed  to  appear  and  prosecute  his  petition  after  testimony  had 
been  taEen,  the  ca«3  was  recommitted  to  the  Committee  on  Elec^tions.  The  report  of 
the  committee  and  decision  of  the  House  were  based  on  the  testimony  already 
taken  by  the  parties. 

Kelly  \B.  HarriSy  ISth  Cong C.  &  H.,  261 

Committee  doei  not  Iobc  jurisdiction  of  caae. 

Where  testimony  had  been  taken  and  briefs  filed,  but  contestant,  having  been 
appointed  minister  to  Guatemala,  stated  to  the  committee  that  he  no  longer  desired 
to  prosecute  the  contest,  the  committee  expressed  the  opinion  that  it  did  not  lose 
jurisdiction  of  the  case,  but  in  the  absence  of  any  suggestion  of  collusion  and  in 
view  of  the  character  of  tlie  issues  (ordinary  questions  as  to  individual  illegal 
votes),  they  did  not  deem  it  necessary  to  examine  the  evidence  in  detail  and 
reported  in  favor  of  contestee. 

Uunter  vs.  Bhea^  55th  Cong ,,,..,.,,,  ^ .,..,.., , Report  1356 
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Election  of  contefltant  conceded. 

^here  contestee  conceded  the  election  of  contestant,  the  coniinittee  commended  his 
action,  an^i  reported  resolutions  seating  contestant. 

Belkmip  vs.  McGanriy  54ih  Cong Reix)rt  5 

Conteet  withdrawn ;  case  dismiflsed. 

)ntestant  claimed  to  have  been  injured  by  false  reports  that  he  had  signed  a  peti- 
tion against  a  law  giving  bicycles  equal  rights  with  other  vehicles,  and  ottered 
in  writing  to  withdraw  from  the  contest  if  any  such  petition  with  his  signature 
could  be«hown.  Contestee  produced  the  petition  ana  contestant  formally  with- 
drew. In  view  of  these  facts  and  of  the  lact  that  no  testimony  had  been  taken, 
the  committee  reported  in  favor  of  contestee. 

Chesebrouyh  vs.  McClellan,  64th  Cong Report  48 

Contest  abandoned;  case  diemUited. 

^ntestant  served  notice  of  contest,  but  appeared  to  have  taken  no  further  steps. 
The  committee  reported  resolutions  confirming  contestee  in  the  seat. 

Dains  vs.  Culbrrson^  54th  Cong Report  180 

'here  contestant  gave  no  notice  of  contest,  as  required  by  law,  and  t-ook  no  testi- 
mony, the  committee  reported  in  favor  of  contestee. 

Pearce  vs.  Belly  64ih  Cong Report  1529 

'here  contestant  took  no  testimony  and  stated  to  the  committee  that  he  had  no 
desire  further  to  press  his  contest,  the  committee  reported  in  favor  of  contestee. 

Clark  vs.  SUdlingSy  55th  Cong Report  188 

fter  the  taking  of  testimony  in  a  case  had  proceeded  for  some  time,  contestant 
formally  abandoned  the  contest,  and  filed  a  statement  to  that  effect  with  the 
papers  m  the  case.  The  committee  reported  these  facts,  and  recommended  reso- 
lutions declaring  contestee  elected. 

Comer  vs.  Claytony  55th  Cong Report  195 

^here  contestant  took  no  testimony,  and  state<^l  to  the  committee  that  he  had  aban 
doned  the  contest,  the  committee  reported  in  favor  of  contestee. 

Fittia  vs.  Handy,  55th  Cong Report  1239 

ABATEMENT. 

Conteet  doee  not  abate  by  death  of  contestee  and  swearing  in  of  his  successor. 

^here  contestee  had  died  aft4jr  the  testimony  wa^  taken  and  a  successor  had  been 
elected  to  fill  the  vacancy  and  sworn  in,  the  committee  held  that  the  contest  did 
not  abate,  for  if  it  should  appear  that  contestant  had  been  electetl  at  the  first  elec- 
tion, then  there  was  no  vacancy  to  be  filled,  and  the  new  sitting  member  had  no 
rights  to  be  prejudiced  by  any  pleadings  or  agreements  made  by  his  pre<ieeessf)r. 

Mackey  vs.  0'  Connor^  47th  Cong 2  Ells. ,  564 

Contest  under  the  statute  abates  by  death  of  either  party. 

contest  between  a  contestant  and  contestee,  under  the  statute,  is  a  proceeding  inter 
jxirteSy  and  abates  on  the  death  of  either  party. 

Mackey  vs.  C Connor  {minority  re]X)rt),  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  599 

ABBBEVIATION. 


The  word  "twe"  not  to  be  counted  as  "twelve." 

^here  the  statute  rec^uiretl  tlie  return  to  set  forth  the  number  of  votes  received  *'in 
words  at  length,"  and  the  return  from  one  county  showed  for  contestee  "eight 
hundred  and  twe  '  votes,  the  governor  issued  a  special  proclamation,  quoting  from 
cases  in  which  the  words  **thous"  and  '*huna"  haa  been  construed  to  mean 
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"thousand"  and  *' hundred/'  and  concluding  that  it  would  be  "more  in  conso- 
nance with  adjudged  caneH"  to  add  the  letters  **lve"  to  the  "twe"  of  the  return 
than  to  change  the  **e"  to  **o.'*  Counting  the  vote  as  eight  hundred  and  twelve 
gave  the  majority  to  contestee.  The  committee  held  that  the  return  should  either 
nave  been  counted  em  eight  hundred  and  (itVy  or  evidence  procured  to  explain  the 
ambiguity,  or  the  word  rejected  as  meaningless  and  the  return  counted  as  eight 
hundre<i. 
The  minority  sustained  the  legality  of  the  governor's  ruling,  but  there  being  evidence 
in  the  record  (which  had  not  been  before  the  governor)  that  the  actual  vote  was 
eight  hundred  and  tuVj  the  minority  so  counted  it. 

'         Smilh  vs.  JackmUf  52«t  (.  hng Rowell   17 

ADJ0T7RKMENT 

For  dinner,  etc.,  wr  lKKE(;rLAKrrv  in  hours  of  liMhuj  election. 

tr 

ADJOTJBNM£NT  OF  THE  POLL 

t 

By  SiiERiKF   (in  ViKCiIXIa). 

Bis  power  discretionary.  ^ 

The  power  of  the  sheriff  in  Virginia  to  adjourn  the  poll  to  the  sei'ond  and  third 
day,  in  conseuuence  of  rain,  is  discretionary.  He  also  has  i)ower  to  close  the  [)oll 
at  aYiy  time  nt  the  day  after  three  proclamations  made,  and  no  voters  appt^aring. 

Triggvi*.  I'reMon.Sd  Cong :. C.  &  IL,  78 

Prima  faoie  legal. 

Under  the  power  given  the  sheriff  in  Virginia  to  adjourn  the  poll  ia  certain  cc)ntin- 
gencies,  an  adjournment  is  prima  /rw/«  legal. 

Battaett  vs.  Baglnf*  ^-^^^^  ^W ^■-  <fc  W.,  255 

Election  officers  in  Virginia  have  fall  discretion. 

Under  the  Virginia  law  authorizing  the  oflScers  of  election,  if  by  rain  or  the  rise  of 
water  courses  many  voters  have  been  preventeil  from  attending  the  election,  to 
adjourn  the  poll  for  three  days,  the  election  officers  from  the  very  nature  of  the 
ease  must  be  the  judges  whether  the  contingencv  has  occurre<l,  and  even  had  it 
'*  clearly  appeared  that  they  were  mistaken  in  this  judgment,  the  committee  do 
not  think  that  their  proceedings  should  l)e  declared  illegal  and  void,  in  the  absence 
of  all  proof  and  of  all  complaint  that  they  acted  fraudulently." 

GfHjgiii  vs.  < aimer y  ^8th  <  hng I  IVart. ,  71 

The  legal  C9ntingencies  mnst  exist. 

Under  the  law  of  Virginia  givifig  the  sheriff  power  to  adjourn  the  election  for  three 
days  in  case  of  rain,  rise  of  water  courses,  or  the  attendance  of  more  voters  than 
can  be  polled  in  one  day,  the  existence  of  the  latter  contingency  is  a  question  of 
fact,  admitting  of  no  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  officer,  and  on  proof  that  it  did 
not  in  fact  exist  the  adjournment  will  l>e  held  to  be  illegal,  and.  all  votes  given 
after  the  first  day  rejected.  Where  it  was  proved  that  only  two  persons  V()te<l 
during  the  last  half  hour,  and  at  the  close  of  the  polls  only  four  perscms  were  pres- 
ent who  had  not  voted,  two  of  whom  were  deouty  sheriffs,  who  had  l^een  in  attend- 
ance all  dav,  an  adjournment  to  the  second  aav  was  held  to  l)e  illegal. 

Bassett  vs.  Bayleif,  18th  Cong C.  &  II.,  257 

Mayor  in  Virginia  has  same  power  as  sheriff. 

Umler  the  Virginia  laws  granting  to  the  sheriffs  of  counties  the  right  to  adjourn  the 
poll  in  certain  contingenci(*s,  it  was  held  that  the  same  power  was  possesse*!,  by 
implication,  by  the  mayor  of  Norfolk. 

Loyall  vs.  Ae<r/o/*,  £1M  Cong C.  ct  II.,  522 

H.  Doc.  510 iO 
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In  Yirginia  entire  election  must  not  last  more  tlian  three  days. 

Under  the  provision  of  the  Virginia  general  election  law  of  1831,  that  the  sheriffs  in 
certain  contingencies  should  ^journ  the  poll  "until  the  next  day,  and  so  from  day 
to  day  for  three  days;  *  *  *  but  if  the  ]X)11  *  *  *  is  not  closed  on  the  first 
<iay  the  same  shall  be  kept  open  two  days  thereafter,"  held,  that  the  entire  ele<v 
tion  should  not  consume  more  than  three  days,  and  votes  given  on  the  fourth  day 
should  be  rejected. 

Draper  vs.  Johnston^  22d  Cong C.  &  H.,  705 

It  had  been  legal  in  Virginia  for  an  election,  under  some  circumstances,  to  be  held  for 
four  days.  The  legislature  passed  an  act  in  regard  to  elections  in  ^neral,  contain- 
ing a  provision  which  the  committee  construed  to  mean  that  elections  were  there- 
after to  be  held  not  more  than  three  days,  but  in  regard  to  elections  for  Represent- 
ative in  Congress  the  provision  was  that  they  should  be  held  **  in  the  manner  and 
according  to  the  principles  prescribed  by  the  law  now  in  force  in  relation  thereto." 
It  was  claimed  tnat  this  excepted  elections  for  Representative  in  Congress,  and 
l>ermitted  them  to  be  held  for  four  days,  as  under  the  old  law,  but  the  committee 
(included  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  have  the  poll  for  Repre- 
sentative in  Congress  continued  longer  than  that  for  other  officers  voted  for  at  the 
same  election. 

Draper  vs.  Johnston,  23d  Coiig ( '.  &  II.,  705 

ADMISSION  (see  also  Agrreement  and  Waiver). 

Admissions  of  parties  may  be  disregarded. 

Where  the  contestant  admitted  73  illegal  votes,  but  the  minority  could  not  find  so 
many,  they  deducted  only  those  shown  by  the  evidence  to  be  illegal.  "Generally 
the  aamission  of  a  party  is  received  as  proof,  but  it  would  not  te  proper  to  do  so 
in  this  instance.'' 

Blair  vs.  Barrett  {minority  report) ,  S6th  Congress.     liepori  No.  563 i>age  44 

Admission  in  brief  followed,  but  not  held  binding. 

Where  fraud  was  shown  in  a  number  of  precincts,  and  the  only  votes  proved  aside 
from  the  returns  w^ere  for  contestant,  but  contestant  m  his  original  brief  filed  with 
the  committee  had  conceded  to  contestee  all  the  votes  not  proved  to  have  been  cast 
for  himself,  the  committee,  on  account  of  this  concession,  and  because  it  was  only 
a  question  of  the  size  of  contestant's  majority,  and  not  of  the  result  of  the  election, 
counted  the  votes  according  to  the  method  of  contestant's  brief,  but  stated  that  the 
strictly  legal  course  would  have  been  to  reject  the  entire  returns  and  count  only 
the  votes  proved  aliunde. 

Miller  vs.  Elliott,  Slst  Cong Rowell,  527 

AFFIDAVITS,  EX  PARTE. 

See  Evidence. 

AGREEMENT  (see  also  Admission  and  Waiver). 

Parties  can  not  increase  or  diminish  the  elective  franchise. 

The  agreement  of  parties  can  neither  diminish  nor  enlarge  the  elective  franchise  as 
secured  by  the  laws  of  the  commonwealth. 

Porterfield  YB.  McCoy,  Uth  Cong C.  &  H.,  269 

To  be  received  with  great  caution. 

**The  agreement  of  parties  has  sometimes  >)een  received  as  to  disputed  questions  of 
fact,  but  it  has  always  l>een  held  that  this  should  be  done  with  great  caution,  as 
these  are  not  merely  contests  between  the  parties,  but  the  rights  of  the  people  of 
the  district  and  of  the  State  and  of  the  i)eople  of  the  United  States  are  involved 
and  can  not  be  agree<i  away/' 

Holmes  and  Wilson,  46th  Cong : 1  Ells.,  324 
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APPOBTIOKMEKT. 

When  State  divided  total  repretentation  not  increaied. 

The  State  of  Virginia,  under  the  apportionment  of  1860,  was  entitled  to  eleven 
Representatives.  When  the  State  of  West  Virginia  was  admitted,  with  three 
Representatives,  the  committee  held  that  Virginia 'was  then  entitled  to  only  eight. 

Segar,  4Ul  Cong ." 2  Bart. ,  810 

APPOBTXONICENT  ACT  (see  also  Election  by  General  Ticket). 

When  it  went  into  force. 

Tiie  apportionment  act  mider  the  Seventh  Census  was  held  to  apply  mutatis  mutandiB 
to  the  Eighth  Census,  and  as  the  apportionment  under  the  Seventh  Census  was  to 
go  into  enect  on  March  3,  1853,  that  under  the  Eighth  was  to  go  into  effect  on 
March  3,  1863. 

JjQwe,  37  th  Cong I  Bart. ,  41 8 

California  act  of  March  18,  1888,  eonetitational. 

The  committee  held  that  the  apportionment  act  of  California,  passed  March  13, 1883, 
was  constitutional  and  that  tne  members  elected  under  it  were  entitled  to  retain 
their  seats.  The  provision  of  the  constitution  of  California  requiring  each  bill  to 
be  read  three  times  did  not  apply  to  amendments. 

Cxdifaniia  Case^  49th  Cong Mobley,  481-485 

Donbtfnl  if  House  ehoold  take  oognisance  of  its  violation  by  a  State. 

Where  it  was  claimed  that  the  legislature  of  Kentucky  had  redistricted  the  State 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  apportionment  act  of  Congress,  the  committee 
reported  that  it  was  doubtful  if  Congress  had  the  power  to  interfere  in  such  matters, 
and  it  was  certainly  not  politic  to  exercise  the  power  if  it  existed. 

Davidson  vs.  Gilberty  56th  Cong Report  3000 

ASSESSMENT  OF  GOVEBNMENT  EMPLOYEES. 

To  be  condemned,  but  not  fatal  to  the  election. 

The  majority  report  held  that  while  the  assessment  of  Government  emploveee  for 
political  purposes  was  demoralizing  and  ought  to  be  made  a  criminal  offense,  it 
could  not  affect  the  result  of  an  election  unless  it  was  shown  that  the  money  thus 
raised  was  used  corruptly,  which  was  not  claimed  in  this  case.  On  the  whole  case, 
which  involved  other  issues,  the  House  agreed  with  the  minority. 

PlattxB.  Goode,  44ih  Cong Smith,  658 

ASSESSOR  OF  DIBECT  TAXES. 

Disqualifying  Office,     ^e  Quauficatioxs  of  Representatives. 

AUSTBAUAN  BAIiliOT. 

See  Ballots  irregularly  marked  under  Australian  system. 

BAIiLOTS. 

DisTiN«i'isHiNCJ  Marks. 

Any  mark  by  which  ballot  may  be  identified  when  counted. 

Under  the  Michigan  Australian  ballot  law,  which  provided  that  any  ballot  which 
shall  have  any  distinguishing  mark  or  mutilation  shall  be  void  and  shall  not  be 
counted,  the  committee  said:  "A  distinguishing  mark  may  be  defined  as  *any  mark 
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by  which  a  Imllot  may  be  identified  when  it  is  counted,  and  by  which  parties 
making  an  agreement  before  voting  can  show  by  the  ballot  that  they  have  carried 
out  the  agreement;'  no  such  vote  should  have  been  counted  by  the  inspectors." 
They  followed  a  recent  de(^i8ion  of  the  supreme  court  of  Michigan  in  throwing  out 
these  votes. 

Bdhmp  vs.  Richardmu,  oSd  Cong Report  1946,  p.  5 

Their  uBe  condemned  sui  a  violation  of  the  Beorecy  of  the  ballot. 

Where  the  tickets  used  by  one  party  were  distinguished  by  having  red  stripes  on  the 
back,  the  committee  said:  *'  It  is  clear  to  the  committee  that  such  marks  upon  bal- 
lots are  in  violation  of  the  spirit  of  the  law  that  provides  for  a  ballot  system;  one 
of  its  great  objects,  if  not  its  greatest  one,  is  to  allow  the  elector  to  make  his  choice 
by  a  secret  vote,  which  no  one  shall  have  the  right  to  question,  to  examine,  or  to 
know;  and  to  protect  those  who  desire  it  in  this  right  the  law  implies,  if  it  does 
not  al)solutely  require,  that  the  tickets  shall  be  folde<l  by  tho.se  who  intend  to  vote 
them,  and  so  folded  they  shall  be  placed  in  the  ballot  box.  It  is  intended  that 
no  one  shall  he  able  to  know,  by  seeing  the  oufc^ide  of  a  ballot,  what  its  character 
may  be."  '*  While  it  might  be  going  too  far  to  reject  such  ballots,  unless  so  pro- 
vided by  law,"  yet  it  is  evident  that  their  use  greatly  facilitated  intimidation. 

Whyte  vs.  Harrig  (majority  report ) ,  SSth  Cong I  Bart. ,  260 

Statute  against,  inandatory. 

Where  the  statute  prescribes  the  form  of  the  ballot,  and  that  "any  ballot  otherwise 
than  described  is  ill^al  and  must  be  rejected,"  the  statute  is  mandatory.  Under 
such  a  law  ballots  containing  the  names  of  candidates  for  "district  electors,"  there 
being  no  such  officers  known  to  the  law,  must  be  rejected  entire,  and  can  not  be 
counted  even  for  the  officers  correctly  designated. 

Lowe  vs.  Wheeler  ( minority  report ) ,  47th  Cong 2  Ells. ,  107 

South  Carolina  law  mandatory. 

Ballots  rejected  l)ecause  obnoxious  to  the  law  of  South  Carolina  against  marked  and 
mutilated  ballots  were  properly  rejected  and  can  not  be  counted. 

Small8\s.  EUiotty  oOth  Cong Mobley,«69 

Strict  oonstmction  safest 

A  strict  construction  of  statutes  in  regard  to  distinguishing  marks  on  ballots  is  the 
safest.     (Authorities  cited. ) 

Lynch  vs.  CJmlmers  (minority  report ) ,  47th  Cong 2  Ells. ,  37;i-875 

Not  a  violation  of  a  law  that  "the  election  shall  be  by  ballot" 

The  law  of  Maryland  provided  that  "the  election  shall  be  by  ballot,"  and  that  "u}>on 
the  ballot  shall  be  written  or  printed  the  name  or  names  of  the  persons  voted  for, 
and  the  purpose  for  which  the  vote  is  given,  plainly  designated."     Where  the.*»e 

grovisions  were  complied  with,  but  the  tickets  of  one  party  were  distinguished  by 
aving  red  8trii)es  on  the  backs,  the  minority  (whose  conclusions  were  substantially 
adopted  by  the  House)  said:  "  We  can  not  for  a  moment  admit  that  the  marks  on 
the  ticket,  or  the  color  of  the  pai>eron  which  the  name  and  office  are  thus  plainly 
designated,  have  anything  to  ao  with  the  legality  of  the  vote  cast,  or  are  to  be  held 
as  infringing  the  law  of  the  State." 

}\hyte  vs.  Harris  (minority  report) ,  Soth  Cong I  Bart. ,  2(54 

Numbering  of  ballots  not  fatal. 

"The  numbering  of  the  ballots  cast  at  an  election,  in  the  absence  of  any  statute 
expressly  so  declaring,  does  not  of  itself  invalidate  an  election,  unless  some  injury 
is  shown  to  have  resulted." 

McKenzie  vs.  BraxtoUy  4^d  Cong Smith,  25 

Where  the  statute  made  it  a  misdemeanor  for  any  judge  of  the  election  to  place  a 
number  or  mark  upon  the  ticket  of  any  voter,  but  it  was  not  declared  that  the  vote 
of  a  legally  qualified  voter  should  be  rejected  because  his  ballot  was  marked  by  the 
judges,  the  committee  said:  "We  should  not  l)e  inclined  to  put  a  construction  upon 
this  statute  which  would  enable  an  officer  of  election  to  destroy  the  effect  of  a  bal- 
lot cast  in  good  faith  by  a  legal  voter  by  placing  a  number  or  mark  upon  it.    A 
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ballot  may  be  thus  marked  or  numbered  without  the  knowled^  or  consent  of  the 
voter,  and  it  wpuld  be  manifestly  unjust  that  he  should,  in  this  way,  be  deprived 
of  his  vote.  We  think  it  plain  tnat,  inasmuch  as  the  statute  affixes  a  penalty  for 
marking  a  ballot,  and  does  not  expressly  declare  that  a  marked  ballot  shall  l)e 
thrown  out,  the  board  erred  in  rejecting  the  vote  of  this  county  upon  this  ground." 

Giddings  vs.  CUirky  42d  Cong Smith,  95 

The  numbering  of  ballots  by  the  election  officers  held  not  to  Ije  an  irregularity  call- 
ing for  the  rejection  of  the  poll  under  the  laws  of  Florida. 

nidey  vs.TToZfe,  44ih  Cong Smith,  374 

The  numbering  of  ballots  in  the  absence  of  any  statute  forbidding  it,  and  without 
fraud  or  injury,  does  not  vitiate  them. 

Bi^exs.  Hull,46thCong I  Ells.,  319 

Ballots  numbered  by  the  officers  of  election,  in  the.  absence  of,  or  contrary'  to  State 
law,  should  be  counted. 

I>onelly  vs.  Washburn  {minority  report ) ,  4^th  Cong I  Ells. ,  494-503 

Hot  ntunbered,  thrown  out. 

Under  the  Australian  ballot  law  of  Missouri,  which  the  committee  construed  as  man- 
datory, the  committee  threw  out  all  the  ballots  on  which  the  judges  of  election  had 
not  properly  placed  their  initials  or  the  ballot  numbers.  The  minority  held  that 
tlu'  statute  was  director}',  and  counted  the  votes. 

O'XeillYB.  Joy,  63d  Cong Report,  268 

A  law  for  the  numbering  of  ballots  nnoonstitntional,  where  the  election  required  to  be 
**  by  ballot" 

The  constitution  "Of  Minnesota  provided  that  **all  elections  shall  be  by  ballot."  The 
legislature  passed  an  act  requiring  the  election  officers  in  cities  to  number  the 
tickets.  This  law  was  held  to  be  unconstitutional  by  the  district  court  of  one  of 
the  counties  previous  to  the  election,  and  the  decision  was  affirmed  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  State  subsequent  to  the  election.  The  decision  was  based  on  the 
ground  that  a  numbered  ticket  is  not  a  '* ballot,"  inasmuch  as  it  does  not  preserve 
the  secrecy  of  the  vote  implied  in  the  word  "ballot."  At  the  election  in  ctmtest, 
previous  to  this  decision,  the  election  officers  in  some  precincts  numbered  the  bal- 
lots. The  committee  approved  of  the  reasoning  of  the  decision,  and  rejected  the 
votes  of  all  the  precincts  where  the  ballots  were  numbered,  on  this  ground,  and 
also  on  the  ground  that  it  was  shown  that  the  numljering  was  part  of  a  conspiracy 
to  intimidate  the  voters. 

DoneUy  vs.  Washburn  ( majority  re^Mrt) ,  4(fth  Cong T  Ells. ,  455 

Ballots  not  numbered,  thrown  out. 

Under  the  law  of  Missouri  providing  for  the  numbering  of  all  ballots,  and  that  **  no 
ballot  not  numbered  shall  be  counted,"  the  committee  rejected  the  votes  of  three 
pre<nncts  where  none  of  the  ballots  were  numbered. 

Lindsay  vs.  Scoti^  S8ih  Cong I  Bart.,  572 

The  prefix  "Hon"  not  a  diitinguiBhing  mark. 

Where  the  statute  provided  that  ballots  should  have  no  distinguishing  mark,  the 
committee  unanimously  held  that  the  prefix  '*Hon^*  was  not  such  a  mark. 

Bums  vs.  You7ig,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  181 

Fenn  vs.  Bennett^  44th  Cong Smith,  593 

Writing  by  offieers  of  election  not  fatal. 

Under  the  statute  of  California  (sec.  1206)  providing  that  "When  a  ballot  found  in 
any  ballot-box  bears  upon  the  outside  thereof  any  impression,  device,  color,  or 
thmg  *  *  *  it  must  with  all  its  contents  be  rejected,"  the  committee  held  that 
ballots  on  the  back  of  which  the  election  officers  had  written  the  word  **  challenged" 
and  the  voter's  name  ought  not  to  be  rejected.  **  While  the  strict  letter  of  the  law 
would  exclude  these  ballots,  yet  the  spirit  of  the  law  is  evidently  otherwise.  If 
the  voter  had  placed  this  indorsement  upon  the  ballot,  or  anv  mark  whatever  by 
which  it  could  be  distinguished  from  other  ballots,  they  shoufd  be  rejected.  The 
law  was  made  to  protect  the  voter,  and  not  to  disfranchise  him." 

Wigginton  vs.  Pacfieco,  45th  Cong I  Ells.,  13 
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Yoter'B  name  on  face  of  ballot  not  a  distinguishing  mark. 

Under  the  statute  of  California  (sec.  1207)  providing  that  ''when  a  ballot  found  in 
any  ballot  box  bears  upon  it  any  impression,  device,  color,  or  thing,  or  is  folded  in 
a  manner  intended  to  designate  or  impart  knowledge  of  the  person  who  voted  such 
ballot,  it  must,  with  all  its  contents,  he  rejected,**  me  committee  held  that  a  mark 
on  the /ace  of  the  ballot,  in  order  to  invalidate  it,  must  be  one  intended  to  imp..rt 
knowledge  of  the  person  who  voted  it,  and  that  the  voter's  name,  written  by  him- 
self at  the  bottom  of  the  ticket,  was  not  such  a  mark.  The  minority  held  that  any 
mark  whatever  was  included  in  the  terms  of  the  statute,  and  also  that  the  voter's 
name  in  his  own  handwriting  was  calculated  to  impart  knowledge  of  his  identity. 

Wigginton  vs.  PacJieco,  4^ih  Cong I  Ells.,  15,  40 

Marks  on  back,  by  inadvertence,  not  material. 

Where,  under  the  Ohio  statute  against  distinguishing  marks,  the  judges  of  election 
had  rejected  a  ballot  containing  a  name  and  two  rows  of  figures  on  the  back,  but 
the  evidence  showed  that  it  was  voted  in  this  condition  by  inadvertence,  the  com- 
mittee said,  "we  do  not  think  that  it  is  within  the  mischief  intended  to  be  pre- 
vented by  the  statute,*'  and  counted  the  ballot.  The  minority  held  that  it  was 
properly  rejected. 

WaUacex^,  McKinley,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  187,  209 

Pencil  marks  made  by  voters  on  face  of  ballots  not  distingnisbing  marks. 

Under  the  Ohio  statute  requiring  the  ballots  to  be  "without  any  mark  or  device  by 
which  one  ticket  may  be  distinguished  from  another,  except  the  words  at  the  heacL 
of  each,"  three  ballots  having  pencil  marks  on  the  face,  made  bv  the  voters,  were 
rejected  by  the  judges  of  election.  Held,  that  "the  object  of  this  statute  was  to 
guard  against  frauds  upon  the  voter,  and  these  cases  do  not  fall  within  the  spirit 
or  letter  of  the  statute."  The  committee  counted  the  ballots.  The  minority  held 
that  it  being  proved  that  the  ballots  in  this  case  were  marked  for  the  express  pur- 
pose of  identification  by  persons  who  were  suspected  of  a  design  to  vote  against  their 
party  ticket,  and  who  adopted  this  plan  to  show  the  party  managers  how  they 
vote<i,  the  ballots  w^ere  properly  rejected. 

Campbell  vs.  J/orey,  4Sth  Omg Mobley,  217,  235 

The  caption  ''Chronicle  Selected  Ticket"  not  misleading. 

Ballots  having  the  caption  "Chronicle  Selected  Ticket"  were  not  obnoxious  to  the 
law  of  Missouri,  which  provides  that  the  caption  shall  not  be  calculated  to  mislead 
the  voter,  and  should  have  been  counted. 

Sessinghaus  vs.  Front,  47th  Omg 2  Ells.,  392 

The  words  "Republican  ticket"  a  ''device." 

The  law  of  Xorth  Carolina  provided  that  "the  ballots  shall  be  on  white  paper  and  may 
be  printed  or  written,  or  partly  written  and  partly  printed,  and  snail  be  without 
devwe.^'  The  committee  held  that  under  this  statute  ballots  having  printed  at  the 
head  the  words  "Republican Ticket"  were  proi)erly  rejected  by  the  election  officers 
as  having  a  device,  but  stated  that  they  had  "come  to  this  (conclusion  with  much 
reluctance." 

The  minority  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  these  tickets  were  printed  in  a  Demo- 
cratic printing  office  by  the  proi^urement  of  a  prominent  Democrat,  and  left  to  the 
House  the  question  whether  they  should  be  counted  or  not.  On  the  whole  case 
the  House  8iistaine<l  the  report  of  the  majority. 

Veates  vs.  Martui,  4Sth  Cong ^ lEUs.,  388,  412 

Names  of  candidates  for  President  and  Vice-President  a  distinguishing  mark. 

Uncier  a  statute  forbidding  the  printing  of  "any  picture,  sign,  color,  mark,  index,  or 
insignia"  on  the  ballots  the  committee  rejected  ballots  containing  the  words  "For 
President,  Benjamin  Harrison;  for  Vice-President,  Whitelaw  Reid"  at  the  top. 
The  minority  counted  these  ballots. 

Thrasher  vs.  Enloe,  53d  Cong Report  842,  pp.  3,  10 
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The  words  "Iflt  diitrict,"  ''2iid  district,"  etc.,  not  obnozioos  to  the  law  against 
'*  figures." 

Where  the  ballot  is  required  to  be  "a  plain  piece  of  white  pjfj)er,  without  any  Jigure.% 
marks,  mlingef,  or  einbellishmeDta  thereon,''  held  that  the  numerals  1st,  2nd,  3rd, 
etc.,  desif^nating  the  electorial  districts  of  the  State,  do  not  come  within  the  letter 
or  the  spirit  of  the  law. 

Lowe  vs.  Wheeler,  47th  ('(mg 2  Ells. ,  64 

Where  the  statute  prohibited  printing  or  writing  on  the  ballet  anything  but  the  names 
of  the  candidates  and  the  offices  to  which  they  were  to  be  chosen,  Mr.  Ranney 
held  that  **it  is  sufficient  that  the  words  and  figures  were  designed  only  to 
describe  the  candidates  and  to  designate  the  offices,  so  as  to  express  the  intention 
of  the  voter.  *  *  »  The  statute  allows  of  all  that  may  properly  be  use<i  to 
express  the  intention  of  the  voter  as  to  candidates  and  the  offices."  The  wonls 
"1st  district,"  "2nd  district,"  etc.,  before  the  names  of  the  candidates  for  presi- 
dential electors,  were  therefore  not  obnoxious  to  the  law.  (On  this  point  Mr. 
Ranney's  report  evidently  expresses  the  views  of  the  majority  of  the  committee.). 

Lowe  VH.  Wheeler  ( Mr.  Ranney) ,  47th  Cong 2  Ells. ,  82 

Use  of  too  heavy  type  a  *'mark." 

When  the  ballot  is  required  to  be  "without  any  figures,  marks,  ruling,  characters, 
or  embellishments  thereon"  the  minority  held  that  a  ballot  on  which  one  of  the 
names  was  printed  in  such  heaver  type  as  to  be  noticeable  on  the  bock  of  the  ticket 
was  "marked"  within  the  meaning  of  the  law  and  must  be  rejected. 

Lowe  vs.  Wheeler  {jninoriiy  report),  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  1 16 

The  nse  of  extra  heavy  type  invalidates  the  ballot 

Under  the  South  Carolina  law  requiring  the  ballot  to  be  "without  ornament,  desig- 
nation, mutilation,  symbol',  or  mark  of  any  kind  whatsoever"  *  *  .  *  "and 
such  ballot  shall  be  so  folded  as  to  conceal  the  name  or  names  thereon,"  the  com- 
mittee threw  out  all  the  ballots  cast  for  contestant  on  th&  ground  that  his  name 
was  printed  in  heavy  type,  which,  when  the  ballots  were  folded  in  a  certain  way, 
could  be  distinguished  by  the  impression  on  the  back. 

MiUer  vs.  EUiotl,  5£d  Cong Stofer,  170 

The  minority  denied  that  the  type  and  foldinj^  in  this  case  in  fact  made  the  ballots 
distinguishable,  and  condemned  their  rejection. 

Miller  vs.  Elliott  ( minority  report) ,  SJd  Cong Stofer,  188 

Printers'  dashes  not  distinguishing  marks. 

Where  ballots  were  reciuired  to  be  "  without  any  device»or  mark) by  which  one  ticket 
may  be  known  or  distinguished  from  another,  except  the  words  at  the  head  of  the 
ticket,  *  *  *  and  a  ticket  different  from  that  herein  prescribed  shall  not  l)e 
received  or  counted,"  the  committee  held  that  printers'  dashes,  such  as  are  used  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  printing  and  regarded  by  printers  as  marks  of  punctuation, 
did  not  constitute  such  "  device  or  mark,"  especially  where  it  was  shown  that  they 
were  printed  on  the  tickets  without  any  intention  to  violate  or  evade  the  law,  and 
that  tney  were  not  intended  or  used  to  distinguish  the  ballots.  This  decision  was 
made  in  spite  of  a  contrary  decision  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  from  which 
the  ca*H»  came. 

Ltjneh  vs.  Chalmers,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  340-353 

Ordinary  appliances  of  printing  mast  be  shown  to  have  been  nsed  for, illegal  pur- 
poses to  oonstitnte  them  distinguishing  marks. 

Under  a  strict  statute  against  distinguishing  marks  it  may  be  that  printers'  dashes  or 
other  punctuation  marks,  or  even  the  type  in  the  body  of  the  ticket  or  the  arrange- 
ment of  the  words  at  the  hea<l,  can  be  used  as  "marks  or  devices,"  but  the  extreme 
limit  to  which  the  law  could  be  applied  in  such  cases  would  be  to  inquire,  "first, 
in  the  use  of  these  appliances,  which  are  ordinarily  used  in  printing,  were  they 
so  arranged  as  that  they  become  *  marks  and  devices,'  and  were  they  so  used  ancl 
arranged  for  that  purpose;  and,  secondly,  was  the  unusual  manner  of  their  being 
used  such  as  might  or  ought  to  put  a  reasonably  prudent  man  on  his  guard?"  No 
case  had  lx?en  called  to  the  attention  of  the  committee  which  went  even  so  far  as  thin. 

Lynch  vs.  Chalmers,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  351 
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The  fletitioiiB  names  "A.  Doyle,"  "B.  Doyle,"  '*€.  Doyle,"  etc. 

Where,  under  the  Aui^tralian  ballot  system,  in  New  York,  certain  ballots  had  a  name 
**8cratched"  and  the  fictitious  names  *'A.  Doyle,"  **B.  Doyle,"  '*C.  Doyle,"  etc., 
in  series,  for  sixteen  names,  substituted,  the  minority,  whose  conclusions  were  sus- 
tained by  the  House,  rejected  these  ballots,  among  other  reasons  for  these  distin- 
guishing marks.     The  committee  refused  to  reject  them. 

Noyes  vs.  Rockwell,  52d  Ccmg Stof er,  31-35;  43 

The  prepoBition  *'for." 

Where  the  ballots  of  contestant  had  been  thrown  out  by  county  canvassing  boards 
on  the  ground,  among  others,  that  the  preposition  "for"  in  the  phrase  *' for  Con- 
gress" was  in  contravention  of  the  law  requiring  the  ballots  to  contain  nothing 
'*  except  the  name  or  names  of  the  person  or  persons  voted  for  and  the  office  to 
which  such  person  or  persons  are  intended  to  be  chosen,"  the  minority  held  that 
the  ballots  were  improperly  reject^nl.  (The  majority  rejected  them  on  other 
grounds.) 

Miller  vs.  Elliott  {mlnoniy  report) ,  ,'iM  Comj Stofer,  183 

Use  of  nniiBaally  thick  paper  a  dUtingtiiBhing  mark. 

Where  ballots  were  required  to  be  written  or  printed  on  "plain  white  paper"  of  a 
certain  size  and  "without  any  distinguishing  marks  or  embellishments  thereon," 
tickets  j)rinted  on  white  paper  so  much  thicker  than  ordinary  paper  as  to  be  easilv 
distinguished  were  in  violation  of  the  law,  and  also  of  the  State  constitution,  which 
provided  that  "all  elections  shall  be  by  ballot." 

English  vs.  Peelle,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  168 

Use  of  thicker  paper  not  a  diatingaiBhing  mturk. 

Where  the  tickets  of  onfe  party  were  printed  on  "No.  2  book  paper"  and  thrjse  of 
the  other  party  on  "No.  3  book  paper,"  those  printed  on  the  thicker  j>aper  can 
not  be  thrown  out  as  having  a  "distinguishing  mark  or  eml)ellishment." 

English  vs.  Peelle  (-minority  reimrt),  4Sth  (hng \t()])ley,  178 

Not  on  ''plain  white  paper." 

Cnder  the  mandator}'  statute  of  South  Carolina  requiring  that  the  "  ballot  shall  be 
of  plain  white  paper,"  the  committee  rejected  all  the  ballots  cast  for  contestant  on 
the  ground  that  the  paper  on  which  they  were  printeti  ("40-pound  white  book 
l>aper,"  described  by  some  witnesses  as  of  a  "dirty  white"  or  "dark  white" 
color)  was  not  "  plain  M'hite  paper." 

Miller  ys.  Elliott,  52d  Cmg Stofer,  167-173 

The  minority  asserted  that  the  paper  was  in  fact  "plain  white  paper." 

Miller  vs.  Elliott  (minority  rej)ort),  oSd  Omg Stofer,  186 

Type  wrong  siie;  ballots  counted. 

Under  a  statute,  expressly  mandatory  in  this  clause,  requiring  the  letters  at  the  head 
of  the  columns  to  be  one-fourth  of  an  inch  high,  the  letters  in  the  word  "  Inde- 
|)endent,"  at  the  head  of  an  independent  Republican  column  on  the  l)allot,  were 
only  one-eighth  inch  high  in  two  counties;  but  the  committee  counted  them,  con- 
cluding that  from  the  general  trend  of  its  decisions  on  similar  questions  the  supreme 
court  of  Illinois  would  in  such  a  case  inquire  whether  any  fraud  was  intended  or 
any  harm  done. 

Rinakcr  vs.  Doirning,  o4th  Cong Report  1400,  p.  30 

Exact  Bixe  immaterial. 

Under  the  Ohio  statute  requiring  the  ballot  to  be  "  not  more  than  2 J  nor  less  than 
2|  inches  wide,"  a  vritten  ballot  2i  inches  wide  was  voted.  The  committee  held 
the  exact  size  to  be  immaterial  and  that  the  ballot  was  properly  counted,  under 
the  principle  that  "  as  to  those  things  over  which  the  voter  has  control  the  law  is 
mandatory,  and  that  aa  to  such  things  as  are  not  under  his  control  it  should  be 
held  to  be  directory  only." 

Campbell  vs.  Morey,  4Sth  Cong -Mobley,  218 


BALLOTS.  633 

LoM  than  one-fifth  of  an  inoh  below  last  name  immaterial. 

Under  the  Ohio  statute  requiring  a  space  of  at  least  one-fifth  of  an  inch  between  each 
name  on  the  ballot*^,  certain  Ballots  were  attacked  on  the  ground  that  there  was 
less  than  a  fifth  of  an  inch  left  below  the  last  name  on  the  ticket.  The  committee 
held  that  they  were  at  least  not  vitiated  as  to  the  other  names. 

Campbell  vs.  Moreij,  4^th  Cong Mobley,  218 

Too  short;  rejected. 

Umler  the  statute  of  South  Carolina  reauiring  ballots  to  l)e  "5  inches  long,**  the 
committee  rejected  all  the  ballots  cast  for  contestant,  on  the  ground,  among  others, 
Uiat  they  were  one-sixteenth  of  an  inch  too  short. 

^fiUer  vs.  FJliott,  5Jd  Cong Stofer,  170 

The  minority  disagreed,  on  the  ground  that  the  slight  error  was  not  a  distinguishing 
mark  and  **de  minimis  non  curat  lex." 

Mifler  vs.  Ellhit  {minority  reimrt),  52d  Cong ' Stofer,  182 

Not  of  exact  dimensions  prescribed;  retjected. 

Under  a  mandatory  statute  prescribing  the  dimensions  of  ballots,  ballots  differing 
from  these  dimensions  by  one-sixteenth  to  one-eighth  of  an  inch  were  thrown  out 
by  the  election  oflficrers.  The  committee  sustained  the  rejection.  The  minority 
cx>unted  the  votes  on  the  ground  that  the  variation  in  size  was  not  sufficient  to  l)e 
8u))stantial. 

Thrasher  vs.  KuUte^  fiSd  ( hng ReiX)rt  842,  pp.  2,  10 

Not  fatal  where  envelopes  used  for  ballots. 

The  use  of  tinted  pa|x»r  for.  tickets,  where  not  forbidden  by  the  statute,  will  not  void 
the  election  if  the  statute,  bv  the  use  of  envelopes,  preserves  the  secrecv  of  the 
ballot. 

Page  vs.  IHrre,  4iHh  Cong Mobley,  504 

t 

Erasure  in  red  pencil  a  distinguishing  mark. 

Under  a  mandatory  statute  against  distinguishing  marks,  ballots  having  the  words 
"For  Amendment  I"  erased  with  Ared  pencil,  so  that  they  might  be  distinguished 
from  others,  should  Ikj  rejected. 

SuIIinm  vs.  Fflton,  .50th  Cong Mobley,  762 

In  California,  name  ersuied  in  red  pencil,  printed  name  counted. 

A  statute  providing  that  if  names  are  erased  or  substituted  ''  in  any  other  manner 
than  by  the  use  of  a  lead  pencil  or  common  writing  ink"  the  written  name  shall 
be  rejecte<l  and  the  printed  name  countetl  should  be  construed  to  apply  to  erasures 
made  with  red  .or  blue  pencil  or  ink. 

.  Sulliixin  vs.  Felttmy  60th  (\f7ig.  ( minoritij  reimrt ) Mobley,  781 

Yarions  slight  marks  held  to  be  immaterial. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  **  the  voting  shall  be  by  ballot,  which  ballot  shall  be 
plain  white  paper,  clear  and  even  cut,  without  ornaments,  designation,  mutilation, 
symbol,  or  mark  of  any  kind  whatever,  except  the  name  or  names  of  the  person 
or  |)ersons  voted  for  arid  the  office  to  which  such  person  or  persons  are  intended 
to  be  chosen,  which  name  or  names  and  office  or  offices  shall  be  written  or  printe<i, 
or  partly  written  and  partly  printed,  thereon  in  black  ink  or  i^-ith  black  pencil, 
and  sucii  ballot  shall  be  so  folded  as  to  (X)nceal  the  name  or  names  thereon,  and  so 
folded  shall  be  dei>osittHl  in  a  box  to  be  constructed,  kept,  and  disposed  of  as  here- 
inafter provide<l,  and  no  ballot  of  any  other  description  found  in  any  election  box 
shall  be  counted,"  l>al lots  were  counted  by  the  committee  which  had  been  rejected 
by  the  election  officers  on  the  following  grounds :  An  extremely  small  asterisk, 
printed  in  the  lower  corner  of  the  ticket;  names  "scratched"  in  red  or  purple  ink; 
slight  specks  on  the  paper;  a  printer's  dash  in  a  place  where  no  person  was  named 
for  an  office;  printer's  dashes  separating  the  names  on  the  ticket;  the  name  of  a 
candidate  for  justice  of  the  peace  written  in  with  red  pencil,  and  pencil  mark>}  on 
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the  tickets  made  by  the  judges  in  pushing  them  into  the  box  with  a  pencil.  The 
minority  agreed  in  counting  all  these  votes  except  those  on  which  red  ink  or  pencil 
had  been  used,  contrary  to  the  terms  of  the  statute.  The  committee  counted  those 
where  red  ink  had  been  used,  in  -spite  of  the  statute,  on  the  ground  that  this 
being  the  only  ink  to  be  had  in  the  only  store  in  the  place  its  use  was  in  a  manner 
compulsory. 

Goodrich  vs.  Bullock,  51st  C(mg , Rowell,  581-629 

DOUBLK. 

Counted  by  committee  on  proof  that  they  were  wrongly  rejected. 

Under  a  statute  providing  for  the  rejection  and  destruction  of  ballots  appearing  to  be 
"deceitfully  folded  together,"  the  judges  had  rejected  two  tickets  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  so  folded.  There  appeared  to  be  two  names  more  on  the  poll  list 
than  votes  counteil,  and  testimony  was  admitted  to  show  that  the  rejection  of  the 
votes  was  an  error  in  fact.    The  committee  counte<i  the  votes. 

Reed  vs.  Co9de7ij  17th  Cong 0.  &  H.,  356 

Their  rejection  by  election  officeri  instained. 

Where  the  inspectors  of  election  in  two  towns  ha<l  rejected  6  votes  as  l)eing  folded 
together  contrary  to  law,  the  committee,  considering  them  the  best  judges  of  the 
facts,  declined  to  interfere  with  their  decision. 

Adams  vs.  WilsoHy  18th  Cong *. : C.  &  H.,  875 

Deducted  from  votes. 

Double  ballots,  cast  and  countwl  for  contestee,  were  dcidui^tt^i  from  his  column. 

Greenj  vs.  ♦Scu//,  SJd  Cong Stofer,  162 

Under  certain  circnmBtancei  should  be  counted. 

Where  a  voter  openly  voted  a  ballot  containing  the  State  and  Congressional  ticket 
and  another  containing  the  township  ticket,  and  the  judges  received  the  same  and 
folding  the  two  together  deposited  them  in  the  box,  they  had  no  right  afterwards 
to  throw  them  out  as  a  double  ballot. 

Frederick  vh.  Wihon,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  404 

Deficiency  of. 

Deficiency  of  four  ballots  not  fatal. 

Where  the  ballots  in  a  box  were  4  less  than  the  names  on  the  poll  book,  and  the 
judges  of  election  in  making  up  their  return  added  2  to  the  vote  for  each  candi- 
date: Held^  that  it  was  an  error  on  the  part  of  the  judges,  but  not  such  an  error  as 
to  vitiate  the  return. 

Hnrd  \^.  Romeis,  49th  Cong Mobley,  424 

Excess  ok. 

Small  excess  immaterial. 

Where  there  were  two  more  ballots  in  the  box  than  names  on  the  poll  list,  but  it  did 
not  appear  who  got  the  l)enefit  of  the  excess,  the  committee  refused  to  reject  the 
1X)11  or  to  deduct  votes  from  either  can<lidate. 

Wigginton  vs.  Pacheco,  4oth  Cong I  Ells.,  14 

Where  excess  unfairly  drawn  out,  returns  corrected. 

There  was  a  large  excess  of  Imllots  in  many  of  the  boxes  in  a  countv,  the  tickets  were 
such  as  to  be  readily  distinguishable  by  the  touch,  and  in  drawing  out  the  excess 
only  ballots  for  contestant  were  withdrawn.  The  contestant  was  prevented  by 
widespread  violence  and  disorder  from  taking  testimony  to  establish  the  votes 
aliunde:  Jleldj  that  the  vote  might  Ije  corrected  on  the  basis  of  the  returns  and  the 
excess  drawn  out. 

Bisbee  vs.  Finleg,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  183 
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If  drawn  out  aooording^  to  law,  return  ihonld  stand. 

When*  an  excess  of  ballots  in  the  box  is  drawn  out  as  ]^rovided  by  law,  and  the  elec- 
tion is  honestly  conducted,  the  poll  should  not  be  rejected. 

Ji'mfH'e  vs.  Flnley  (minoriiy  report)^  47th  Comj,  .^ y 2  Ells.,  223 

Where  not  purged  by  inspeotori,  exoeii  dednoted  pro  rata. 

Where  there  was  an  excess  of  11  in  the  number  of  ballots  over  the  number  of  names 
on  the  poll  list,  and  the  statute  of  Florida  retiuiring  the  box  tol)e  purged  by  draw- 
ing out  the  excess  of  ballots  at  random  had  not  been  complied  with,  the  commit- 
tee held  that  the  statute  of  Florida  provided  a  principle  on  which  the  box  might 
l>e  purged,  and  deducted  the  11  votes  from  the  candidates  in  proiK)rtion  to  the 
number  of  votes  eat»h  had  received.  But  some  of  those  signing  the  majority  report 
favored  throwing  out  the  whole  vote  of  the  precinct. 

Finley  vs.  Walls,  44th  Cong ..Smith,  :^9,  391 

Deducted  pro  rata. 

Ballots  in  excess  of  the  names  on  the  poll  list  should  (in  Ohio)  1x3  deducted  pro  rata 
from  the  vote  cast  for  each  candidate. 

Campbell\e.  Morey,  4Sth  Cong • Mobley,  216 

The  last  ones  found  in  the  box  should  be  rejected, 

Campbell  vs.  Morey  ( minoriiy  report ) ,  4^h  Cong Mobley,  235 

Where  ezceii  large  and  fraudulent  and  unfairly  drawn  out,  whole  poll  n^ected. 

Where  the  excess  of  ballots  found  in  the  l)ox  (in  South  Carolina)  was  drawn  out 
mifairly,  the  oflBcer  purposely  drawing  out  nearly  all  Republican  ballots,  which 
could  tie  distinguished  by  the  touch,  the  proi^eeding'was  condemned  as  illegal;  and 
in  a  precinct  where  there  were  817  ballots  in  the  box,  an  excess  of  229  over  the 
number  of  names  on  the  poll  list,  and  160  Republican  and  69  Democratic  tickets 
were  drawn  out,  leaving  the  ballots  to  .Ik*  counted  459  Democratic  and  129  Repub- 
lican, the  committee  held  that  **  there  is  no  means  of  ascertaining  the  true  vote  at 
this  poll.  It  is  certain  that  the  official  return  is  utterly  unreliable,  and  ♦  ♦  * 
your  committee  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  poll  should  be  excluded.'* 

Smallaxs.  Tillman,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  458,471 

Where  there  is  a  largo  excess  of  votes  in  the  box,  due  to  fraud,  the  return  should  l)e 
rejected  even  if  the  excess  has  l)een  drawn  out  under  the  South  Carolina  law. 

Smalh  vs.  Elliott  (minority  report),  oOth  ( 'nng Mobley,  729 

Where  unexplained  and  legally  drawn  out,  returni  ihould  itand. 

Where  the  provisions  of  the  law  of  South  Carolina  were  adhered  to  in  the  drawing 
out  of  the  excess  of  ballots,  and  there  was  no  proof  as  to  how  the  excess  of  l>a11otS' 
came  to  be  in  the  box,  the  return  should  stand. 

Smalh  vs.  Tillman  ( minority  rejtorl),  47th  Cong 2  Klls. ,  486 

Where  the  excess  of  1)allots  found  in  the  box  was  drawn  out  in  accordance  with  the 
law  of  South  Carolina  the  protreeding  was  legal,  and  the  polls  can  not  therefore  l>e 
rejei'ted. 

Smalhvi*,  Kfliott,  oOth  Cong Mobley, 664 

A  amall  exceii  of  ballots  not  evidence  of  fraud. 

Where  there  was  an  excess  of  9  l)alIots  over  the  number  of  names  on  the  poll  list, 
but  it  was  shown  that  this  was  owing  to  the  crowding  at  the  ix)ll8  at  certain  hours, 
rendering  it  impossible  for  the  clerks  to  take  down  the  names  as  fast  as  the  votes 
were  cast,  the  excess  was  not  considered  an  indication  of  fraud. 

Eggkston  vs.  Strader,  41iU  Cong 2  Bart., 903 

Where  due  to  fraud  of  partiiane  of  conteitee,  entire  exoeii  deducted  from  hit  vote. 

Where  there  was  a  large  excess  of  ballots  over  tlie  number  of  names  on  the  poll  list 
in  a  large  number  of  precincts,  and  from  the  fact  that  all  the  officers  of  election  were 
Democrats,  that  Democratic  *' tissue  ballots*'  were  found  in  many  of  the  boxes,  and 
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other  circumstances,  it  was  evident  that  the  ballot-box  stuffing  was  a  Democratic 
fraud,  but  in  drawing  out  the  excess  under  the  South  Carolina  law  nearly  all  the 
ballots  drawn  out  were  Republican  (it  being  possible  to  distinguish  the  ballots  by 
the  touch),  the  minority  (on  this  point  apparently  sustained  by  a  majority  of  the 
committee)  restored  to  the  vote  of  contestant  all  the  Republican  ballots  which  had 
l)een  drawn  out  and  deductetl  the  entire  excess  from  contestee. 

Lee  \9.  Bichardson  {minority  report) ^  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  521-561 

Where  there  was  a  very  lai|[e  excess  of  ballots  (averaging  139  and  in  one  case  amount- 
ing to  1,071)  in  two-thinls  of  the  precincts  of  a  district,  and  from  the  fact  that  all 
the  officers  of  election  were  Democrats,  that  Democratic  **  tissue  ballots"  were 
found  in  the  boxes,  that  Republican  voters  generally  folded  their  tickets  in  the 
presence  of  the  judges  to  show  that  they  only  voted  one  ballot,  that  in  some  pre- 
cincts there  were  more  Democratic  tickets  in  the  box  than  there  were  voters  of 
both  parties,  and  from  other  circumstances,  it  was  evident  that  the  stuffing  of  the 
ballot  boxes  was  a  Democratic  fraud,  but  in  drawing  out  the  excess  under  the 
South  Carolina  law  nearly  all  the  tickets  drawn  out  were  Republican  (it  being 
possible  to  distinguish  the  tickets  by  the  touch  J,  the  committee  restored  to  con- 
testant all  the  Republican  ballots  drawn  out  and  deducted  the  entire  excess  from 
contestee. 

yfackey  vh.  O'Cmnor,  47th  (hug 2  Ells.,  572-578 

Considerable  exoesi  and  other  mfpicioni  circnmf tanoet,  retnm  rejected. 

Where  there  was  an  excess  of  26  ballots  in  a  vote  of  about  200,  and  the  count  was 
conducted  without  witnesses  and  under  suspicious  circumstances,  the  committee 
held  that  this  was  sufficient  to  reject  the  return. 

jMngaion  vs.  Venable,  Slst  Cong Howell,  441 

Not  of  itself  fatal. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  numl)er  of  votes  returned  exceeds  the  number  of  names 
checked  on  the  voting  list  does  not,  in  the  absen(;e  of  fraud  or  of  a  change  in  the 
result,  affect  the  validity  of  the  election.  ( Paine,  §  599. )  And  where  there  were 
other  suspicious  circumstances  claimed,  but  they  were  satisfactorily  explained  by 
one  of  the  judges  of  election,  who  also  testified  to  the  honesty  of  the  election, 
the  minority  held  that  the  returns  should  ]>e  allowed  to  stand. 

Langston  vs.  Venahle  ( mniority  rejyort),  51sd  Cong Uowell,  501 

Impkrfkct. 

Officers  of  election  best  judges  of  voter* s  intention. 

Where  the  inspectors  of  election  had  counted  as  a  blank  a  ballot  containing  the 
printed  name  of  the  sitting  member  struck  through  with  a  single  stroke  of  the  pen, 
but  still  legible,  the  committee,  considering  the  inspectors  the  l^est  judges  of  the 
facts,  refuse<i  to  alter  their  decision. 

Adams  vs.  WiU&n,  ISfh  Cong C.  and  H.,  375 

To  be  ooonted  according  to  the  intention  of  the  voter. 

"The  committee  think  it  clear,  although  canvassing  officers  charged  with  purely 
ministerial  duties  may  not  go  outside  of  the  ballot,  whatever  may  be  the  defect  in 
the  same,  but  must  make  their  return  upon  the  ballots  as  they  appear  on  their 
face,  that  the  House,  as  the  final  judge  of  the  elections,  returns,  and  qualifications 
of  its  members,  has  not  only  the  right  but  the  duty,  when  a  l)allot  is  ambiguous  or 
of  doubtful  import,  to  look  at  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  election  explain- 
ing the  ballot,  and  to  get  at  the  intent  and  real  act  of  the  voter.  This  wul  not 
give  the  right  to  contradict  the  ballot  itself,  but  simply  to  explain  what  is  uncer- 
tain and  ambiguous  in  reference  to  it.*' 

Lee  vs.  Rainei/y  44th  Cong .Smith,  590 

The  committee  reporte<l  that  votes  returned  for  John  Bowers  and  John  ^I.  Bowey 
were  probably  intended  for  John  M.  Bowers,  but  seemed  to  hesitate  to  so  count 
them  m  the  absence  of  proof  that  they  were  actually  so  intended. 

JVUliams  vs.  Bmrers,  ISth  Cong 0.  and  H.,  264 
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Votes  returned  as  having  been  cast  for  "Judge  Ferguson"  instead  of  **Fenner  Fer- 
guson,' '  and  halk)t«  reading  *  *  Bird  B.  Chapman  for  Congrens  "  instead  of  * '  For  Con- 
gress, Bird  B.  Chapman,"  were  unanimously  counted  by  the  committee  according 
to  the  evident  intention  of  the  voters. 

Chapman  vs.  Ferguson^  35th  Con// I  Bart.,  268 

Where  ballots  read  -^For  Congress,  Francis  P.  Blair,"  but  on  the  same  ballots,  over 
the  names  of  thirteen  candidates  for  the  State  legislature,  were  the  words  "For 
Representatives  in  Congress,"  the  committee  heUi  that  the  evident  intention  of  the 
voters  was  to  vote  for  Mr.  Blair  for  Representative  in  Congress,  and  counted  the 
votes  for  him. 

Blair  vs.  Barrett,  SUth  Com/ I  Bart.,  318 

Votes  ciist  for  K.  M.  Braxton  and  Elliott  Braxton  were  counted  by  the  committee 
for  Elliott  M.  Braxton,  the  intention  of  the  voters  being  clearly  proved.  The  case 
of  votes  cast  for  C.  M.  Braxton  and  Braxton  was  not  decided,  not  being  material 
to  the  cAse. 

McKenzie  vs.  Braxton,  4^d  Coinj Smith,  21 

Votes  returned  for  Guntee,  T.  M.  (Tuntee,  Thomas  M.  Guntee,  and  T.  Ros  Gunter, 
but  proved  to  have  been  cast  for  Thomas  M.  (junter,  were  counteil  for  him,  but 
thoFe  returne<l  for  S.  M.  Gimtee  and  Thomas  M.  Crenter,  in  regard  to  which  no 
evidence  was  offered,  were  not  so  counted. 

Gunter  vs.  Wilshire,  43d  Cong Smith,  239 

Where  a  large  number  of  ballots  containing  the  name  Jas.  H.  Rainey  were  counted 
for  Joseph  H.  Rainey,  and  it  was  proveil  that  they  were  so  printed  by  mistake;  that 
the  voters  were  informed  that  they  were  for  Joseph  H.  Ramey,  and  that  there  was 
no  other  person  of  similar  name  a  candidate  for  Congress,  the  committee  refused 
to  reject  the  votes. 

I^'f  vs.  Ramey,  44th  ( bmj Smith,  589 

Ballots  for  Hosea  Rockwell,  H.  H.  Ro<*kwell,  Hosey  Roi'kwell,  and  H.  Rockwell 
were  counteil  for  Hosea  H.  Roirkwell,  and  l)allots  for  H.  Noyes,  Henry  T.  Nois, 
and  Henry  Noves  were  counted  for  Henrv  T.  Noves. 

V  ft  V  • 

Xotjea  vs.  Rockwell,  o2d  C&ng Stofer,  36 

Votes  cast  for  Judge  Abbott,  Josiah  G.  Abl^ott,  Josiah  G.  Abbott,  of  Chelsea,  Ablwtt, 
of  Chelsea,  P.  (i.  Abbott,  J.  G,  Ablx)tt,  Ablwtt,  and  J.  G.  Abbott,  of  Chelsea,  were 
unanimously  counted  for  Josiah  G.  Ablx)tt,  of  Bost<m,  and  votes  for  Benjamin 
Frost,  of  Chelsea,  Rufus  S.  Frost,  Frost,  of  Chelsea,  Rufus  S.  Frost,  of  Boston,  and 
R.  S.  Frost,  of  Chelsea,  were  unanimously  counted  for  Rufus  S.  Frost,  of  Chelsea. 

Abbott  yp.  ?\oHt,  44th  Cong Smith,  614,  617 

Ballots  for  Mudd,  S.  E.  ^ludd,  and  S.  N.  Mudd  were  unanimously  counted  by  the 
committee  for  Sydney  E.  Mudd,  and  a  ballot  for  Compton  for  Barnes  Compton.  A 
ballot  on  which  the  name  "Sidney  E.  Mudd"  appeared  twice  was  counted  by  the 
majority  as  one  vote.  The  mmority  did  not  count  it,  on  the  ground  that  the  "  pas- 
ter" was  so  placed  as  to  ccmceal  the  words  "For  Representative  in  Congress." 

Mndd  vs.  Compton,  oM  ( bng Rowell,  152 

James  E.  Campl)ell  was  a  candidate  for  Congress  and  William  McLain  a  candidate  for 
sheriff.  Where  a  voter  had  Avritten  the  word  "  W.  W.  McCane"  under  the  wonls 
"For  Congress"  and  the  word  "camel"  imder  the  wortls  "For  sheriff,"  the  com- 
mittee held  that  the  ballot  ought  to  be  counted  for  James  E.  Campbell  for  Congress, 
under  the  principle  that  "the  intention  of  the  voter  ought  to  prevail  whenever  it 
can  l)e  ascertained  by  an  ins|>ection  of  the  ballot,  and,  if  the  ballot  is  ambiguous, 
the  intention  of  the  voter  may  be  shown." 

Campbell  vs.  Morpy,  4*^h  Cong Mobley,  217 

Ballots  containing  the  names  "Wallace,"  "J.  H.  Wallac'e,"  "John  H.  Wallace," 
"W.  W.  Wallace,"  "Maj.  Wallace,"  "Ma.  Wllac,"  "Mag.  W^olac,"  "W^oloc," 
"J.  Wales,"  "Jonathan  H.  Wallage,"  etc.,  were  counte<i  bv  the  committee  for 
contestant,  Jonathan  H.  AVallace.  The  minority  only  counted  those  (like  the  first 
five  alx)ve)  closely  approximating  the  true  name. 

Wallace  vs.  Mckinley,  48th  Cong Mobley,  186,  187 
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Where,  by  a  mistake  of  the  printer,  contestee's  name  was  spelled  Hebert  instead  of 
Herbert  on  a  number  of  Mlots,  but  there  was  no  other  person  of  similar  name  a 
candidate,  and  the  intention  of  the  voters  was  plain,  the  committee  refused  to 
reject  the  votes. 

Strohachya,  Herbert,  47th  Qmg 2  Ells.,  6 

Ballots  reading  "For  Representative,  Sixth  district, '^  were  counted  for  Representa- 
tive in  Congress,  Sixth  Congressional  district,  where  the  circumstances  were  such 
that  they  could  not  reasonably  have  any  other  meaning. 

BoynUm  vs.  Loring,  4^th  Cong I  Ells.,  351 

Where  ballots  were  cast  in  the  Third  district  of  Massachusetts  by  voters  in  that  dis- 
trict bearing  the  words  "For  Representative  to  Congress,  Fourth  district,  Wal- 
bridge  A.  Field,  of  Boston,"  Mr.  Field  being  a  candidate  in  the  Third  district,  the 
committee  unanimously  held  that  the  words  **  Fourth  district*'  did  not  constitute 
a  part  of  the  legal  designation  of  the  office,  and  the  intention  of  the  voters  being 
plain,  the  votes  should  be  counted  for  contestee. 

DeanvB.  Field,  45th  Cong I  Ells.,  193,  217 

The  tickets  voted  for  contestee  were  printed  thus:  **  Representative  in  Congress,  3rd 
district,  A.  C.  Latimer,"  and  contestant  claimed  that  they  should  not  have  been 
counted  for  him  because  they  did  not  state  that  they  were  voted  for  a  candidate 
for  the  Third  district  of  the  State  of  South  Carolina  nor  for  a  Representative  to 
the  Fifty -fourth  Congress.  The  committee  (citing  Blair  vs.  Barrett,  I  Bart.,  308) 
held  that  **the  ballots  complained  of  were  clearly  sufficient." 

Moorman  vs.  Ixitimer,  64th  Cong Report  626 

The  word  '*  junior,"  omisfion  not  fatal. 

The  omission  of  the  word  "junior"  on  ballots  evidently  intended  for  a  candidate 
known  by  that  addition  will  not  deprive  him  of  the  benefit  of  the  votes  if  such 
intention  can  be  clearly  shown. 

Turner  vs.  Baylies,  11th  Cong C.  and  H.,  235 

Where  votes  were  returned  for  Isaac  Williams,  junior,  and  Isaac  Williams,  and  it 
appeared  that  there  were  three  persons  in  the  district  by  the  name  of  Isaac  Wil- 
liams, but  only  the  one  known  oy  the  addition  of  "junior"  was  a  candidate  for 
Congress,  the  committee  reported  that  the  votes  were  probably  cast  for  the  same 
person,  but  seemed  to  hesitate  to  give  him  the  seat  until  subsequent  proof  showed 
that  many  of  the  votes  returned  without  the  addition  of  "junior"  were  actually 
cast  for  laaac  Williams,  jr.,  and  wrongly  returned  by  the  mistake  of  the  returnii^ 
officers. 

Williams  vs.  Bowers,  ISth  Cong C.  and  H.,  264 

Votes  were  returned  for  Westel  Willoughby,  but  the  evidence  showe<l  that  they  were 
cast  for  Westel  Willoughby,  jr.,  but  the  "junior"  was  omitted  by  the  returning 
officers.    The  votes  were  counted  by  the  committee  for  Westel  Willoughby,  jr. 

Willoughby  \s.  Smith,  14th  Cong C.  and  H.,  265 

Omisiion  of  initial  of  middle  name. 

Where  votes  were  rejected  by  the  county  canvassers  on  account  of  the  omission  of 
the  initial  of  the  middle  name  of  the  candidate  voted  for,  the  committee  unani- 
mouslv  counted  the  votes. 

Miller  vs.  Thompson,  Slsi  Cong I  Bart. ,  1 19 

Hame  written  twiee,  eonnted  once. 

A  ballot  rejected  by  the  election  officers  because  the  sitting  member's  name  was  twice 
written  on  it  was  counted  by  tfie  committee. 

Vallandigham  vs.  Campbell,  35th  Cong I  Bart. ,  231 

Too  many  names;  not  counted  by  committee. 

Where  the  district  was  entitled  to  elect  one  Representative  and  the  petitioner  had 
been  credited  with  one  vote  on  a  ballot  containing  his  name  and  four  others,  with 
no  other  designation  than  "for  Congress,"  the  committee  rejected  the  vote. 

Reed  vs.  Cosden,  17th  Cong C.  and  H.,  357,358 
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OmiBiion  of  Christiaii  name  immaterial. 

Ballots  not  containing  the  Christian  name  of  a  candidate  should  nevertheless  be 
counted  for  him  where  the  intention  of  the  voter  is  plain. 

Sessinghaus  YB.  Frost,  47th  €ong 2  Ells.,  393 

The  law  knows  but  one  Christian  name,  and  the  omission  of  the  middle  name  or  ita 
initial  on  a  ballot  is  not  material  or  fatal. 

McKenzie  vs.  Braxton^  4^d  Cong Smith,  23 

Ominion  of  ChriBtian  name  fatal. 

Where  two  ballots  having  on  them  merely  the  name  **  Wilson'*  were  counted  by  the 
election  oflScers  for  Jeremiah  M.  Wilson,  under  the  Indiana  statute  providing  that 
votes  should  not  be  lost  for  defect  of  form  if  the  election  officers  could  satisfy 
themselves  with  reasonable  certainty  for  whom  they  were  cast,  the  minority  of 
the  committee  held:  *'0n  their  face  the  ballots  were  ambiguous  and  unintelligible. 
The  defect  was  curable  by  extrinsic  evidence  to  explain  and  apply  them;  it  has  not 
been  offered,  and  they  are  deducted  from  contestee's  vote  on  this  account." 

Gooding  vs.  Wilson  ( minority  report ) ,  4^d  Cong Smith,  87 

Can  not  be  oonnted  to  as  to  contradict  the  ballot. 

Where  a  voter  wrote  the  name  of  contestee  on  his  ballot  after  the  words  "  For  Presi- 
dential electors,'*  but  testified  that  he  intended  to  vote  for  him  for  Representative 
in  Congress,  the  committee  held  that  the  vote  could  only  l)e  counted  for  Presiden- 
dential  elector.  "When  a  ballot  clearly 'designates  the  office  to  be  filled  and  the 
name  of  the  person  voted  for,  no  court  has  ever  permitted  the  voter  to  contradict 
his  ballot  by  evidence  that  he  intended  to  vote  for  a  different  person,  or  for  the 
same  person  for  a  different  office.  Your  committee  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  depart 
froni  the  unbroken  line  of  precedents  in  cases  of  this  kind,  although  it  is  conceded 
in  this  case  that  the  rule  works  a  hardship  on  the  voter.  It  is  sometimes  neces- 
sary to  sacrifice  the  merits  of  a  case  in  order  to  maintain  an  inflexible  legal  rule.*' 

Wtgginton  vs.  PachecOy  4Sth  Cong ^. I  Ells.,  18 

It  is  the  duty  of  an  elector  to  clearly  indicate  for  whom  he  intends  to  vote,  at  least 
to  the  extent  that  surrounding  circumstances  free  his  ballot  from  ambiguity  with- 
out contradicting  it.  A  ballot  containing  a  name  slightly  resembling  tne  name  of 
one  of  the  candidates  can  not  be  counted  for  him  when  the  difference  is  so  great 
that  to  count  it  would,  be  to  contradict  the  ballot. 

Wallace  vs.  McKinley  {minority  report),  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  212 

A  meaningleii  ballot  not  to  be  explained  by  extrinsic  evidence. 

**  We  do  not  think  the  law  of  Massachusetts  changes  the  general  rule  with  reference 
to  the  designation  which  must  appear  upon  all  ballots  in  order  to  make  them  effec- 
tual. The  words  *  No  vote  shall  be  counted  which  does  not  dearly  indicate,*  etc., 
adds  nothing  to  the  general  rule  of  law  which  requires  the  election  officers  to  reject 
any  vote  when  either  the  name  of  the  person  intended  to  be  voted  for  or  the  office 
which  the  voter  intended  the  person  voted  for  to  fill  does  not  appear  from  the  bal- 
lot itself;  that  is  to  say,  where  there  is  such  ambiguity  in  the  writing  or  printing 
of  the  name  of  the  person  voted  for  or  of  the  office  for  which  he  is  a  candidate  that 
it  is  impossible  to  tell  from  the  ballot  itself  what  the  name  of  the  person  intended 
to  be  voted  for  is  or  the  office  which  the  voter  intended  him  to  fill,  the  ballot 
must  be  rejected,  and  no  extrinsic  evidence  can  be  heard  to  supply  the  defect.** 
Boynton  vs.  Loring,  46tl\  Cong I  Ells.,  351 

Ballot  not  to  be  contradicted,  but  a  doubtful  one  may  be  explained. 

"Evidence  may  not  be  received  to  contradict  the  ballot  nor  to  give  it  a  meaning  when 
it  expresses  no  meaning  of  itself;  but  if  it  be  of  doubtful  import,  the  circumstances 
surrounding  the  election  may  bie  given  in  evidence  to  explain  it  and  get  at  the 
intent  of  the  voter.** 

Dean  vs.  Field  {minority  report),  45th  Cong I  Ells.,  217 

Imperfect  or  ambiguous  ballots  may  be  explained  in  the  light  of  surroundings,  pro- 
vided that  proof  aliunde  shall  not  be  permitted  to  contradict  the  ballot  or  to  remove 
any  imperfections  which  could  not  be  similarly  removed  in  the  most  solemn  written 
agreements. 

McKenzie  vs.  Braxton,  4^d  Cong Smith,  23 
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In  niinoiB,  where  name  written,  but  printed  name  not  erased,  neither  name  counted. 

The  statute  of  Illinois  providing  that  when  a  ballot  designates  more  persons  for  an 
oflBce  than  there  are  candidates  to  be  elected,  it  shall  be  counted  for  neither  of  the 
persons  designated  is  mandatory,  and  under  it  ballots  containing  the  name  of  con- 
testant written  under  the  uner^ed  name  of  contestee  should  be  counted  for  neither. 

WoHhington  vs.  Post,  50th  Com/ Mobley,  647 

** Paster"  counted  rather  than  original  name. 

Where  a  "paster*'  is  so  put  on  a  ballot  as  not  to  cover  the  name  of  the  opposing  (can- 
didate, the  *' paster"  should  he  regarded  as  the  last  act  of  the  voter  and  counted. 
The  same  rlile  should  apply  as  when  the  name  of  one  candidate  is  written  and  the 
printed  name  of  the  other  not  erased. 

Frederick  vs.  Wilsoriy  4Sth  Comj Mobley,  404 

"  Sticker  "  not  covering  original  name. 

Where  a  ticket  had  on  it  a  "paster"  bearing  the  name  of  the  contestant,  but  leaving 
the  name  of  the  contestee  exposed,  the  committee  held  that  the  placing  of  the 
sticker  on  the  ballot  indicated  the  intention  of  the  voter  and  counte<l  the  vote  for 
contestant.     (The  election  officers  had  counted  it  for  contestee. ) 

Greevy  vs.  Senile  52d  Comj Stofer,  161 

Written  and  printed  name ;  writing  should  prevail. 

.W^here  the  name  of  contestant  was  written  on  a  Ijallot  under  the  printer!  name  of 
contestee,  it  should  be  counted  for  contestant. 

Wallace  vs.  McKinUij,  4Sth  Com; 1 Moblt^v,  1 87 

"The  writing  should  prevail." 

WalUice  vs.  McKinleij  {minoriiij  report),  4^th  Cuny Mobley,  194 

Congresiional  part  a  separate  ticket. 

It  would  seem  that  the  part  of  the  ticket  which  relates  to  the  cajididate  for  Congreas 
may  be  regarded  as  a  separate  ticket. 

Xoire  vs.  Wheeler  {Mr.  Ranneij),  47th  (hmj 2  Kiln.,  83 

Written  ballots,  where  printed  ones  stolen. 

In  a  precinct  where  all  the  imnte<l  tickets  for  contestant  had  l)eeh  stolen  and  written 
ballots  were  used,  the  c*ommittee  unanimously  counted  the  votes. 

Martin  vs.  Tjoclchart,  54ih  <  'omj Rei)ort  2002 

Irre(u:lakly  Marked  I'xder  Aistralian  System. 
Ballots  marked  by  election  otficers  without  re<[uiring  oath  of  disability. 
See  lLi.E(tAL  Votes,  retjulreil  jfroof  of  (/ualiiicationa  not  produced  at)M)lh, 

Incorrectly  marked  for  President,  counted  for  Congress. 

Ballots  correctly  marked  for  Congreas  had  been  thrown  out  and  bumeil  by  the  judges 
because  incorrectly  marked  for  President.  The  law  plainly  require<l  the  judges  (in 
Virginia)  to  count  them  for  the  offices  correctly  marked,  and  the  committee  counted 
them. 

Brown  vf.  Swannon,  56th  <  omj Report  1070,  p.  3 

Where  intention  of  voter  clear,  should  be  counted. 

Where  the  ballots  were  so  marked  as  immistakably  to  show  the  will  of  the  voter, 
but  were  technically  defective,  the  minority  counted  them.  "No  rule  of  law.  which 
would  deprive  a  legal  elector  of  his  ballot,  where  his  right  to  vote  is  untjuestioned 
and  his  intention  to  vote  for  a  )>articular  candidate  is  dearly  made  out,  will  be  favored 
by  any  court  or  any  tribunal,  and  no  mere  technical  construction  of  the  law  will  be 
adopted  or  even  tolerated  which  will  produce  such  wrong  and  work  such  injustice." 

Yo8l  vs.  Tucker  {minority  report) , -5 4th  Cony Reixjrt  16.%,  part  2 
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Fresmned  to  have  been  correctly  marked. 

Where  witnesses  in  excess  of  the  number  returned  for  contestant  swore  that  they 
voted  for  him,  the  committee  held  that  it  was  to  be  presumed  that  the  ballots  were 
correctly  made  out,  especially  as  they  were,  in  most  cases,  marked  by  the  election 
judges.  The  burden  would  De  on  t£e  other  side  to  show  that  the  oallot  was  not 
correctly  made  out. 

WUe  vs.  Young,  66th  Cong Report  772,  p.  13 

Preinmption  that  the  voter  will  oaet  hU  ballot  correctly. 

The  presumption  is  that  the  voter  will  cast  his  ballot  correctly.  It  will  not  do  **  to 
withhold  from  the  voter  an  opportunity  to  cast  his  l)allot,  and  m  answer  to  his  com- 

{)laint  say  to  him  that  he  probably  would  have  lost  his  vote  in  trying  to  cast  it.  Every 
Q^\  voter  is  entitled  to  an  opportunity,  and  if  he  fails  to  register  his  voice  on  account 
of  incapacity  or  neglect  the  lault  is  his  own."  But  not  so  when  the  fault  is  with  the 
election  officers,  or  even  with  administrative  officers  who  made  the  polls  too  large. 

Brown  vs.  Swanson,  66th  Cong Report  1070,  p.  5 

Where  wrongly  marked  by  oi&ceri  of  election,  counted. 

Where  an  officer  of  election  testified  that  he  had  marked  certain  ballots  for  illiter- 
ates wrong,  and  these  ballots  were  thrown  out  for  irregularity,  the  committee  counted 
them.  '*  It  is  well  settled  that  an  elector  can  not  lose  his  right  to  vote  by  the  mistake 
of  one  of  the  election  officers.  If  the  voter  himself  made  the  mistake,  the  ballot 
should  not  be  counted,  but  where  he  depends  upon  an  officer  whose  duty  it  is  to 
assist  him  in  the  preparation  of  his  ballot,  and  the  officer,  through  ignorance  or 
design,  fails  to  mark  the  ballot  properly,  it  should  be  counted." 

Brown  vs.  Svjanson,  66th  Cong Report  1070,  p.  8 

Fatal  inregnlaritiei  in  Michigan. 

Under  the  Michigan  Australian  ballot  law  and  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Michigan  on  it  [Scott  vs.  Glaserr,  61  NW.  Rep.,  648]  the  committee  threw  out  bal- 
lots marked  as  follows:  With  a  cross  in  and  other  crosses  on  both  sides  of  the  party 
voting  square;  with  two  crosses  at  the  head  of  the  Republican  ticket  and  two 
crosses  at  the  upper  left-hand  comer  on  the  face  of  the  ballot;  with  a  double  cross 
at  the  head  of  the  Republican  ticket  and  the  letter  '^H"  over  contestant's  name; 
marked  regularly  for  the  Republican  ticket;  with  two  crosses  at  the  right-hand 
upper  corner  of,  the  ballot;  with  a  cross  on  each  side  and  one  below  the  party  vot- 
ing square;  with  the  words  **Thi8  I  vote  for"  in  the  space  containing  the  vignette 
on  the  Republican  ticket;  with  a  strip  of  three-fourths  inch  cut  off  one  maiyin  of 
the  ballot;  marked  regularly  for  the  Demoi'ratic  ticket,  but  with  a  cross  opposite 
the  name  of  the  Rei)uT)lican  candidate  for  Congreps,  the  name  of  the  Democratic 
candidate  not  l)eing  erased,  but  having  a  line  drawn  under  it;  with  a  name  erased 
and  the  words  *  *  For  Ben  Harrison  "  w^ntten  in ;  with  a  line  drawn  through  the  voting 
space  on  the  Democratic  ticket,  and  the  words  '*No  good;"  with  three  crosses  at 
the  head  of  the  Republican  ticket;  marked  with  a  stamp  after  a  few  names  with  a 
stamp  over  one  ana  partly  Qver  and  partly  on  another  name,  not  having  the  initials 
of  the  inspector;  with  a  circle  on  each  side  of  the  party  voting  square;  with  a  cross 
after  each  name  on  the  Democratic  ticket  but  two,  which  names  were  erased  and  a 
mark  placed  after  the  names  of  the  competing  Republican  candidates;  with  the 
words  "All  right"  at  the  head  of  the  Republican  ticket;  with  a  pencil  mark 
running  down  through  three  party  tickets;  with  a  voting  stamp  in  the  Republican 
square  and  a  pencil  cross  in  the  Democratic  square;  with  an  extra  voting  cross  at 
the  lx>ttom  of  the  ballot;  a  voting  cross  before  one  name  and  on  another. 

Belknap  vs.  Bichardsonj  5Sd  Cong Report  1?>46,  p.  7-9 

Accidentally  blotted,  not  invalidated. 

Ballots  correctly  marked  in  ink,  but  folded  l)efore  the  ink  was  dry  so  as  to  make  a 
blot  or  impression  on  the  unscratched  name  on  the  l)allot  were  counted  by  the  com- 
mittee. "This  is  purely  accidental  and  not  to  l)e  deemed  the  marking  or  scratch- 
ing intended  by  the  statute  [of  Virginia],  which  is  to  be  done  by  drawing  a  line 
'  with  a  pen  or  pencil '  through  the  names  of  the  candidates  for  whom  the  voter 
does  not  wish  to  vote." 

Yost  vs.  Tucker,  64th  Cong Report  1636 

H.  Doc.  510 il 
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*' Caption  marked"  ballots  (in  Virginia)  oonnted. 

The  wonis  "None  other  shall  \ye  a  legal  ballot"  in  sei^tion  3  of  the  [Walton]  Section 
law  of  Virginia  refer  to  the  AustraRan  ballot  provided  for  at  the  public  expense, 
and  the  words  in  section  11,  "No  ballot  save  an  official  ballot,  above  provided  for, 
shall  be  counted  for  anv  person,**  were,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  intended 
only  as  a  prohibition  or  the  counting  of  anv  other  than  the  ballot  provi(ie<i  for  by 
the  first  section  of  the  act.  Where  voters  in  erasing  the  names  not  voted  for  had 
also  erased  the  caption  of  the  ticket,  but  there  being  only  one  office  to  bt»  filled,  no 
ambiguity  was  possible.  The  committee  held  that  these  "caption-marked  ballots" 
did  not  lose  their  character  as  official  ballots  and  should  be  counted. 

YoHt  vs.  Tucker,  54th  Cong Report  Itx^ 

Names  (in  Virginia)  not  accurately  *' scratched ;"  ballots  rejected. 

Ballots  "imperfectly  marked"  under  the  Virginia  ["Walton"]  ballot  law,  the  line 
of  erasure  not  actually  touching  three-fourths  of  the  letters  of  some  of  the  erase<l 
names,  or  the  names  being  en^ed  by  a  series  of  vertical  or  obliq ae  dashes,  were 
not  countefl  by  the  committee.  "It  is  not  for  the  committee  to  decide  whether 
the  provision  as  to  the  marking  of  the  ballot  \^^  a  wise  or  reasonable  one  or  not. 
The  voter  has  faile<l  to  express  his  will  by  the  so-called  *  imperfectly  marked' 
ballot  according  to  «t he  requirement  of  the  statute,  and,  failing  in  that,  the  statute 
declares  that  the  ballot  is  void." 

Yody^.  Tucker,  r>4lh  Cow/ Reix>rt  1(536,  p.  4 

Fatal  irregularities  in  Illinois. 

Under  the  Illinois  Australian  ballot  law  of  1891  the  committee  found  it  to  be  the  law* 
"that  ballots  on  which  the  voter  undertook  to  express  his  choice  by  marks 
other  than  the  cross  placed  in  the  circle  or  square,  as  provided  by  the  statute,  are 
not  legal  and  shoula  not  l)e  counted;  that  ballots  voted  by  electors  who  were 
assisted  in  marking  their  ballots  without  having  first  made  the  affidavit  of  disabilityn 
as  provided  by  said  statute,  are  not  legal  and  should  not  l)e  counted;  that  the 
initials  of  that  one  of  the  judges  of  election  who  delivered  the  ballots  to  the  voters 
area  part  of  the  'official  indorsement'  reiiuired  by  the  statute,  and  ballots  not 
bearing  such  initials  are  not  legal  and  should  not  be  counted." 

SleuHird  vs.  Childa,  5Sd  Cong Report  1741,  p.  3 

Liberal  construction  in  Illinois. 

"It  is  by  express  statutory  provision  and  not  by  judicial  construction  that  Iwillots 
having  irregular  or  distinguishing  marks  are  not  counted."  In  the  alwH^nce  of  any 
such  express  provision,  and  with  the  general  trend  of  former  decisions  in  the  State 
(Illinois)  favorable  to  a  liljeral  construction,  the  committee  adopted  a  liberal  con- 
struction, even  under  the  new  Australian  ballot  law. 

Rinakcr  vs.  Downing,  S4lh  ( hng Keport  1400,  p.  15-21 

Two  column  marks,  not  '*  doable  marking"  for  offices  not  duplicated. 

Ballots  marked  (in  Illinois)  in  the  circle  at  the  heafl  of  the  Republican  column,  and 
also  at  the  head  of  an  "Independent  Republican"  column  containing  but  one 
name,  and  that  of  a  candidate  for  a  local  office,  werecounttnl  for  Congress,  in  accord- 
ance with  a  recent  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  Illinois  that  such  marking  was 
not  "double  marking"  for  the  offices  not  duplicated. 

Rinaker  vs.  Downing,  54ih  Cong RejKjrt  1400,  p.  14 

Wrong  Emblem  ox  Party  Ticket. 

Where  the  emblem  at  the  head  of  a  party  column  was  fraudulently  changed,  whole 
vote  of  county  thrown  out. 

As  the  result  of  a  fraudulent  conspiracy  to  injure  contestant,  participated  in  by  the 
county  clerk  and  carried  out  by  bribery,  the  regular  Republican  emblem  of  the 
"eagle"  was  placed  over  bogus  " Indei)endent  Republican"  ticket  and  a  raccoon 
subHtitute<l  as  the  emblem  over  the  regular  Republican  column.  Seventy-nine  votes 
were  cast  for  the  ticket  under  the  eagle,  and  as  these  were  under  the  circum- 
stances evidently  intended  for  contestant,  the  committee  added  them  to  his  vote. 
They  refused  to  throw  out  the  vote  of  the  county  or  to  add  or  deduct  other  votes, 
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as  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  fraud  had  any  effet't  on  any  except  these  79  votes. 
As  these  were  not  enough  to  overcome  the  returned  majority,  this  decision  would 
leave  contestee  in  his  seat. 

Two  members  of  the  committee  recommended  that  the  vote  of  the  whole  c»ounty  be 
thrown  out,  on  the  j,i;rouiid  that  the  effect  of  this  sort  of  fraud  c&n  not  Ik*  accurately 
measured,  and  on  the  further  ground  that  some  of  the  signatures  to  the  "Inde- 
pendent Re])ublic«n"  |)etition  were  not  in  legal  form  and  the  remainder  fell  short 
of  the  100  necea«^ary  to  make  a  valid  petition.  These  two  facts  invalidated  the 
whole  ballot. 

The  House  agree<l  with  this  minority  and  seated  contestant  on  this  issue. 

HopHtut  vs.  KencUUl,  54th  ( bug Report'  2809 

Wrong  Name  ix  Party  Column 

Where  no  deception,  election  valid. 

Contestant  and  contestee  both  claimed  to  be  the  regular  Republitran  nominees.  A 
decision  Ixjfore  the  eletlion  was  favorable  to  contestee,  his  name  was  placed  in  the 
party  column  on  the  ballots,  and  he  received  most  of  the  votes.  A  subsequent 
decision,  on  appeal,  after  the  election,  was  favorable  to  contestant,  and  he  asked 
that  the  party  votes  be  counted  for  him  or  that  the  election  be  declared  void. 
There  had  been  no  deception  of  the  voters,  and  the  committee  held  that,  the 
majority  of  them  having  actually  voted  for  contestee,  he  was  elected. 

Fairchild  vs.  Wardy  56lh  Cong Report  798 

Party  vote  ihonld  be  traniferred  to  rightfnl  candidate. 

One  member  of  the  cdmmittee  filed  an  elaborate  dissenting  report,  holding  that  con- 
testant was  entitled  to  the  party  vote  and  was  elected. 

Fairchild  vs.  Ward  ( Mr.  Gaines) ^  55th  Cong Report  798 

Beenlt  unaffected. 

Where  contestant  claimed  that  contestee' s  name  was  irregularly  platted  in  the  regu- 
lar Republican  column  on  the  ballot,  but  had  made  no  effort  to  have  his  own  name 
pla4'e<l  there  nor  to  prevent  contestee's  name  from  Ix^ng  so  placed,  and  ("ontestee 
received  a  large  majority  of  the  votes  as  cast,  the  committee  saw  nothing  in  these 
facts  to  affect  the  validity  of  the  result  of  the  election. 

While  vs.  Boreing,  56th  Cong Report  876 

In  Wrong  Box. 

Whether  counted 

Where  separate  ballot  }K)xes  were  useti  for  the  general  election  and  for  the  vote  on 
constitutional  amendments,  and  twelve  votes  against  the  atnendments  were  found 
in  the  general-election  box  and  twelve  votes  for  contestant  in  the  amendment 
box,  the  majority  held  that  the  votes  for  contestant  should  be  counted,  the  minor- 
ity that  they  should  not.^ 

Pto/<  vs.  Goode,  44th  Cong Smith,  t)52,677 

Not  counted. 

Where,  by  mistake,  a  ballot  containin^z;  tlie  names  of  two  candidates  for  the  State 
senate  was  placed  in  the  box  provided  for  votes  for  Representative  in  C'Ongress 
the  committee  unanimously  held  that  it  could  not  afterwards  be  changed,  and  a 
majority  held  that  it  should  be  counted  as  one  vote  for  member  of  Congress.  The 
minority  held  that  it  should  be  excluded, 

Wdshhum  vs.  Ripley,  21st  Cong C.  and  H.,  H81 

*'The  committee  are  unanimously  of  the  opinion  that  when  the  votes  are  taken  by 
ballot  and  se(>arate  boxes  used,  after  they  are  deposited  in  the  box  it  is  not  com- 
petent or  proper  for  the  voter  or  selectmen  to  alter  or  change  the  ballot  as  delivered 
into  the  boxes;  and  that  the  intention  oC  the  voter  is  to  be  ascertained  alone  from 
the  box  in  which  his  ticket  is  deposited;  and  that  the  selectmen  conducting  the 
elections  at  the  places  above  specified  acted  correctly  in  making  out  their  return 
to  the  governor  and  council  of  all  tlie  ballots  they  found  in  the  box  which  was 
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used  for  the  reception  of  tickets  for  a  member  of  Congrees  and  in  refusing  to  count 
the  votes  they  found  in  other  lx)xe8  with  the  name  of  Washburn  on  it  and  add- 
ing them  to  his  list  of  votes  given  for  him  as  a  member  of  Congress.  The  adoption 
of  any  other  rule  would  be  fraught  with  danger  to  the  purity  of  the  elective 
franchise." 

Wdshbum  vs.  RipUy^  2l8t  Cong C.  and  H.,  681 

Where  a  majority  of  all  the  votes  was  required  for  election,  the  committt»e  held  that 
votes  placed  in  the  Congressional  1k)x,  probably  by  mistake,  for  persons  who  were 
candidates  for  other  offices  voted  for  at  the  the  same  election  snould  be  counted 
in  reckoning  up  the  whole  number  of  votes  cast  for  member  of  Congress,  even 
though  some  of  the  persons  voted  for  would  have  been  ineligible  to  Congress. 
Similarly  a  vote  evidently  intended  for  the  candidate  for  Congress,  but  placed  in 
the  senatorial  box,  was  properlv  counted  as  a  vote  for  him  for  State  senator,  and 
could  not  be  added  to  his  vote  for  Congress. 

Washburji  vs.  Ripley,  ^Ist  Cong C.  and  H. ,  681 

Where  a  vote  for  contestee  was  found  in  the  '^  State  box  "  and  was  counted  for  him, 
though  thereby  the  number  of  votes  for  Congress  was  made  one  greater  than  the 
number  of  names  on  the  poll  list,  the  committee  deducted  it  from  his  vote. 

Covodey^  Foster,  4l9t  Qmg 2  Bart,  611 

Dedtion  of  eleotion  offloert  in  regard  to  them  to  be  followed. 

Where  ballots  for  a  candidate  for  Congress  had  been  put  by  the  voters  in  the  box  for 
receiving  ballots  for  the  State  legislature,  and  ballots  for  candidates  for  the  legisla- 
ture in  tne  Congressional  box,  and  the  judges,  deeming  it  a  mistake,  had  trans- 
ferred the  ballots  to  the  right  boxes  and  counted  them,  the  committee  said  that  the 
precedents  were  in  such  cases  to  abide  by  the  decision  of  the  jud|;es,  whatever  it 
was,  and  argued  that  this  was  the  proper  course,  but  left  the  question  to  the  House 
to  decide.  The  committee  report  was  in  favor  of  petitioner,  and  the  House  merely 
declared  the  seat  vacant,  but  it  does  not  appear  wnat  bearing  this  question  had  on 
the  result. 

Newland  vs.  Grahjam,  fS4ih  Cong I  Bart.,  8 

Shoald  be  oonnted. 

Where  ballots  are  deposited  in  the  wrong  box  by  mistake  they  should  be  counted. 
Campbell  vs.  Weaver,  49th  Cong : Mobley,  466 

Shifting  of  bozei  condemned  and  ballot!  in  wrong  boxes  connted. 

The  shifting  of  ballot  boxes  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  voters  and  enforcing  on  them 
an  educational  test  not  permitted  by  the  constitution  of  the  State  is  an  unlawful 
and  fraudulent  proceeding.  *'An  at^t'may  not  expressly  be  forbidden  by  law,  but 
if  it  is  done  with  an  unlawful  purpose,  and  succeeds  in  ac^complishinj;  that  purpose, 
the  act  is  thereby  made  unlawful."  Under  such  circumstances  the  votes  found  in 
the  wrong  boxes  should  be  counted.  **It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  counting  of 
such  ballots  is  prohibited  by  statute  (even  admitting  that  tKe  statute  is  a  reasona- 
ble regulation,  which,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  in  South  Carolina,  we  do 
not)  when  the  mistaken  deposit  has  resulted  from  the  active  deception  of  the 
managers.  It  is  a  crime  at  common  law  to  enter  into  a  conspiracy  to  commit  an 
offense  against  the  purity  and  fairness  of  a  public  election."  (Paine  on  Elections, 
section  496,  and  authorities  cited. ) 

Millerwe.  EllioU,  SUtCong Rowell,  520 

Shifting  of  boxes  jnitilied  and  ballots  in  wrong  boxes  not  oonnted. 

The  section  of  the  election  law  of  South  Carolina  which  provides  for  a  numV)er  of 
ballot  boxes,  plainly  lal)eled,  for  the  different  offices,  and  requires  that  the  voter 
shall  be  separated  from  others  and  not  sjwKen  to  by  anyone  except  the  judges 
while  at  the  polling  place  depositing  his  vote,  is  well  calculated  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  constitution  that  the  voter  shall  l)e  protected  from  "an  undue 
influence  from  power,  bribery,  tumult,  or  improper  conduct,"  and  to  protect  him 
in  his  right  to  a  secret  ballot.  If  the  voters  were  lound  to  he  receiving  information 
from  outsiders  which  they  were  required  to  receive  from  the  judges,  *'if  the  wise 
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provisions  of  this  law  were  being  interfered  with  and  rendered  nugatory  by  any 
outsider  at  any  poll,  or  if  it  came  under  the  observation  of  those  selected  to  super- 
vise the  execution  of  this  law  that  its  letter  or  intention  or  spirit  was  Ixjing  violated, 
we  submit  it  was  the  duty  of  the  managers  to  shift  the  boxes  or  perform  any  other 
legal  act  to  subserve  its  proper  execution/' 

Miller  vs.  Elliott  (minority  report) ^  51st  Cong Rowell,  641 

Placed  in  wrong  box  by  inapeetor,  counted. 

A  ballot  accidentally  placed  in  the  wrong  box  by  the  inspector  (in  New  York)  was 
counted  by  the  committee. 

Noffes  vs.  Rockwell,  52d  Cong Stofer,  35 

Sbonld  have  been  connted. 

Ballots  for  Congress  mistakenly  deposited  in  the  wrong  box  (jn  Georgia)  should 
have  been  counted. 

FeUon  vs.  Maddox,  64th  Cong Report  1743,  p.  6 

Counted  on  proof  aliunde  of  content!. 

Where  ballots  which  it  was  alleged  should  have  been  counte<l  were  destoyed,  it  is 
clearly  the  right  of  the  party  claiming  them  **to  prove  by  the  testimony  of  the 
judges,  or  of  any  witness,  the  exact  condition  of  the  ballots,  and  he  is  entitled  to 
the  l)enefit  of  any  that  he  can  show  were  cast  for  him." 

Yostys.  Tucker,54lh  Cong.: Report  1636 

Counted. 

Where  there  were  six  ballot  boxes,  and  the  various  ballots  were  reouired  to  **be  put 
in  the  proper  box  or  boxes  by  said  voter,  or  by  the  judges  at  the  request  of  the 
voter,"  ana  the  judges  refused  to  dejK>.sit  ballots,  or  were  alleged  to  have  deposited 
them  wrong,  and  many  ballots,  all  of  the  opposite  party  to  the  judges  in  charge  of 
the  contested  boxen,  were  found  in  the  wrong  boxet*,  the  committee  counted  the 
votes,  where  there  was  proof  of  them,  or  threw  out  the  whole  poll,  where  the 
fraud  was  such  as  to  vitiate  the  returns  and  the  true  vote  was  not  otherwise 
asc^ertainable.  • 

^fartin  vs.  Lockharl,  S4th  Cong Report  2002 

Should  not  be  counted. 

The  minority  held  that  the  votes  found  in  wrong  boxes  should  not  be  counted, 
otherwise  it  would  be  possible  for  a  voter  to  cast  six  votes  for  one  candidate  for  one 
office  by  placing  a  ballot  for  him  in  each  box.  They  asserted  that  this  was  in  fact 
done  in  one  precinct  in  this  case. 

Martin  vs.  Lockharl,  54th  Cong ^ Rej)ort  2002,  part  2 

Secrecy  of  (see  also  Election  by  Ballot). 

A  lecret  ballot  leu  important  than  trne  ascertainment  of  remit 

**The  committee  are  not  prepared  to  admit  that  the  policy  which  shields  the  vote  of 
the  citizen  from  being  made  known  without  his  consentis  of  more  importance  than 
an  inquiry  into  the  purity  and  result  of  the  election  itself.  If  it  is  it  can  not  pro- 
tect the  illegal  voter  from  disclosing  how  he  voted." 

CeS87ia  vs.  Meyers,  4^d  Cong Smith,  67 

Important  that  it  be  preserved. 

**The  object  of  the  adoption  of  the  ballot  was  to  afford  the  voter  the  means  of  pre- 
serving the  secrecy  of  his  vote,  and  to  enable  him  to  vote  indei)endently  and  freely 
without  being  subject  to  \ye  overawed,  intimidated,  or  in  any  manner  controlled 
by  others,  or  to  any  ill  will  or  persecution  on  account  of  his  vote.  The  secret  bal- 
lot is  justly  regarded  as  an  important  and  valuable  safeguard  for  the  protection  of 
the  voter,  and  particularly  the  humble  citizen,  against  the  influence  which  wealth 
and  station  may  l)e  supposed  to  exercise." 

Finley  vs.  Bisbee,  45th  Cong I  Ells.,  102 
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Compulsory  on  voter,  under  Australian  system. 

**  Under  the  Australian  ballot  system,  secrecy  is  not  merely  permitted,  it  is  enforced; 
it  is  not  solely  for  the  l>enefit  of  the  voter,  but  for  the  l)enefit  of  the  public  as  well. 
A  compulsory  secrecy,  unknown  to  former  systems  of  voting,  is  a  fundamental  antl 
essential  element  of  this  ballot  law." 

Rinaker  vs.  Downing  (minority  report)  S4ih  Cong Report  1400,  part  2 

For  the  protection  of  the  voter,  and  not  eompnlsory  on  him. 

Where  (in  Virginia)  a  poll  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  the  illiterate  Repub- 
lican voters  whose  ballots  had  been  marked  for  them  by  a  Demo<Taticju<lge  exhib- 
ited them  to  the  Republimn  judge  before  depositing  them.  The  comtnittee  held 
that  this  was  not  fraud  nor  a  violation  of  the  Australian  ballot  law.  "The  secrecy 
is  for  the  protection  of  the  voter,  and  is  not  compulsory  as  to  him." 

Broum  vs.  Swamon^  55th  Cong Report  1070,  p.  4 

Official  ballots  illegally  circulated,  not  fatal  if  not  nsed. 

Under  the  law  of  Louisiana  it  was  a  misdemeanor  for  any  person  connected  with 
the  preparation  of  the  official  ballot  to  give  out  any  information  in  regard  to  it 
except  as  provided  in  the  act.  There  was  proof  that  one  official  badot  was  in 
unauthorized  hands  before  the  election,  and  inconclusive  testimony  that  others 
may  have  been,  but  no  proof  that  any  such  ballots  were  voted  or  misused.  **In 
the  al>aence  of  evidence  that  any  official  l)allot,  fraudulently  or  otherwise  obtained 
prior  to  the  day  of  election,  was  voted  or  attempted  to  be  voted,  it  can  not  he  held 
that  the  existence  of  such  outstanding  ballots  in  any  way  affected  the  result  of  the 
election." 

Romain  vs.  Meyer^  55th  Cong Report  1521 ,  p.  7 

As  EviDENCK  OP  Vote. 
See  Recount;  Returns,  im]H'(tchment  o/;' Returns,  v}tm  rejected  vhat  rotes  ronntnl, 

m 

Recount  of. 

See  Recount. 

BAIXOT  BOXES. 

Shifting  of. 

See  Ballots  in  Wrong  Boxes. 

Irrecjularity  in,  and  Custody  of. 

See  Irregularity. 


What  Constitutes.     (See,  niso,  Campaign  Fund  and  Undue  Influence.) 

Employment  in  a  Government  navy-yard. 

**  We  believe  that  bribery  can  be  committed  in  the  employment  of  voters  in  a  navy- 
yard,  but  the  mere  fact  of  employment  alone  does  not  prove  bril)ery.  If  employ- 
ment IS  given  to  make  men  vote  contrary  to  what  they  would  do,  it  wouUl  l)e 
bril)ery,  but  there  nuist  be  proof,  first,  that  men  were  employe<l  in  order  to  (rau.se 
them  to  change  their  politics,  and,  second,  that  thev  vottnl,  and  voted  in  favor  of 
the  party  giving  the  employment.  The  presumption  is  in  public  servi<-e  that 
Republicans  employ  Republicans,  that  DemmTats  employ  DenuK'rats,  *  *  * 
and  the  employment  does  not  change  their  politics.     If  any  presumption  arises 
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when  a  man  obtains  employment  in  a  navy-yard  it  is  that  he  is  a  Republican,  and 
if  that  be  so  the  employment  does  not  affeK  either  his  vote  or  the  result.**  The  fact 
of  employment  mifi^ht  form  a  link  in  a  chain  of  evidence,  but  standing  alone  it  is 
not  enough. 

Piatt  vs.  (ioofJe  {majority  report  not  adopted  by  the.  House)  44th  Cong Smith,  658 

Where  it  was  charged  that'the  patronage  of  the  Norfolk  Navy- Yard  was  used  to  cor- 
rupt the  election  in  the  interest  of  contestant,  the  minority  report  (approved  on 
this  point  by  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  committee)  held  that  it  was  proved 
that  there  was  an  increase  of  from  900  to  1,400  made  in  the  navy-yard  force  pre- 
vious to  the  election;  **that  such  new  employees  were  generally  introduced  by  the 
executive  committee  of  contestant's  party;  that  it  was  generally  understoo<i  that 
they  would  be  expected  to  vote  the  Republican  ticket.  The  giving  and  the  accept- 
ance of  such  employment  upon  the  tenns  and  conditions  stated  constitute  bribery 
in  law.  The  f/niis  of  proving  that  such  persons  did  not  carry  out  in  good  faith  the 
agreement  made  rests  upon  the  contestant.**  It  was  also  shown  that  assessments 
for  political  purposes  were  made  on  the  employees;  that  they  were  furnished 
Republican  tickets,  and  closely  wat<*hed  to  see  how  they  voted,  and  that  the  force 
wa.s  greatly  reduced  soon  after  the  election.  The  members  agreeing  to  this  report 
hel<l  that  Votes  obtained  by  such  methods  oiight  not  to  be  counted,  and  there 
being  no  means  furnished  iJy  the  record  to  eliminate  them,  rejected  the  votes  of 
the  three  precincts  where  the  navy-yard  vote  was  chiefly  cast.  On  the  whole 
ca.Me,  which  involved  other  issues,  the  House  sustained  the  minority. 

Pfattys.  Goode,  44lh  Cong Smith,  678,  659 

Where  it  was  charged  that  voters  had  been  bribed  by  giving  them  work  in  a  navv- 
yard,  but  no  attempt  was  made  to  prove  that  they  had  voted  for  contestee,  or  at  afl, 
the  committee  laia  down  the  following  niles: 

**  1.  If  the  giving  oi  employment  to  the  voters  immediately  prior  to  the  ele<rtion 
wa.M  for  the  purj)Qse  of  inducing  them  to  vote  for  the  contestee,  and  such  object 
was  in  any  manner  made  known  to  the  voter,  and  he  accepted  or  continued  in 
such  employment  after  obtaining  such  information,  he  thereby  l)e<*ame  a  party  to 
the  trannaction,  accepted  its  terms,  and  tlie  onus  of  showing  that  he  did  not  carry 
it  out  in  good  faith  is  on  the  crmt^stee. 

**2.  If  it  l)e  shown  that  an  elector  enters  into  an  agreement  or  understanding, 
direct  or  infUre<*t,  for  a  consideration  to  vote  a  specified  party  ticket  or  for  a  par- 
ticular candidate,  it  is  fair  to  presume  that  he  casts  his  ballot  in  accordance  with 
such  agreement  or  understanding,  and,  imless  the  contrary  is  made  to  appear,  such 
presumption  becomes  conclusive.  Ballots  thus  ol)tained  we  hold  to  be  illegal  and 
ought  to  be  disreganied.** 

Upon  proof  that  an  increase  m  the  navy-yard  force  just  before  the  election  was 
for  political  purjwses,  that  such  was  the  general  rej)ort,  and  was  discussed  in  the 
newsj)aj)ers  at  the  time,  and  that  the  n^w  men  were  employed  on  the  reconnuen- 
dations  of  various  prominent  Republicans,  the  committee  presumed  that  all  men 
so  employer]  had  vot^d  illegally  lor  contestee,  and  deducteu  from  his  vote  a  num- 
ber corresponding  to  the  increase  in  the  navy-yard  force. 

AMoft  vs.  Fro^t,  44th  Cong Smith,  604 

Diitribation  of  Oovemment  lappUei  to  flood  lafferers  not  bribery. 

Where  Government  liacon  sent  for  the  relief  of  flood  sufferers  was  distributed  by  a 
United  States  deputy  marshal  to  all  comers  and  no  questions  asked,  it  was  held 
that  its  distribution  could  not  jwssibly  have  constituted  bribery.  And  where,  in 
another  town,  it  was  shown  that  a  rumor  was  prevalent  among  the  negroes  that  it 
was  necessary  to  vote  the  Republican  ticket  in  order  to  lye  entitled  to  bacon  and 
that  the  Republican  leaders  made  no  attempt  to  deny  or  suppress  the  rumor,  their 
<*onduct  was  severely  condemned;  but  as  the  definite  proof  only  showe<l  that  10  or 
12  persi^ms  had  voted  who  otherwise  would  not,  and  as  the  increase  of  .300  over  the 
vote  ot  two  years  l>efore  was  the  outside  limit  of  those  who  could  have  been 
influenced,  and  this  number,  if  deducted,  would  have  been  insufficient  to  change 
the  result,  the  committee  made  no  ruling  on  the  propriety  of  deducting  any  votes. 

Bromberg  vs.  IIaralso7iy  44th  Cong Smith,  361-363 

Appointment  as  United  States  deputy  marshals  not  bribery. 

The  appointment  of  fiersons  as  Unite<l  States  deputy  marshals  is  not  bribery  unless 
it  l)e  shown  that  they  were  thereby  influenced  tovote  differently  from  what  they 
otherwise  would  have  done. 

Frost  VH.  Afeicalfe,  45th  Cong I  Ells.,  293 
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Mere  paying  of  poll  tax  not  in  itielf  bribery. 

The  mere  furnishing  and  accepting  of  a  poll-tax  receipt  paid  for  by  a  party  commit- 
tee is  not  a  corrupt  act  or  proof  of  bribery. 

*'It  must  appear  that  such  payment  of  a  tax  by  another  than  the  voter  and 
delivery  to  him  of  the  receipt  therefor  was  done  as  an  inducement  or  consideration 
for  the  vote  or  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  the  choice  of  the  voter." 

Patterson  vs.  Carmack,  65ih  Cong Report  895,  p.  26 

Expenditure  of  money  by  party  oommittee  for  balls,  earriages,  eto.,  not  fatal,  even  if 
proMbited  by  statute. 

Where  it  was  shown  that  part  of  the  money  contributed  bv  contestee  to  the  commit- 
tees of  his  party  was  used  in  conveying  voters  to  the  polls  who  were  neither  "sick, 
poor,  or  infirm,"  and  in  paying  the  expenses  of  public  meetings  and  speakers, 
neither  of  which  purposes  was  included  in  the  language  of  the  statute  of  New 
York  defining  the  purposes  for  which  money  might  be  expended,  the  committee 
held  that  even  if  these  expenses  were  construed  to  be  prohibited  by  thc'Statute  it 
could  not  affect  the  result.  There  was  nothing  to  connect  the  cont-estee  with  the 
expenditure  of  the  money  in  theseways,  and  he  could  not  be  held  responsible  forillegal 
ac;ts  of  his  agents.  *  *  Tnat  the  contestee  had  the  right  to  contribute  and  pay  to  these 
committees  money  to  be  used  by  them  for  purposes  authorized  by  the  statute  is  not 
controverted  by  tne  contestant,  and  in  the  absence  of  opposing  proof  the  presump- 
tion exists  that  he  did  not  authorize  its  expenditure  for  purposes  prohibited  by  the 
statute.  If  the  statute  waa  violated,  its  offenders  are  by  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
subject  to  punishment."  And  certainly  the  votes  of  legal  voters  who  may  have 
attended  meetings  in  halls  paid  for  by  party  committees,  or  gone  to  the  polls  in 
carriages  provide!  by  party  committees,  even  if  they  were  able  to  walk  or  pay  for 
their  own  rides,  are  not  on  that  account  to  be  rejected  without  reference  to  whether 
their  votes  were  influenced  or  not.  ^ 

Duffy  vs.  Masmif4€ih  Qmg * I  Ells.,  368 

Evidence  of. 

Bemote  inferenee  insnffloient. 

Where  it  was  charged  that  the  patronage  of  the  Norfolk  Navy- Yard  was  used  to  cor- 
rupt the  election  in  the  interest  of  contestant,  the  majority  report  (approved  on 
this  point  by  only  a  minority  of  the  committee)  held  that  while  it  was  proved  that 
assessments  were  levied  on  the  employees  for  campaign  purposes,  and  that  the 
force  had  been  largely  increased  previous  to  the  election,  the  assessment  could  not 
affect  the  result;  tne  increase  was  less  than  during  the  preceding  autumn,  when 
there  had  been  no  election;  some  Democrats  had  been  employed,  and  employees 
had  voted  for  contestee  without  losing  their  places;  though  most  of  the  employees 
were  Republicans  it  was  in  accordance  with  the  general  custom  in  all  departments 
of  the  public  service;  the  presumption  was  that  these  employees  were  •Republicans 
already  and  the  employment  had  not  changed  their  vot^.  There  being  no  proof 
that  the  employment  was  given  for  the  purpose  of  changing  votes,  and  no  proof 
that  the  employees  had  vot^  for  contestant,  or  at  all,  the  charge  of  bribery  was 
not  sustained.  On  the  whole  case,  which  involved  other  issues,  the  House  agreed 
with  the  minority. 

PlaUvB.  Ooode,  44thCong Smith,  657 

Mnst  be  speoifloally  proved. 

The  burden  is  upon  the  partv  charging  bribery  to  prove  that  the  voter  was  bribed  by 
the  opposing  candidate  or  nis  agent,  that  he  voted,  and  that  he  voted  for  the  can- 
didate bribing  him. 

Abbott  vs.  Frost  {minority  report)^  44th  Cong Smith,  629 

Where  it  was  proved  that  two  persons  were  given  money  for  peddling  tickets,  by  a 
person  in  regard  to  whom  a  witness  testified,  that  it  was  common  report  that  he 

•  was  distributing  money  to  secure  the  election  of  contestee  by  corrupt  means,  the 
evidence  was  held  to  be  insufficient  to  sustain  the  charge  of  bribery. 

Cox  vs.  Strait,  44ih  Cong Smith,  436 

As  to  the  amount  of  evidence  necessary  to  establish  bribery,  see  also: 

Kidd  vs.  Steele,  49th  Cong Mobley,  514 
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Must  generally  be  proved  by  circumstantial  evidence. 

"In  a  great  majority  of  cafles  it  is  iiupoesible  to  prove  a  charge  of  bril>ery  by  direct 
and  positive  evidence.  From  the  very  nature  of  the  case  the  only  sources  from 
whicn  such  testimony  can  come  is  from  the  bril>er  and  the  bribe<l,  both  of  whom  are 
criminals."  But  circumstantial  evidence,  especially  when  strengthened  by  declara- 
tions of  confederates,  may  be  so  strong  as  to  exclude  all  other  reasonable  theories 
than  that  of  guilt. 

AbhoUYfi.  Frost,  44th  Cong Smith,  606 

When  some  oases  proved,  existence  of  others  may  be  presumed. 

**It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  bribery  is  a  secret  crime;  both  the  parties  to  it  are 
equally  interested  in  keeping  it  secret,  and  when  dete(»ted  both  are  ready  to  give 
ingenious  explanations  of  it.  If  they  have  acknowledged  to  third  parties  the  receipt 
of  the  bribe,"  they  are  ready  to  declare,  when  called  to  the  witness  stand,  that  they 
were  in  favor  of  the  bril)e  giver  before  the  money  was  offered,  or  that  they  votea 
for  his  op]X)nent,  or  that  the  money  was  paid  by  someone  else,  some  nameless  party, 
for  some  other  purpose.  Under  these  circumstances,  when  it  is  shown  tha^  in  an 
election  over  300  cases  of  bribery  and  attempted  bril)ery  are  proven,  the  presump- 
tion is  not  violent  that  for  every  case  that  was,  by  accident  or  the  indisc^retion  of 
the  parties,  brought  to  the  light,  there  were  others  that  were  never  revealed." 

DonneUy  vs.  Washburn  (majority  report) ^  46th  Cong I  Ells.,  453 

"General  evidence,'*  approaching  hearsay,  admissable  to  prove  "general  bribery." 

"General  bribery"  is  proved  in  the  same  way  as  general  character,  by  the  general 
statements  ol  persons  and  general  reputation.  Evidence  which  would  be  hearsay 
to  prove  particular  cades  is  competent  to  prove  general  bribery. 

Ifurd  vs.  Romeis  {minority  rejxyri),  49th  Cong Mobley,  438 

■ 

Proved  by  cirenmstantial  evidence. 

Where  (in  New  York  under  the  Australian-ballot  system)  a  name  was  scratched  on 
.16  ballots,  and  the  fictitious  names  "A.  Doyle,"  **B.  Doyle,"  "C.  Doyle,"  etc., 
substituted,  all  in  the  handwTiting  of  a  party*  worker  in  regard  to  whom  there  was 
evidence  indicating  that  he  had  bribea  1  vote,  two  members  of  the  committee 
held  that  the  16  votes  should  be  thrown  out  as  bril)ed.  Their  conclusion  was  sus- 
tained by  the  House. 

The  committee  refused  to  reject  them,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  only  one 
very  doubtful  unsigned  deposition  against  one  of  them  and  no  testimony  at  all 
in  regard  to  the  others. 

Nayes  vs.  RochreU,  6^(1  Cmvg Stofer,  31-36;  43 

Effect  of. 
Bribed  votes  rejected. 

"Where  a  voter  is  shown  to  have  been  bribed  by  a  candidate,  or  by  a  duly  author- 
ized agent,  to  vote  for  him,  and  he  has  so  voted,  such  vote  ought  to  l)e  8tru(!k 
from  tne  ballots  cast  for  such  candidate." 

Abbott  vs.  Front  {minority  report)^  44th  Cong Smith,  628 

Where  voters  were  proved  to  have  l)een  briljed  t^)  vott»  for  contestee,  their  votes 
were  excluded. 

Bawen  vs.  Buchanarij  old  Cong Rowell,  196 

A  bribed  vote  not  void  unless  made  so  by  law. 

Under  the  laws  of  Ohio,  in  which  there  is  no  provision  to  make  void  a  bribed  vote, 
ami  whose  general  policy  is  to  punish  the  briber  and  not  the  bribed,  there  is  no 
authority  to  reject  a  bril)ed  vote. 

DeUino  vs.  Morgan  {minority  report),  40th  Cong 2  Bart,  203 

If  committed  without  knowledge  of  the  candidate,  immaterial  nnless  resnlt  alfocted. 

"  A  candidate  can  not  and  ought  not  to  be  held  responsible  for  all  the  imprudent  and 
censurable  acts  of  indiscreet  friends,  who,  in  the  zealous  advocacy  of  nis  election, 
resort  to  improper  means  of  securing  that  result  without  his  knowledge,  and 
which  he,  if  consulted,  would  condemn,  unless  the  voters  affected  by  such  means 
are  suffi(!ient  in  number  to  change  or  render  uncertain  the  result  of  the  election." 

Duffy  vs.  Maami,  40th  Cong I  Ells.,  375 
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* 

Must  be  ihown  to  have  aflboted  the  remit. 

Fraud  or  bribery  does  not  vitiate  wbat  it  does  not  impregnate.  Votes  obtaine<i  by 
briberjr  should  be  rejected;  if  a  precinct  be  so  corrupted  by  bribery  that  it  is 
impossible  to  purye  the  result,  it  may  be  rejected,  but  tne  untainted  precincts  are 
not  affected.  If  bribery  were  proved  against  the  sitting  member,  it  might  have 
been  a  ground  for  expulsion,  but  not  for  declaring  the  election  void. 

Donnelly  vs.  Washburn  {minority  report) y  4^th  Cong 1  Ells.,  490-495 

Where  contestant  charged  that  an  increase  in  the  navy-yard  force  was  in  the  nature 
of  bribery,  the  minoritv  held  that  contestant  was  bound  to  show  that  in  conse- 
quence of  the  increaseil  force  he  lost  votes  which  he  otherwise  would  have  re<!eive<i, 
or  that  the  contestee  received  votes  which  he  otherwise  would  not  have  received. 

Abbott  vs.  Frost  (minority  report),  44lh  Caiig Smith,  630 

Elfeet  ofr  when  committed  by  conteitee  personally. 

Where  it  was  chai^ged  that  the  sitting  member  had  procured  the  abandonment  of  a 
a  contest  by  the  payment  and  promise  of  money,  and  the  committee  found  the 
change  sustained,  but  that  the  proposition  was  made  by  contestant,  and  the  pay- 
ment made  to  escape  the  inconvenience  of  a  contest,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of 
corruptljr  securing  a  seat  in  Congress,  and  that  the  contest  would  in  any  case  have 
been  decided  in  favor  of  the  sitting  member,  the  testimony  showing  his  election 
by  a  larger  majority  than  the  returned  majoritv,  the  committee  expresseil  its  dis- 
approval of  the  acts  both  of  sitting  member  an^  contestant,  but  recommende<l  no 
action  and  asked  to  be  discharged  Irom  further  consideration. 

Bradley  vs.  Hynes^  4Sd  Cong Smith,  240 

Eflbct  of,  when  oommitted  by  eonteitant  pen onally. 

Where  counsel  for  contestee  had  been  bribed  by  contestant  to  act  for  him,  an<l  to 
refuse  to  surrender  testimony  in  his  possession,  part  of  the  committee  were  of  the 
opinion  that  the  at^t  of  contestant  **  which  woula  furiiLMh  ground  for  the  expulsion 
of  the  (contestant,  if  he  were  a  member,  would  justify  a  refusal  t4)  )>ermit  him  to 
proceed  with  the  contest.** 

Bmven  vs.  De  lAirge^  4^d  Cong Smith,  99 

Committed  by  a  sncoeiifnl  candidate  ihonld  invalidate  hia  election. 

**The  law  ouffht  to  be  held  as  follows:  Where  the  friends  of  a  successful  candidate, 
without  collusion  or  combination  with  such  candidate,  engage  in  fraud,  bribery, 
intimidation,  or  other  violations  of  law  to  influence  the  election,  and  the  number 
of  votes  affected  thereby  is  insufficient  to  change  the  result,  the  election  will  not 
l)e  invalidated  thereby;  but'if  such  candidate  takes  part  in  such  wrongs,  orconfe<l- 
erates  with  those  engaged  therein,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  elei;tion  has 
been  changed  in  its  results  thereby,  the  election  should  be  held  void  and  a  new 
election  oniered.  *  *  *  In  order  to  give  the  seat  to  the  contestant  it  sh(>uld 
be  necessary  to  prove  that  the  results  were  changed  by  the  transactions  in  question, 
but  to  unseat  the  participant  a  less  amount  of  proof  should  be  sufficient.** 

Hill  vs.  Caichings  ( vknrs  of  Mr,  Jxicey),  51st  Cong Rowell,  811 

Committed  by  oonteitee  or  hia  agent  renden  election  void. 

*'  It  is  a  clearly  eHtabli8he<l  principle  of  law,  both  in  England  and  the  United  States, 
that  bril)ery  <»ominitted  by  the  sitting  meml)er,  or  *  by  any  agent  of  the  sitting  mem- 
l)er,  with  or  without  the  knowledge  or  direction  of  his  principle  [sic],  renders  the 
election  void.'  '* 

Donelly  vs.  WasMmm  ( majorily  report ) ,  4f>ib.  Ctrng I  El  Is. ,  453 

Committed  by  conteitee  a  canse  for  ezpnlsion,  bnt  not  for  vacating  the  election,  nnleii 
result  affected. 

The  English  rule  that  bribery  committed  by  a  candidate  vacates  his  seat,  even  though 
the  result  of  the  elet^tion  was  not  affected  by  the  brilx;rv,  can  have  no  application 
to  this  country.  The  English  rule  depends  on  the  ftnglish  statute,  by  which  a 
candidate  committing  bribery  is  disqualified  from  holding  office  by  virtue  of  the 
ele<rtion  at  whi<'h  the  offense  was  committecl.  Such  is  not  the  rule  of  the  common 
law,  and  there  is  no  such  statute  in  this  country.    The  Houst»,  by  a  two-thirds 
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vote,  may  expel  a  member  for  bribery  or  any  other  cauae,  but  in  a  contested-election 
c^se  the  sole  Question  is,  Which  candidate  received  the  majority  of  legal  votes, 
legally  cast  and  returned,  and  whether  he  possesses  the  qualifications  prescribeil 
by  the  Constitution? 

DoneUy  vs.  Washbuiiiy  (minority  rep(/rt),  4f}th  i\m<j I  Ells.,  491 

Bribery  to  leeare  nomination  ii  immaterial. 

Testimony  intended  to  show  that  -a  candidate  secured  his  party  nomination  by 
bribery  or  other  unworthy  means  ought  not  to  be  considered  m  a  contested-electioii 
case. 

Jjoivrif  VH.  Whitej  50th  Cong .Mobley,  624 

Election  oontrolled  by  bribery  void. 

Where  the  result  of  an  election  is  obtained  by  bribery  it  is  null  and  void. 

Page  vs.  Pirce,  49th  Cong Mobley,  491 

Where  there  was  a  general  eonspiracy  to  bribe,  whole  polls  r^ected. 

Where  there  was  a  conspiracy  to  bribe,  the  committee  said:  **  Con  testae  insists  that 
he  should  only  lose  those  votes  where  individual  instances  of  bribery  are  shown. 
We  OAunot  accept  this  theory  of  the  law  when  the  evidence  shows  the  existence  of 
a  conspiracy  to  corrupt  voters  by  bribery."  Either  all  the  votes,  or  all  the  votes 
for  contestee,  in  the  polls  where  bril)ery  was  shown  in  his  interest,  should  be 
rejected.    The  committee  did  not  deinde  between  these  two  courses. 

AfUchell  vs.  WaMi,  54lh  Cong : Report  1 849 

Bribed  votes  deducted  from  vote  of  candidate  for  whom  cast. 

Two  votes  held  to  have  l)een  obtained  by  bril^iry  were  de<iucted  from  the  vote  of 
contestee. 

Noyes  vs.  Rockwell,  6M  Cong Stofer,  36 

Only  bribed  votes  deducted. 

Where  $11  or  $12  was  expended  for  bribes  at  one  precinct,  and  not  more  than  20 
votes,  probably  less,  were  affected,  the  (committee  refused  t^)  reject  the  poll,  but 
provisionally  aeducted  20  votes  from  the  vote  of  contestee. 

WalHon  vs.  Black,  53d  .Cong Report,  1147,  p.  7 

Only  bribed  votes  rejected. 

Where  one  of  the  judges  of  election  bribed  25  voters  to  vote  for  contestee,  the  com- 
mittee dtnlucted  these  votes,  but  refused  to  rejecit  the  return. 

Rohhmm  vs.  Harrison,  54th  Omg Report  1121,  p.  2 


BBITISH  PENSIONEB. 

Eli«ibilitv  op,  ah  Representative.     See  Qitalificationh  of  Representatives. 

BURDEN  OF  PROOF. 

On  contestant,  even  to  the  proof  of  a  negative. 

"The  distinction  l)etween  the  controversy  at  the  polls  and  that  before  the  commit- 
tee is  manifest.  At  the  j)olls  the  voter  is  a  partv.  W^hen  the  polls  are  clofle<l  and 
an  elecrtion  is  made,  the  right  of  the  party  elected  is  complete.  He  is  entitled  to  the 
returns,  and  when  he  is  admitted  to  his  seat  there  is  no  known  principle  by  which 
he  can  l)e  ejected  except  upon  the  affirmative  proof  of  a  defect  in  his  title.  Who- 
ever seeks  to  oust  him  must  accomplish  it  by  proving  a  case.  The  difficulties  in  his 
path  can  form  no  ]X)S8ible  reason  why  the  committee  should  meet  him  half  way. 
The  rule  of  reason  requires  that  he  should  fully  make  out  his  case,  even  though  it 
involve  the  proof  of  a  negative." 

Xeu-  Jersey  cane,  i^dth  Cong I  Bart.,  26 
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On  conteitant  to  ihow  that  ooanty  retnnui  improperly  reacted. 

Wht^re  the  seat  had  been  given  to  the  fitting  nnember  by  the  action  of  the  State 
ciiiivaHsing  board  in  rejecting  the  vote  of  a  number  of  prec^incts  and  counties,  and  of 
the  House  in  deciding  the  governor's  certificate  prima/aci^  evidence  of  the  ri|^t 
to  the  seat,  the  committee,  in  examining  into  the  merits  of  the  caae,  presumed  that 
the  rejections  in  each  case  were  proper  until  the  contrary  was  proved. 

Glddings  vs.  Clark,  42d  Cong Smith,  94 

On  oonteitant 

The  returned  member  is  presumed  to  have  been  duly  elected.  This  presumption 
should  be  maintained  unless  repelled  by  conclusive  evidence. 

Bisbee  vs.  FbiLey  { minority  report),  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  203 

On  party  attaeking  returns. 

''The  burden  of  proof  is  always  upon  the  contestant  or  the  party  attacking  the  official 
returns.  The  presumption  is  tnat  the  officers  charged  by  law  with  the  duty  of 
ascertaining  and  dec^laring  the  result  have  discharged  that  duty  faithfully." 

Bromherg  vs.  Haralson,  44th  Cong Smith,  .367 

On  each  party  to  show  that  voten  voted  illegally  for  opposing  candidate. 

The  burden  is  upon  the  party  attacking  the  legality  of  a  vote  to  prove  that  the  per- 
son whose  vote  is  in  question  voted,  that  the  vote  was  for  the  competitor,  and  that 
the  voter  was  lacking  in  some  legal  qualification. 

Cessna  vs.  Myers,  4^d  Cong Smith,  61 

Ought  not  to  be  on  oontestant  any  more  than  on  oontestee. 

It  would  be  preferable  to  regard  both  parties  as  standing  on  an  equal  footing,  rather 
than  to  give  to  the  returned  memljer  miperior  advantages.  Then,  if  it  is  impossible 
to  de<!ide  between  their  rights,  a  new  election  should l)e  ordered. 

Vallandighain  vs.  Campbell  {Mr.  Harris),  36th  Cong Report  380,  p.  29. 

Allegations  involving  charge  of  crime  must  he  established  beyond  a  reasonable  donbt 

When  a  contestant  makes  a  charge  of  incorrectness  of  returns,  which  involves  a  direct 
charge  of  crime  against  the  election  officers,  he  would  in  strict  ^aw  be  recjuired  to 
establish  the  charge  by  the  same  degree  of  proof  required  in  a  criminal  case. 

Butler  vs.  Lehman  {minority  report,  sustained  by  House),  37th  Cong I  Bart.,  360 

Shifts  to  oontestee  when  contestant  shown  to  be  elected  on  the  face  of  the  returns. 

When  the  certificate  of  contestee  did  not  show  on  its  face  that  he  had  received  a 
majority  of  all  the  votes,  and  the  House  refused  to  give  the  seat  to  either  party 
until  the  case  could  be  decided  on  its  merits,  and  it  appeareil  that  the  petitioner 
had  a  majority  of  votes  on  the  face  of  the  returns,  the  burden  of  proof  was  held  to 
be  with  the  opposing  party. 

Letclier  vs.  Moore,  i2Sd  Cong C.  and  H.,  814 

Where  the  contestant  had  the  majority  on  the  face  of  the  returns,  and  the  contestee 
holds  the  seat  only  by  virtue  of  the  unlawful  act  of  a  ministerial  officer  in  throwing 
out  the  vote  of  a  county,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  contestee. 
Shields  vs.  1  an  Horn  {mirujrity  rej)OTt),  41^  Cong I  Bart.,  932 

Where  the  contestant  is  shown  to  have  been  elected  on  the  face  of  the  returns,  the 
burden  is  on  the  sitting  member  to  show  by  other  evidence  that  he  was  himself 
electee! . 

Garrison  vs.  Mayo,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  56 

When  it  is  conceded  that  the  counting  for  contestant  of  a  number  of  votes  which 
should  have  been  counted  for  him  would  change  the  result,  the  onxis  is  ciist  on  con- 
testee, and  nunc  pro  tunc  the  contestant  is  assigncnl  his  tnie  jK)8ition. 

Wallace  VH.  McKinley,  4Sth  C(mg Mobley,  186 
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Where  sufficient  evidence  is  introduced  to  im])each  the  integrity  of  the  Imllot  box, 
the  burden  of  proof  shifts  to  the  contestee. 

McDuffie  vs.  Davidson^  60lh  Cong Mobley,  596 

Where  it  was  shown  that  the  contestant  had  received  a  majority  on  the  face-  of  the 
'returns,  the  committee  held  that  "Such  being  the  case,  the  contestant  is  now  to 
))e  treated  as  if  he  liad  received  the  certificate,  and  tlie  onus  is  cast  on  the  con- 
testee to  show  that  the  returns,  if  truly  made,  would  elect  him.     (WaHace  m. 
McKinley,  Forty-eighth  Congress.)" 

Smith  vs.  Jackson,  51st  Cong Rowell,  20 

Contestant  being  shown  to  have  been  elected  on  the  face  of  the  returns,  the  burden 
shifts,  and  it  devolves  upon  (;ontestee  to  establish  his  right  to  the  seat  which  he 
occupies  by  affirmative  evidence. 

Atkinson  vs.  Pendleton^  51st  Cong Rowell,  55 

When  it  is  shown  that  the  contestant  was  elected  on  the  face  of  the  returns,  the 
burden  is  cast  upon  the  contestee  to  overcome  the  prima  facie  right  wliich  the 
returns  give  to  the  contestant. 

McGinnis  vs.  Alderson,  51st  Cong Rowell,  635 

Contestant  received  the  majority  of  votes  according  to  the  numbers  written  on  the 
face  of  the  returns,  but  the  county  canvassers  in  one  county  counted  the  numbers 
written  across  the  sample  ballots  on  the  back  of  the  returns  instead,  which  gave 
the  majority  to  contestee.  The  supreme  court  of  New  York,  in  special  session, 
ordered  the  votes  counted  according  to  the  face  of  the  returns,  but  pending  appeal 
from  this  decision  the  certificate  was  issued  to  contestee.  The  supreme  court  and 
the  court  of  appeals  afterwards  sustained  the  decision.  The  committee  held,  on 
these  facts,  that  contestant  was  prima  fade  elected,  and  the  burden  of  proof  shifted 
to  contestee. 

Noyes  vs.  Rockwelly  5Sd  Cong Stofer,  28 

Hot  neceiiarily  on  contestee  when  contestant  apparently  elected  on  face  of  returns. 

**  It  is  erroneous  to  assume  that  the  burden  shifts  from  the  contestant  to  the  contestee 
by  proving  one  item  of  his  claim,  which  alone  considered  might  change  the  result." 

Wallace  vs.  McKinley  {minority  report) ,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  192 

Upon  party  attacking  the  votes,  but  may  be  shifted  by  agreement  to  follow  State  law 
to  tiie  contrary. 

The  committee  held  that  votes  received  by  the  election  officers  were  prima  facie 
good,  but  where  the  parties  had  not  only  taken  testimony  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  burden  of  showing  the  legality  of  a  vote  attacked  lay  upon  the  party  claim- 
ing the  vote,  but  had  entered  into  written  stipulations  aclmitting  that  all  votes 
contained  in  the  charges  of  both  parties  were  bad,  but  re8er\'ing  the  right  in  two 
counties  to  prove  votes  good,  the  committee  provisionally  rejected  all  the  votes 
admitted,  and  then  restored  all  the  votes  whose  legality  was  proved,  whether  in 
the  two  stipulated  counties  or  not,  and  caused  the  parties  to  procure  further  testi- 
mony on  the  subject.  But  where  an  agreed  state  of  facta  was  presente<l,  the  com- 
mittee counted  or  rejected  the  votes  upon  the  facts  thus  stipulated,  without  other 
evidence. 

Draper  vs.  Johnston,  ^M  Cong C.  &  H.,  706,  707 

**  Every  voter  admitte^l  by  the  regular  officers  authorized  to  decide  the  cjuestion  at 
the  |)olls  ought  to  lye  considered  legally  aualifie<],  unless  the  contrary  is  shown." 
But  in  a  particular  case,  where  the  State  law  required  each  candidate  to  establish 
the  legality  of  votes  attacked  bv  Ins  opponent,  and  the  parties  harl  taken  testi- 
mony upon  this  assumption,  and  had  taken  no  testimony  at  all  in  regard  to  votes 
known  to  be  illegal,  the  committee  were  from  necessity  forced  to  proceed  upon  the 
assumption  on  wnich  the  testimony  was  taken. 

Bolts  vs.  Jones,  28th  Cong I  Bart.,  74 
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Barden  to  ihow  that  election  offleen  not  iwom  may  be  shifted  if  oath  not  properl/ 
filed 

"The  legal  presamption  is  that  the  oath  required  has  been  taken,  every  officer  bemjj 
presumed  to  have  done  his  duty,  and  *  *  *  the  onm  is  thrown  u}M)n  the  party 
taking  the  objection  to  show  the  neglect  or  omission;  but  as  the  law  of  Virginia 
requires  that  the  oath  shall  be  duly  returned  bv  the  magistrate  lief  ore  whom  it  is 
taken  and  filed  in  the  clerk's  office,  a  certificate  from  the  clerk  that  no  such  oath  is 
filed  will  be  sufficient  prima  fncit  (notice  of  the  objections  being  previously  serve<l 
upon  the  opposite  party )  to  throw  the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  narty  claiming  the 
vote." 

Draper  vs.  JohntAon,  ^^d  Cong C.  &  H.,  712 

Where  election  aifidaviti  not  filed,  burden  on  party  claiming  they  were  made  to  ihow 
thii  fact 

Where  election  affidavits  required  (in  Pennsylvania)  to  be  made  by  nonregi8tere<l 
voters  were  not  found  on  file  in  the  prothonotary's  office,  where  the  law  requirwi 
them  to  be  filed,  the  committee  held  that*(^ertificate of  this  fact  "is  sufficient  proof 
to  raise  the  prima  fticie  conclusion  that  they  were  never  taken."  "We  insist  that 
the  presumption  is  that  if  these  affidavits  had  been  executed  they  would  have 
been  found  where  the  law  provides  they  should  be  filefl  and  that  on  failure  of  the 
offi(!er  to  produce  them  the  burden  of  proof  was  cast  on  the  contestee  to  show  that 
they  were  in  fact  executed." 

Oraig  vs.  Stewartj  5Sd  Cong Stofer,  9 

The  minority  held  that  the  presumption  was  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  ballots 
after  they  had  been  accepted  by  the  election  officers,  especially  as  these  officers 
were  required  bv  law  to  challenge  unregistered  voters,  and  that  the  failure  to  find 
some  of  these  affidavits,  at  a  subsequent  date,  in  the  prothonotary's  office  did  not 
remove  the  burden  from  contestant  to  show  that  they  were  not  in  fa<^t  made. 

Craig  vs.  Stewart  (minority  rqyort)^  6iSd  Cong Stofer,  17 

Where  oath  of  election  officers  not  returned  as  required  by  law,  the  burden  is  on  party 
sustaining  the  returns  to  show  it  was  taken. 

Where  the  law  provided  that  a  certificate  of  the  taking  of  the  oath  should  be  returned 
with  the  votes,  and  there  was  no  such  certificate  as  showed  that  the  oath  was  taken, 
and  contestant  chaiiged  that  it  was  not,  the  committee  held  that  the  burden  of 
proof  was  on  contestee  to  show  that  it  was. 

BUtir  vs.  Barrett,  36ih  Cong I  Bart..  314 

To  show  that  foreign-bom  voters  had  not  been  naturalised. 

Where  it  was  proved  that  votes  were  cast  by  fon»ign-lM)m  persons,  the  niajf»rity  of 
the  committee  held  that  the  Imrden  was  on  the  |>arty  attacking  the  vote  to  show 
that  the  voter  had  never  been  naturalized.  The  minority  held  that  on  proof  of 
foreign  birth,  the  burden  of  proof  to  show  naturalization  shift«tl  to  the  other  party. 

iV/jM'  Jersey  (hue,  26th  Cong, : 1  Bart,  24,  31 

Burden  to  show  that  result  of  election  changed  by  illegal  voting,  on  contestant. 

When  contestant  has  shown  prima  facie  a  numl)er  of  illegal  votes  cast  which  if  (ast 
for  contestee  would  wipe  out  his  majority,  the  bunlen  does  not  shift  to  contestee 
to  show  that  they  were  not  cast  for  him,  but  remains  with  contestant. 

(*urtiii  vs.  Yociim  (minority  report  adopted  by  the  Uowte)^  46th  Cong 1  Ells.,  422 

Where  county  canvass  illegal,  burden  on  contestee  to  show  correctness  of  precinct 
returns  if  f^aud  charged. 

Where  the  county  canvassing  board  was  not  constituted  as  require* I  by  law  and  the 
contestant  charged  that  the  precinct  returns  were  incorrect,  the  committee  held 
that  the  burden  of  proof  waa  on  the  contestee  to  establish  the  correctness  of  the 
precinct  returns  by  a  recount  of  the  ballots. 

Donnelly  vs.  Washburn,  40th  Cony I  Ells.,  406 
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On  oonteitant  to  ahow  precinct  returns  incorrect,  even  if  connty  cAnvasi  illegal. 

The  contestant  charged  that  certain  precinct  returns  were  illegal  and  illegally  can- 
vassed. Heldf  That  the  burden  or  attacking  the  validity  of  the  precinct  returns 
would  Im  on  him,  even  if  he  successfully  attacked  the  county  canvas.>. 

Doitelly  vs.  Washburn  (minority  repert)^  46th  Cony .' .  1  Ells.,  512 

Kay  be  easily  shifted  to  oontestee  when  all  the  officers  of  election  were  his  partisans. 

**  When  the  w^hole  of  the  election  matrhinery  was  in  the  hands  of  (lonteatee's  friends, 
the  burden  of  showing  the  fairness  of  the  count  should  be  upon  him  when  a  rea- 
sonable doubt  of  fairness  has  been  established  by  the  proof."  (i:iee  Officers  of 
Election. ) 

Buchanan  vs.  Manning  (minority  report),  47th  Cong ...2  £11&,  306 

CAMPAIGN  FT7ND  (aee  also  Bribery). 

SzcessiYe  expenditure  not  conclusive  of  wrong. 

When  contestee  had  expended  $9,5lX)  in  the  canvass,  but  accounted  for  all  the  various 
sums  so  spent  compatible  with  his  innocenc4$,  and  there  was  testimony  that  such 
exf)enditures  were  *' rather  in  conformity  to  tl»e  ciwtom  as  practical  m  Luzerne 
County,"  the  committee  refused  to-disturb  the  result. 

Reynolds  vs.  Shonk,  5^d  Cong Stofer,  50 

CANVASSINO  BOARD. 

Returns  rejected  by,  counted  by  committee.     (See  Irregularity  in  canvass. ) 
Are  ministerial  offic^ers.     (See  Ministerial  officers.) 

CENSUS. 

As  Evidence. 

A  city  eensus  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts  contained  in  it 

Where  a  (^ity  census  containe<i  information  as  to  age,  birth,  naturalization,  length  of 
residence,  etc.,  the  committee  held  that  it  was  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts  it 
contained,  and  rejected  the  votes  of  persons  shown  by  it  not  to  be  qualified  voters. 

Bkiir  vs.  Barren,  36th  Cong 1  Bart.,  316 

Not  evidence  of  facts  not  legally  required  to  be  contained  in  it. 

The  minority  held  that  facts  in  regard  to  the  (]ualitication8  of  voters  not  required  to 
be  asirertamed  by  the  ordinance  providing  for  the  census  were  not  proved  by  the 
intro<hu"ti()n  of  the  (tensus  returns.  If  the  census  were  evidence,  it  would  be  neces- 
sary to  i)rove  by  outside  evidence  the  identity  of  the  voters  with  the  persons  named 
in  It. 

Blair  vs.  Barrett  (minority  report),  S6th  Cong Kept.  No.  563,  Ist  sess.,  36th 

Cong.,  p.  41. 

Charges  of  intimidation  rebutted  by  the  eensus. 

When  it  was  alleged  that  at  least  2,000  voters  had  been  prevented  from  voting  in  a 
district  by  intimidation,  but  the  testimony  was  indefinite,  and  by  comi)aring  the 
number  of  votes  cast  w^ith  the  number  of  males  over  21  in  tlie  district,  as  shown 
by  the  census  of  1870  taken  the  year  before,  it  appt^ared  that  an  unusually  large 
per  cent  (88)  had  voted  This  was  held  to  show  that  extensive  and  suc(tes8fui 
intimidation  could  not  have  existed.  '*If  the  proof  of  intimidation  were  muc^h 
stronger  and  more  conclusive  than  it  is,  it  could  not  stand  in  the  face  of  these 
statistics." 

Norris  vs.  Handley,  4^d  Cong... Smith,  77 

To  rebut  inferences  of  f^aud. 

Where  it  was  argued  from  the  size  of  the  Republican  vote  that  illegal  votes  must  have 
been  ca.st,  the  committee  said,  **lt  may  be  safely  inferred  that  each  race  vote<i 
about  equally  solid  for  the  candidate  of  its  own  color  and  blood,"  and  compared 
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the  Republican  vote  with  the  colored  population  and  the  Democratic  vote  with  the 
white  population,  as  shown  by  the  census  of  1870.  The  comparison  showed  that 
a  slightly  smaller  proportion  of  the  colored  vote  than  of  the  white  was  cast,  and  this 
was  taken,  among  other  things,  as  indicating  that  the  evidence  of  illegal  voting 
and  repeating  by  colored  voters  could  not  have  been  true. 

Bromberg  vs.  Haralsoriy  44ih  Con^g Smith,  360 

Ai  evidence  of  fnllneM  of  vote. 

Where  there  were  disturbances  and  collisions  between  white  and  colored  persons  the 
night  before  the  election  and  at  the  polls,  but  there  was  no  definite  testimony  that 
anyone  was  deterred  from  voting,  the  committee  compared  the  vote  with  the  num- 
ber of  males  over  21,  as  shown  by  the  census  of  1870  just  taken,  and  it  appearintr 
from  this  comparison  that  a  verv  full  vote  was  cast  concluded  that  many  persons 
could  not  have  been  intimidatea  and  refused  to  reject  the  votes. 

Nihldck  vs.  Walh,  4^d  Cong Smith,  105, 106 

Too  many  votei  oast  not  evidence  of  frand. 

Where  the  census  of  1870  gave  the  population  of  a  county  as  3,831,  and  in  1872  2,183 
votes  were  cast,  the  committee  held  that  this  was  not  sufficient  proof  of  fraud,  and 
the  minority  only  ** invited  attention  "  to  it  as  "strongly  indicating  fraud." 

Gau8€  vs.  Hodges,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  300, 322 

Too  many  votes  cait  not  conclmive  of  flrand. 

Where  it  was  shown  that  a  large  number  of  colored  voters  had  removed  from  a 
county  between  1870  and  1874,  and  that  the  vote  for  contestee  in  1874  was  a  sus- 
piciously large  percentage  of  the  colored  population  of  1870  after  deducting  for 
emigration,  the  committee  said:  "At  most  it  can  only  raise  an  inference,  and  a 
weak  one,  that  there  may  have  been  nonresident  votes  cast." 

Bromberg  vs.  Haralson,  44ih  Cong Smith,  366 

Ai  corroborative  evidence  of  frand. 

Where  the  returns  showed  more  votes  cast  than,  according  to  the  census  taken  the 
same  year,  there  were  males  over  21  in  the  county,  and  contestee,  whom  the  testi- 
mony showed  to  have  received  few  or  no  colored  votes,  was  returned  as  receiving 
twice  as  many  votes  as  there  were  white  voters,  the  committee  called  attention  to 
these  facts  as  corroborative  of  the  other  evidence  of  fraud. 

SmaUsyB,  miman,  470i  Cong 2  Ells.,  435,462,464,476 

Hot  evidence  of  the  political  division  of  the  vote. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  Republican  candidate  is  returnedi  as  receiving  less  than  the 
colored  vote  and  the  Democratic  candidate  more  than  the  white  vote,  as  shown  by 
the  census,  is  not  sufficient  ground  for  rejecting  a  return. 

Strobach  vs.  Herberi,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  7 


GEBTIFIGATE. 

To  Documentary  Evidence.     See.  Evidence,  documentary. 

GEBTIFIGATE  OF  ELECTION. 

See  Credentials  and  Prima  facie  right. 

*    GITIZENSHIP  (see  also  Mexican  Gitizens;  Naturalization). 

Not  abandoned  by  foreign  residence. 

A  youth  sent  to  Europe  for  his  education  before  the  Revolution,  and  not  returning 
until  after  the  war,  Jwld  not  to  have  forfeited  his  citizenship. 

Ramsay  vs.  Smith,  Ut  Cong C.  and  H.,  23 
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Leaning  in  favor  of  claimant 
In  questions  of  citizenship  the  leaning  should  always  l)e  in  favor  of  the  claimant. 
Levy's  case,  S7th  Ckmg 1  Bart.,  41 

Original  statu  of  alienage  pretnmed  to  oontinae. 
The  original  status  of  a  foreign-bom  person  is  presumed  to  cx)ntinue  until  the  con- 
trary is  shown. 
Ijoimy  vs.  Whiiey  50th  Cong Mobley,  625 

Difference  between  citizen  and  inhabitant.     {See  Inhabitant. ) 

COKMITTEE  ON  BLBCTIONS  (aee  also  Hotiae  of  Bepresentatives). 

Precedents  of. 

A  oontinoing  body;  ihonld  follow  iti  own  preoedenti. 

''The  Committee  on  Elections  is  as  much  a  continuing  body  in  contemplation  of  law 
as  a  court,  and  should  have  as  much  respect  for  its  own  rulings  as  a  court  has  for 
its  decisions,  and  *  stare  decisis^  should  be  our  rule." 

Lynch  vs.  Chalmers  {minority  report) j  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  377 

A  well-considered  precedent,  having  become  the  settled  law,  ought  not  to  be  over- 
turned except  for  the  most  cogent  reasons. 

Cannon  vs.  Campbell  {Mr,  Atkerton),  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  653 

Powers  of. 

Beport  by  leii  than  a  majority. 

Where  a  report  was  ordered  submitted  by  a  vote  in  committee  of  a  majority  of  a 
quorum,  but  the  report,  when  presented,  was  signed  by  less  than  a  majority  of  the 
whole  committee,  objection  was  made  in  the  House  to  its  reception,  Vmt  the  House 
voted  leave  to  the  signers  to  print  it,  and  it  was  printe<l  in  the  usual  form  of  a 
committee  report.  The  report  of  the  remainder  of  the  committee,  presented  later, 
was  presented  as  the  ''views  of  the  majority." 

Brown  vs.  Swanson^  66th  Cong, 

Committee  report  can  not  be  amended  by  the  Honae. 

Where  the  author  of  the  report,  when  the  case  was  called  up  in  the  House,  moved 
to  strike  one  item  from  the  report,  the  point  of  onler  was  made  and  sustained  that 
a  committee  report  can  not  be  amendeu  by  the  House. 

Pearson  vs.  Crawford,  56th  Cong. 

Can  act  only  on  the  evidence  submitted. 

"The  committee  can  only  report  cases  on  the  evidence  furnished  by  the  parties. 
We  can  neither  make  the  evidence,  nor  improve  the  quality,  nor  supply  tne  defi- 
ciency of  that  furnished  us.'' 

GoodevB.  EpeSf  63d  Cong Report  1952,  p.  II 

Jurisdiction  of. 

A  ipectal  reiolntion  of  reference  confera  only  limited  jurisdiction. 

WMiere  one  electioif  had  been  held  in  October  and  another  in  November,  and  the 
l)er8on  rei'eiving  the  majority  at  the  October  election  had  received  the  certificate 
of  election  and  held  the  seat,  and  the  candidate  receiving  the  majority  of  the  votes 
at  the  November  election  petitioned  for  the  seat,  claiming  that  the  November  elec- 
tion had  been  held  at  the  legal  time,  but  did  not  in  his  petition  mention  any  other 
election,  or  ask  that  the  election  of  any  other  person  be  inquired  into,  and  the 
petition  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Elections,  the  committee  held  that  this 
reference  only  conferred  a  limited  jurisdiction  to  examine  into  the  questions  raised 
by  the  petition,  and  not  a  general  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the  election  of  any 
member. 

Holmesand  Wilson,  4GthCong I  Ells.,  322 

H.  Doc.  510 42 
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Will  not  in  an  ordinary  contest  investigate  chargei  of  personal  unfitness. 

After  a  member  has  l)een  sworn  in  without  reservation,  and  his  case  has  been  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Elections  as  an  ortlinary  contested-election  case,  the  committe« 
will  consider  no  questions  except  whether  he  waa  duly  elected,  properly  returned, 
and  possessed  of  all  the  qualifications  prescribed  by  the  Constitution.  If  it  Ik; 
alle^d  that  he  is  ineligible  or  not  entitled  to  membership  on  account  of  other  dis- 
(^ualifi(!ations  than  those  presc^ribeil  by  the  Constitution,  it  is  a  matter  to  Ije  con- 
8idere<i  in  prot^eedings  looking  toward  expulsion,  and  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Committee  on  Elections  except  by  special  reference. 

Mojrwell  vs.  Cannon,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  188 

Except  by  special  resolntion,  it  has  no  jurisdiction  of  questions  of  expulsion. 

The  Committee  on  Elections  has  jurisdiction  only  of  cases  involving  tlie  **  elections, 
qualifications,  and  returns"  of  members,  and,  unless  by  special  reference,  it  has  no 
power  to  inquire  into  the  fitness  of  a  member  for  membership  or  to  report  a  reso- 
lution for  expulsion. 

Donelly  vs.  WashJbum  {minority  report),  46th  Cong 1  Ells.,  494 

Ordinary  jurisdiction  does  not  include  the  right  to  investigate  abated  cases. 

The  ordinary  resoluti(m  referring  contested-election  cases  to  the  Committee  on  Elec- 
tions can  not  revive  a  case  already  abated  l)y  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties.  *'An 
order  of  reference  places  a  impef  before  the  committee  for  what  it  is  worth.  It 
imi>arts  no  new  k^l  chanuler  or  quality  to  the  paper." 

Mackey  vs.  0' Connor  (jninority  report),  47th  Cong 2  Ells,,  600 

GONSPIBACT  (see  also  Fraud). 

Where  registry  fraudulent,  as  result  of  conspiracy,  whole  county  thrown  out. 

The  minority  of  the  committee  threw  out  the  vote  of  a  county  on  the  ground  that 
the  registraticm  included  the  names  of  very  many  disqualified  persons,  and  that  it 
was  procured  to  be  so  fraudulently  made  as  the  result  of  a  corrupt  conspiracy. 
The  House  sustained  the  minority. 

Switzler  vs.  Dyer  (minority  report),  4l9t  Cong 2  Bart.,  792 

Where  conspiracy  shown,  fraud  presumed  ftrom  suspicious  circumstances. 

Where  tliere  was  proof  that  a  conspiracy  was  entered  into  to  have  a  fraudulent  elec- 
tion, that  the  officers  of  election  were  willing  to  (»rry  out  the  conspiracy,  and  the 
circumstances  and  irregularities  were  such  as  to  indicate  fraud,  the  vote  was  thrown 
out.  The  minority  held  the  proof  of  fraud  (which  was  hearsay  and  circumstan- 
tial) to  l:>e  insufficient. 

Finleyvs.  WaUs,  44th  Coiu, Smith,  382-389,  401-106 

A  conspiracy  covering  a  whole  county  shown. 

Where,  during  the  summer  previous  to  the  election,  the  county  officials  of  a  county 
were  violently  deposed  and  forced  to  leave  the  State  and  their  positions  were  filled 
by  members  of  the  opposing  party,  the  appointments  of  election  judgi*s  ma<le  by 
tlie  county  judge  before  his  removal  were  illegally  revoked  and  new  boards 
appointed,  composed  entirely  of  one  party,  in  violation  of  law,  the  sheriff  procured 
and  distributed  to  these  election  officers  ballot  boxes  so  constructed  as  to  facilitate 
fraud,  and  the  county  cleik  refused  to  certify  the  returns  of  certain  precincts  on 
account  of  irregularities  in  the  poll  book.s,  in  spite  of  the  statute  forbidding  him  to 
consider  such  irregularities,  the  committee  held  that  these  circumstances,  among 
others,  constituted  proof  of  a  conspiracy  to  carry  the  election  by  fraudulent  means. 

Feaiherston  vs.  Cade,  5Ut  ( 'ong Rowell,  77-99 

May  be  proved  by  circumstantial  evidence. 

**The  difficulty  of  establishing,  by  legal  evidence,  the  existence  of  a  conspiracy,  gen- 
erally great,  is  increased  rather  than  lessened  by  an  intermingling  of  politics.  That 
this  IS  so  is  apparent  from  the  well-known  fact  that  even  where  an  entire  commu- 
nity is  convinced  to  a  moral  certainty  that  gross  frauds  have  l)een  per]:)etrated  in  an 
election,  in  the  execution  of  a  studied  effort  to  defraud,  a  sufficient  amount  of  legal 
evidence  to  convict  the  suffrage  assa&sins  is  rarely  found,  and  usually  enough  of 
such  evidence  can  not  be  procured  to  indict  them.    All  text  writers  and  other  law 
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authorities  treating  of  the  subject  recognize  the  difficulty  of  proving  a  conspiracy 
by  direi;t  evidence;  and,  as  in  the  case  of  fraud  in  general,  recognize  also  the  pro- 
priety, as  well  an  the  necessity,  of  proving  distinct  facts,  many  of  them  insignificant 
m  themselves,  from  all  of  which,  however,  when  suffic'ent,  a  firm  belief  in  the 
existence  of  the  conspiracy  or  fraud  may  safely  be  deduced  and  theconclusionmav 
be  as  safely  acted  upon.  In  many  cases  circumstantial  evidence  is  the  only  evi- 
dence which  can  be  obtained,  and  it  is  also  not  infrequently  of  the  most  satisfac- 
tory and  convincing  character." 

Moore  vs.  Funstorif  SSd  Cong Report  1164,  p.  2 

Sliown  by  oironmstsnoes. 

Where  the  registration  lists  were  stuffed,  the  law  for  nonpartisan  appointments  of 
election  officers  was  disregarded,  the  challengers  of  contestant's j»arty  excluded 
from  the  polls,  and  wholesale  repeating,  fraud,  and  ballot-box  stuffing  pra(;ticed  at 
the  election,  these  facets  were  taken  toother  as  showing  conspiracy. 

Van  Horn  vs.  Tarsneyy  64th  Cong Rejwrt  355 

Sliown  by  a  oombination  of  ciroumstanoes. 

The  committee  held  that  a  conspiracy  to  control  the  eleittion  of  one  county  by  fraud 
was  shown  by  the  organization  of  the  election  Imards  all  iu  the  interest  of  one 
party,  by  the  conduct  of  these  election  boards  at  the  election,  and  the  conduct  of 
the  registration  officers  before  the  election. 

Aldrich  vs.  Plowman^  65th  C^ng Report  284,  p.  4 

General  bribery  sliown. 

Where  bribery  was  carried  on  in  an  organized  manner,  and  was  shown  to  have  l)een 
systematically  planned  and  generally  cArrie<l  out  and  understood,  the  committee 
found  that  a  conspiracy  to  connnit  general  bril:)ery  was  shown. 

Miichdl  vs.  WaJMi,  64ih  Omg Report  1849 

Taints  the  wbole  returns. 

Where  the  fraudulent  violation  of  the  law  was  very  general,  the  committee  sum- 
marized the  varieties  of  fraud,  and  said  that  these  facts  "furnish  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  a  conspirac^y  on  the  part  of  the  election  offit^ers  to  defraud  the  voters,  which 
destroys  the  integrity  of  their  acts  and  taints  the  returns  so  as  to  render  them 
wholly  unreliable,  and  devolves  upon  the  contestee  the  duty  of  proving  what  was 
the  tnie  state  of  the  poll." 

Thorp  vs.  McKenney,  64th  Cong RejKjrt  1531,  p.  21 

CONTEST. 

Abandonment  ok.     {Sev  Ab.\nix)nmknt.) 

Dismissal  ok 

for  insufficiencry  of  notice,  »ee  Notice  of  CJontest; 
for  failure  to  appear  or  to  take  testimony,  see  Abandonment; 

for  failure  to  take  testimony  before  proper  officer,  before  wrong  officter,  my  Kvi<lence; 
for  lack  of  time  to  investigate,  aee  Mode  of  Prottedure; 

for  failure  of  proof  when  application  for  time  to  take  further  testimony  n^fusod,  see 
Evidence,  additional. 

Procedure  in.     {See  Mode  ok  Procedure.) 

Statute  Regulating.     (iSp^  Law  kor  Taking  Testimony.) 

Who  are  parties  to,  when  contestee  dead  and  his  successor  sworn  in.     {See  Vacamiy, 

and  Mouse  of  Representatives. ) 
Juris<licti()n  over.     {See  House  of  Representatives,  Jurisdiction  of,  and  Ck>mmittee  on 

Elections,  Jurisdiction  of. ) 

COXTNSEIi. 

Hearing  ok,  by  House.     (6Ve  Mode  of  Procedure.  ) 
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COUNTY  C0T7BT. 

I*ower  of,  in  West  Virginia,  to  make  a  record.     {See  Evidem«,  Documentary. ) 

C0T7BTS. 

When  decisions  of  State  courts  binding  on  the  House.     {See  State  Laws. ) 

CBEDENTIAIiS  (see  also  Prima  Facie  Bight). 

Proof  of  facts,  without  certificate,  received. 
A  member  admitted  to  his  seat  without  a  governor's  certificate,  on  proof  of  facta. 
RichardSj  4ih  Cong .^, C.  and  H.^  95 

Informal  letter  iniuffioient. 

Two  letters,  one  from  a  resigned  member  informing  the  Speaker  of  his  resignation 
and  the  election  of  his  successor,  and  the  other  from  the  clerk  of  the  council  of  the 
State  to  the  member-elect,  informing  him  that  his  certificate  of  election  had  l>een 
forwanled  to  the  Speaker,  held  not  to  be  sufficient  to  enable  the  member  to  take 
his  seat  in  advance  of  the  arrival  of  the  certificate. 

Edwardny  Sd  Cong , C.  and  H.,  1)2 

Hot  based  on  canvass  of  ▼otes,  give  no  prima  facie  title. 

The  effect  of  a  governor's  certificate  as  proof  **  resta  upon  the  presumption  that  it  is 
the  official  declaration  of  an  official  canvass  of  the  votes."  A  certificate  concede<l 
to  have  been  issued  before  any  canvass  of  the  vote  had  been  had  was  not  receiveti 
as  evidence,  either  of  a  prima  fficie  title  or  in  the  case  on  the  merits. 

Sheridan  vs.  Pinchbacky  4Sd  Cong Smith,  198 

A  certificate  of  election  known  to  be  based  on  the  returns  of  a  board  which  it  was  a 
notorious  fact  of  public  history  had  never  had  possession  of  the  returns,  and  hence 
could  not  have  canvassed  them,  was  unanimously  held  to  be  of  no  effect 

Sheridan\8.  Pinchhack,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  197,227 

Hot  based  on  legal  evidence,  of  no  eflTect. 

If  a  certificate  is  liased  on  anything  else  than  the  legal  evidence,  "or  only  upon  a 
portion  of  the  data  pre8cril)ed  by  law,  it  is  without  legal  validity  as  re^rds  the 
election  of  a  member  of  CJongress;  and  this,  wholly  iniiependently  of  the  questicm 
as  to  whether  this  is  done  fraudulently,  ignorantly,  or  is  a  mere  cams  omisnis. 
The  party  relying  upon  such  a  certificate  must  prove  his  vote  aliunde.*' 

SnudUwe,  Tillman,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  432 

In  extraordinary  cases  certificate  may  not  be  conclnsive. 

'*  Except  in  extraordinarv  cases  and  in  rare  instances  we  find  that  the  commission  or 
certincate  concludes  all  inquiry  as  to  which  of  the  claimants  of  a  seat  shall  oi'cupy 
it  until  the  contest  on  the  merits  is  determined.  And  every  consideration  of  pru- 
dence and  safety  admonishes  us  to  adhere  to  this  practice.  But  in  a  case  where 
contestee  had  declined  to  claim  the  seat  on  the  certificate  alone,  and  the  House 
had  referred  all  the  papers  of  l>oth  parties  to  the  Committee  on  Ejections,  '*  with 
instructions  to  report  immediately  whether  upon  the  itrima  facie  erase  as  presi»nted 
by  said  papers  said  Manning  or  Chalmers  is  entitled  to  be  sworn  in  as  a  meml)er 
pending  the  contest  on  the  merits,"  and  on  these  papers  it  appeared  that  cx)ntestant 
had  a  large  majoritv  of  the  votes  as  actually  returned  to  the  secretary  of  state,  the 
committee  reported  that  neither  party  ought  to  hold  the  seat  pending  the  investi- 
gation. 

Chalmers  vs.  Manning,  48th  Cong Mobley,  8 

Where  certificate  based  on  a  partial  canvass,  and  did  not  sbowon  its  face  wbo  received 
a  majority  of  the  votes,  neither  party  admitted. 

The  law  of  Kentucky  required  the  sheriffs  of  the  various  counties  of  a  Congressional 
district  to  assemble  at  a  specified  time  and  place,  **  and  there,  by  faithful  compari- 
son and  addition,  ascertain  the  person  elected  in  their  districts.''    They  were  then 
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to  make  out  a  certificate  of  election  '*  which  ehali  be  signed  by  all  the  sheriffs  of 
the  district."  A  certificate  was  presented  signed  by  only  three  of  the  five  sheriffs, 
and  .with  the  words  "The  vote  of  Lincoln  County  not  taken  into  calculation" 
written  above  tne  signatures,  and  it  was  asserted  in  the  House  that  if  all  the  votes 
had  been  counted  a  different  candidate  would  have  had  the  majority.  The  House 
referred  the  case  to  the  Ck)mmittee  on  Elections  and  refused  to  admit  either  claim- 
ant to  the  seat  until  the  committee  should  have  reported. 

fjetcher  vs.  Moorey  2Sd  Cong C.  and  H.,  7L5-747 

Where  based  on  partial  canvass,  no  presumptions  in  favor  of  contestee. 

"A  certificate  of  election  showing  upon  its  face  that  nearly  8,000  votes  were  wholly 
ignored  in  the  count  i^an  have  no  binding  force  and  effect  in  a  contest  of  this  char- 
acter. *  *  *  When  his  title  is  assailed  in  a  direct  proceeding  by  way  of  a  con- 
test, we  think  that  a  certificate  showing  the  above  facts  gives  the  contestee  no  supe- 
rior standing  over  the  contestant  as  to  burden  of  proof  For  the  purposes  of  the 
contest  a  certificate  which,  on  its  face,  shows  that  a  large  vote  was  wholly  ignored, 
and  giving  no  data  from  which  the  true  results  could  be  ascertained,  ought  not  to 
be  considered  as  binding  upon  anybody." 

McGinnis  vs.  Aldersony  6l8t  Cong Rowell,  634 

Refusal  of  governor  to  grant  certificate  does  not  prejudice  rights. 

The  refusal  of  the  governor  to  grant  a  certificate  of  election  to  one  entitled  to  it  can 
not  prejudice  his  right  to  it.  It  may  put  him  to  the  trouble  of  substantiating  the 
fact  of  his  election  by  other  evidence  before  he  can  take  his  seat. 

Clements,  S7lh  Cong 1  Bart.,  367 

Two  certiflcates  issued,  candidate  last  oertifled  admitted. 

Where  the  governor  first  gave  the  certificate  of  election  to  the  candidate  having  the 
majority  of  the  votes  on  the  returns,  but  afterwards,  alleging  the  discovery  of 
fraud,  issued  another  certificate  to  the  opposing  candidate,  the  House  admitted 
the  candidate  having  the  second  certificate  to  hold  the  seat  pending  the  contest 

Morton  vs.  Daily,  37th  Cong 1  Bart.,  402 

Certificate  may  be  revoked  and  a  new  one  issued. 

The  certifying  authority  may  revoke  a  certificate  and  issue  a  new  one.  "  The  ques- 
tion is  entirely  within  the  control  of  the  State  canvassers  or  the  governor  of  tlie 
Htate  (as  the  case  may  be  under  the  law)  until  the  roll  of  the  House  is  made  up  by 
the  Clerk.  There  is  no  vested  right  under  a  certificate  that  would  prevent  the 
canvassers  from  rectifying  any  error  or  mistake  that  may  have  occurred  in  their 
deliberations  or  action,  until  the  holder  of  the  same  hao  been  awarded  his  seat  by 
the  Clerk  of  the  House." 

Hoge  vs.  Reed,  4i«t  Cong : 2  Bart.,  541 

Power  to  revoke  a  certificate  limited  (if  it  exists  at  all). 

If  it  be  conceded  that  any  member  of  a  canvassing  board  has  the  right  to  withdraw 
his  signature  from  a  certificate  once  given,  there  must  be  a  limit  of  time  iK^yond 
which  that  right  can  not  be  exercised.  That  limit  is  either  reached  on  the  day  on 
which  the  board,  being  required  to  adjourn,  becomes /unrtw/i  officio,  or  on  the  <late 
of  the  first  subsequent  ofiicial  action  based  on  the  former  action. 

Wallace  vs.  Simpson  {minority  report  sustained  by  House),  4i^  Cong  .  ..2  Bart.,  562 

Certificate  of  election  can  not  be  revoked. 

The  power  to  issue  a  certificate  of  election,  "having  been  once  exercised  by  the 
j)roper  officer,  can  not  be  again  exercised  by  his  successor." 

Colorado  case,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  165 

Conflicting  certificates  presented. 

Two  confiicting  certificates,  dated  the  same  day,  and  each  bearing  the  signatures  of 
the  requireii  number  of  members  of  the  canvassing  board,  were  presentetl,  but  one 
of  the  members  signing  the  first  certificate  sul)6e<quently  withdrew  his  signature, 
and  the  committee  held  that  this  invalidate<l  this  certificate  and  gave  the  prima 
facie  title  to  the  holder  of  the  other  certificate. 

Hogev9,  Reed,  4lst  Cong 2  Bart.,  640 
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Certificate  of  oommandiiig  general  sufficient  nnder  reconetmotion  laws. 

The  a>ininandin^  j^eiieral  in  Louisiana  acted  properly  under  the  reconstruction  laws 
in  iBHuing  certificates  of  election,  and  his  certificates  properly  j»ve  a  prima  facie  title. 

Jones  VH.  Maun^  40th  Coiig 2  Bart.,  474 

Minority  candidate  not  elected,  even  thongli  certified. 

Where  nearly  all  the  county  returns  were  thrown  out  by  the  canvassing  board  for 
alleged  infonnalities  which  the  committee  found  to  be  not  even  informalities,  and 
the  certificate  of  election  was  thus  given  to  a  candidate  who  received  only  a  small 
minority  of  the  votes  returned,  the  committee  were  unanimous  in  the  opinion  that 
he  was  not  elected. 

Huntxii.  Menard,  40th  Cmig 2  Bart.,  477-499 

Candidate  elected  on  face  of  retnme  entitled  to  be  sworn  in. 

If  a  certificate  certifies  that  a  certain  candidate  was  elected,  and  also  certifies  the  focts 
on  which  the  conclusion  is  based,  and  these  faults  show  that  another  candidate 
receive<i  the  majority,  ''the  facts  must  stand,  and  the  conclusions  which  the  facts 
contradict  must  fall.^' 

(^lark  {mimnity  report),  4^d  Cong Smith,  13 

Certificate  of  governor  sufficient  in  absence  of  statute. 

•*  In  the  absencte  of  any  exprens  provisions  of  the  State  law  authorizing  any  officer  to 
certify  to  the  due  election  of  members  of  Congress,  it  is  presumed  that,  under  the 
usages  of  the  House,  a  certificate  under  the  great  seal  of  a  State,  signed  by  its  chief 
executive  officer,  would  constitute  sufficient  credentials  within  the  meanmg  of  the 
statute  of  1867." 

Clark,  42(1  Cong Smith,  7 

Where  canvassing  board  has  judicial  powers,  its  certificate  conclusive  of  prima  facie 
right. 

The  Texas  statute  of  1870,  in  which  judicial  powers  are  given  to  the  governor,  secre- 
tary of  state,  and  attorney-general  to  deciue  upon  and  reject  votes  under  certain 
circumstances,  held  to  apply  also  to  Congressional  elections,  and  a  certifii^ate  show- 
ing that,  after  the  deductions  had  lK?en  made  by  the  State  officers,  W.  T.  Clark  ha<l 
received  a  majority  of  the  votes,  held  to  be  sufficient  prinui  facie  evidemre  of  his 
riirht  to  a  st»at,  although  the  certificate  showed  ujwn  its  facre  that  if  the  votes 
rt^jectwl  had  been  counted  his  opponent  would  have  had  the  majority. 

Chirk,  4^d  Co7ig Smith,  7 

In  absence  of  statute,  returns  prevail  over  certificate. 

The  Texas  election  statute  of  1870  held  not  to  apply  to  Congressional  elections  and 
that  the  governor  had  no  power  under  it  to  certify  who  was  elected,  but  merely  to 
itertify  the  returns.  If  these  returns  show  a  majority  for  one  candidate,  and  the 
governor  accompanies  them  by  a  certificate  that  the  other  candidate  was  elected, 
the  returns  should  prevail. 

Clark  ( minority  report) ,  4^d  Cong Smith,  13 

Party  holding  certificate  entitled  to  be  sworn  in. 

When  one  party  appears  to  have  had  a  certificate  of  election,  and  the  other  party 
certified  copies  of  the  returns  showing  that  he  received  a  majority  of  the  votes, 
and  the  name  of  neither  partv  was  placed  on  the  rolls  by  the  clerk,  but  the  cre- 
dentials were  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Elec^tions,  the  committee  reporte<l  that 
the  party  holding  the  certificate  was  entitle<l  to  the  seat  pending  the  contest, 

Boleji  vs.  Edwards,  4^d  Cong Smith,  18 

Where  the  governor  of  Texas  issued  a  certificate  to  the  contestee,  but  accompanied  it 
with  a  statement  that  he  believed  investigation  would  show  that  contestant  was 
electe<l,  the  committee  reported  that  contestee  had  a  prima  facie  right  to  the  seat. 

miiimore  vs.  Ifenidoii,  42d  Omg (Not  reiM)rte<l;  whj  Congressional  (ilolje. 

May  24,  1872.) 
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The  cre<lential8  presented  consisted  of  a  certificate  from  the  governor  containing  no 
statement  that  either  candidate  wa«  ele<;te<l,  but  certifying  to  the  (rorrectnojw  of  a 
tabular  al)stract  of  votes  showing  a  c>ertain  numi>er  of  votei  cast  for  ea(!li  candidate, 
and  a  number  of  scattering  votes  larger  than  the  difference  between  the  vot«  of  the 
candidates.  The  majority  of  the  committee  held  that  the  certificate  was  sufficient 
evidence  of  the  right  of  the  person  having  the  lai^gest  number  of  votes  according  to 
it  to  hold  the  seat  pending  tne  contest.  The  minority  held  that  inasmuch  a^  part 
at  least  of  the  votes  returned  as  scattering  wpre  evidently  intended  for  the  con- 
testant, and  for  aught  that  appeareil  enough  of  them  may  have  been  so  cast  to  give 
him  the  majority,  and  as  the  contestant  asserted,  and  presented  testimony  to 
prove  that  such  in  fact  was  the  case,  the  seat  ought  to  remain  vacant  until  the 
case  could  be  decided  on  the  merits.     The  House  sustained  the  majority. 

fhmUr  vs.  WiMire,  4Sd  Cong Snfith,  130-143 

A  certificate  of  election  issued  by  the  governor  of  a  Territory  gives  a  prima  facie  right 
to  a  seat  as  Delegate,  and  unless  overthrown  by  comjietent  evidence  must  stand. 

CAinnon  vs.  Campbell  ( Mr.  Thompson) ^  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  617 

In  determining  the  prima  fac.ie  right  to  a  seat  the  committee  can  not  go  behind  the 
face  of  the  certificate. 

Chalmerfi  vs.  Manning  {views  of  Mr.  Cook)^  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  22 

Certificate  issued  in  obedienee  to  writ  of  mandamas  valid. 

A  certificate  of  election  made  in  obedience  to  a  writ  of  m/indamiis  has  the  same  legal 
force  as  in  any  other  case. 

Bisheev^.  HnU,  46th  Cong 1  Ells.,  317 

BEAT  AND  DUMB. 

Their  votes  revived  at  a  viva  voce  election.     (♦S^'^  Election  Viva  Voce.) 

DECEPTION  (see  also  Ballots,  Wrong*  Emblem,  and  Wrong  Name  in  Party 

Oolumn).  ^ 

Most  be  specifioally  proved. 

Where  contestant  charged  thata  large  number  of  voters  intending  to  vote  for  him  were 
deceived  into  voting  for  his  opponent  by  the  circulation  of  tickets  heade<l  "  liepub- 
lican  ticket,"  but  l>earing  the  names  of  the  Democrtitic  candidate^*,  and  the  evidence 
presented  was  insufficient  to  establish  the  charge,  and  especially  to  show  the  num- 
ber of  votes  affected,  the  way  in  which  the  proof  should  have  Ixi^n  made  was 
thus  descril)e<l:  **  He  should  have  proven  the  numl)er  of  votes  cast,  and  for  whom 
cast,  by  the  returns  or  a  certified  copv  thereof.  He  should  have  shown  the  names 
of  the  persons  who  vote<l  by  the  poll  list,  and  he  should  have  calleii  the  voters 
themselves,  or  some  of  them,  to  prove  how  many  and  who  intended  to  vote  for 
him,  and  were  defraude<l  by  lx»ing  furnisheii  a  ticket  resembling  the  Republican 
ticket,  but  containing  the  name  of  the  sitting  meml)er  as  a  candidate  forC.'ongress." 

Norris  vs.  Handley^  4^(1  Cong Smith,  75 

Votes  procured  by  deception  ought  not  to  be  counted. 

Where  the  original  count  showeii  that  contestee  had  substantially  his  full  party 
strength,  and  a  recount  showed  a  difference  of  over  1,000  votes  in  five  pretiincts, 
and  the  differen(»e  was  claimed  to  be  accounted  for  by.  the  fact  that  tickets  pur- 
porting to  l)e  straight  Republican  tickets,  but  containing  the  name  of  contestant, 
were  cin*ulattHl  and  votea  without  the  knowledjje  of  the  voters,  the  minority  held 
that  even  if  the  evidence  had  established  conclusively  the  correctness  of  the  recount, 
it  ought  not  to  he  received  to  give  contestant  the  seat,  *M)ecau8e'  it  is  clear 
l^eyond  dispute  that  his  claim  rests  upon  the  fact  that  fraudulent  tickets  were, 
against  the  knowledge  and  will  of  the  voters,  clandestinely  procured  to  he  voted, 
and  thereby  a  fraud  was  perpetrate*!  upon  the  voters,"  to  which  the  House  ought 
not  to  give  effect. 

.1  cklen  vs.  Darrell  (^d  mimtriUj  rffHfrt ) ,  4>5th  <  hng I  El  Is. ,  1 S8 
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Votes  obtained  by  deception  coonted  as  intended  to  be  cast. 

Where  tickets  were  circulated  bearing  the  name  of  contestee,  but  all  the  other  names 
of  the  party  ticket  of  contestant,  and  twelve  such  tickets  were  voted  and  counted 
for  contestee:  Hddy  that  they  should  be  counted  for  contestant. 

English  vs.  Peelle,  4Slh  Cong Mobley,  169;  173 

Where  a  voter  was  deceived  into  voting  for  contestee  under  the  supposition  that  he 
was  voting  for  contestant,  such  deception  being  a  criminal  offense  under  the  laws 
of  Ohio,  *'his  vote  should  be  deducted  from  the  poll  of  contestee  and  added  to 
that  of  contestant." 

Campbell  vs.  Moreyy  48th  Cong Mobley,  227 

Where  voters  were  induced  by  deception  to  vote  a  party  ticket  containing  the  name 
of  the  opposing  candidate  for  Congress:  Query ,  Whether  the  poll  should  be  rejet^ted 
or  the  vote  corrected. 

Frederick  vs.  Wilson,  4Sih  Cong Mobley,  404 

If  fhtndnlently  instigated  by  contestee  himself,  election  void. 

The  circulation  of  fraudulent  posters  a  few  days  before  an  election  announcing 
another  person  as  the  candidate  of  a  party  for  Congress  is  dishonorable,  and  if  the 
evidence  established  the  complicity  of  the  contestee,  and  its  effect  on  the  voters 
produced  a  different  result  than  otherwise  would  have  occurred,  the  election 
should  be  set  aside. 

Bradley  vs.  Slem&ns,  4Sth  Cong I  Ells.,  310 

Committed  by  county  officials  does  not  prove  f^aud  in  precinct  elections. 

Where  the  names  on  the  ballots  had  been  ** alternated"  by  the  county  electoral 
boards,  for  the  obvious  purpose  of  confusing  the  voters,  but  there  was  no  direitt 
prohibition  of  this  practice  in  the  law,  the  committee  refused  to  throw  out  the  vote 
of  these  counties,  on  the  ground  that  this  conduct  was  not  committed  by  the  pre- 
cinct officers,  and  the  precincts  ought  to  be  considered  separately. 

yb««  vs.  Tucker,  64th  Cong Report  1636 

Where  part  of  a  conspiracy  invalidates  elections. 

Where  the  names  on  the  ballots  were  "alternated,"  or  printed  in  German  or  script 
letters,  for  the  obvious  purpose  of  confusmg  voters,  and  the  general  conduct  of  the 
election  officers  indicated  a  conspiracy  to  deceive  and  defraud  illiterate  voters,  the 
minority  threw  out  the  votes. 

Yost  vs.  Thicker  {minority  report),  54th  Cong Report  1636,  part  2 


BECI4ABATION8  OF  VOTERS.. 

WiiETHER  Admissible  as  Kvidencis. 
^e  Evidence;  res  gestx,  hearsay,  and  declarations  of  voters, 

BE  FACTO  OFFICERS. 

See  Officers  of  Election,  Disqualification  of,  and  not  suxym, 

BELEOATE  (see  also  Election,  when  set  aside). 

Ofiice  not  derived  firom  Cbnstitntion,  bat  from  ordinance  of  1787. 

The  office  of  Territorial  Delej^ate  "is  one  which  is  not  provide<l  for  in  the  Constitu- 
tion. It  grew  out  of  the  ordinance  of  Congress  for  tne  government  of  the  North- 
western Territory,  passed  anterior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  [which J  has  formed  the  basis  of  all  the  Territorial  governments  which 
have  since  existed.'* 
BiddlevB,  Richard,  ISth  Cong C.  and  H.,  407 
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A  Delegate  Ib  a  member  of  Congrese. 

A  Delegate  is  a  meml)er  of  CongresB.  A  Representative  is  a  member  with  full  pow- 
ers.    A  Delegate  is  a  member  with  limiced  powers. 

Cannon  vs,  CampbeU  {Mr.  Atherton) ,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  652 

Honee  hai  authority  to  inquire  into  the  election  of. 

In  a  contest  for  a  seat  as  Territorial  Delegate  it  was  objected  that  as  a  Delegate  wa^ 
not  a  member  the  Hoase  had  no  authority  to  qu&«<tiou  the  election.  But  the 
House  proceeded  to  the  investigation,  and  declared  the  seat  vacant. 

Eautonvs.  ScoUy  14th  Cong C.  and  H.,  2K\ 

Seat  may  be  contested  under  the  law,  like  that  of  a  member. 

A  Territorial  Delegate  is  so  far  a  member  that  the  spirit  of  the  law  in  regard  to  con- 
tested elections  and  the  constitutional  provisions  under  which  it  is  enacted  apply 
to  him. 

.    Cannon  vs.  Campbell  {Mr.  Ranney),  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  645 

The  House  has  arbitrary  power  to  admit  whom  it  chooses. 

The  oflSce  of  Territorial  del^:ate  is  not  created  by  the  Constitution,  but  delegates  are 
admitted  as  a  matter  of  favor.  The  House  may  admit  whom  it  chooses,  but  except 
in  most  extraordinary  cases  it  should  only  admit  those  resularly  chosen  under  the 
law.  But  in  an  extraordinary  case,  where  the  sitting  member  had  not  been  elected 
under  any  valid  law,  and  the  contestant  had  not  been  elected  under  any  law,  but 
more  legal  voters  had  expressed  their  choice  at  the  election  at  which  contestant 
was  voted  for  than  at  the  election  at  which  contestee  was  voted  for,  and  it  appeared 
that  to  declare  the  seat  vacant  would  be  to  produce  a  repetition  of  the  same  cir- 
cumstances, and  that  no  legal  or  fair  election  could  be  held,  the  committee  recom- 
mended that  the  contestant  be  seated.     But  the  House  declared  the  seat  vacant. 

Reedervs.  Whitfield  {first  case),  34th  Cong 1  Bart.,  204 

His  admission  a  question  of  expediency. 

The  minority  held  that  the  question  of  the  admission  of  a  Delegate  was  a  question  of 
expe<liency,  to  be  determine<l  by  the  House  upon  the  particular  facts  in  a  caiHS  and 
that  if  the  House  deemed  it  expedient  a  Delegate  should  be  admitteii  from  a  Terri- 
tory not  yet  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

Smith  (minority  report),  Slst  Cong 1  Bart.,  1 12 

His  right  guaranteed  by  law. 

The  House  can  not  annul  the  acts  of  Congress  providing  for  the  admission  of  Terri- 
torial Delegates. 

Cannon  vs.  Campbell  {Mr.  Atherton),  47th  Crnig 2  Ells.,  650 

Gannonvs.  Campbell  {minority  report) ,  47tli  Qmg 2  Ells.,  664 

A  mere  creature  of  law. 

Delegates  are  so  far  the  mere  creatures  of  law  that  their  tenti  of  service  may  be  long 
or  short,  and  may  commence  and  terminate  at  such  periods  as  Congress,  in  their 
wisdom,  may  direct. 

Doty  vs.  Jones,  iiSth  Cong 1  Bart,  18 

Ought  not  to  be  expelled  except  by  a  two-thirds  vote. 

While  the  House  has,  no  doubt,  the  power  to  expel  a  Territorial  Delegate  by  a 
majority  vote,  his  case  ought  to  be  considered  after  the  analogy  of  that  of  a  mem- 
biT,  ana  he  ought  only  be  expelled  by  a  two-thirds  vote,  and  for  causes  which 
would  be  sufficient  to  justify  the  expulsion  of  a  member. 

iXinnon  {minority  report),  4Sd  Cong Smith,  270 

May  be  excluded  by  majority  vote  if  for  any  reason  deemed  unfit  to  hold  seat 

Territorial  Delegates  are  not  members  of  Congress,  but  the  creatures  of  the  statute. 
Congress  might  at  any  time  abolish  the  office.  No  law  of  Congress  can  bind  the 
House  by  fixing  the  qualifications  of  Del^ifates,  but  the  House  may  at  any  time,  by 
a  majority  vote,  exclude  any  Del^ate  whom  it  may  judge  for  any  reas(m  unfit  to 
hold  a  seat. 

Camum  vs.  CampMl  {Mr.  Qdhins),  47th  Qmg 2  Ella,  613 
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Term  of  two  years,  bat  need  not  coincide  with  Congressional  term. 

The  eoniniittee  were  (but  somewhat  doubtfully)  of  the  opinion  that  the  avt  of  1817, 
reciuirinj?  Territorial  Delejrtites  to  Ix^  elected  *'  every  Hecond  year  for  the  same  temi 
of  two  years  for  whicth  nienil)erH  of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  are  elected,"  did  not  require  the  terms  to  be}?in  at  the  same  time  as  the  terms 
of  Representatives,  but  merely  to  be  of  the  same  length. 

Doly  vs.  JoneSf  Sioth  Cong 1  Bart.,  18 

Seat  not  vacated  by  admission  of  State. 
The  erection  of  the  Northwest  Territory  into  the  State  of  Ohio  held  not  to  vacate 

m 

the  seat  of  the  Territorial  Delegate. 

Fearing,  7lh  Cong C.  and  H.,  127 

The  committee  held  that  when  the  State  of  Wisconsin  was  admitted,  the  Territorial 
government  still  continued  in  the  portion  of  the  Territory  outside  of  the  limits  of 
•the  new  State,  and  recommended  tne  admission  of  the  Delegate.  A  minority  held 
that  the  corporation  of  the  Territory  had  ceased  to  exist  The  House  admitted 
the  Delegate. 

Sibley,  30th  Cong I  Bart,  105,  and  Report  No.  10,  2d  sess.  30th  Cong.,  pt  2 

Seat  vacated  by  admission  of  State. 

Where  a  Delegate  from  the  Territory  of  Michigan  was  elected  for  a  term  of  two  years, 
but  at  the  expiration  of  one  year  the  Territory  l>ecame  a  State:  HeUi,  that  the 
corporation  of  the  Territory  having  been  dissolved,  all  the  offices  connecteil  there- 
with expired,  including  that  of  Delegate  to  Congress. 

Doty  vs.  Jone^,  26th  Cong 1  Bart.,  17 

The  majority  of  the  committee  held  that  when  a  State  is  admitted  into  the  Union, 
the  seat  of  the  Delegate  is  not  vacated,  but  he  holds  it  to  represent  that  portion  of 
the  Territory  not  included  within  the  limits  of  the  State.  The  minority  recom- 
mende<l  the  seating  of  the  contestant,  who  was  elected  at  a  separate  elet^tion  held  by 
the  people  of  the  Territory  outside  the  limits  of  the  new  State.  The  House  passeJl 
the  following  resolution:  ^^Remlved,  That  the  admission  of  the  State  of  Minnesota 
into  the  Union  wnth  the  boundaries  prescribed  in  the  act  of  admission  operates  as  a 
dissolution  of  the  Territorial  organization  of  Minnesota;  so  that  so  much  of  the  late 
Territory  of  Minnesota  as  lies  without  the  limits  of  the  present  State  of  Minnesota 
is  without  any  distinct,  l€^lly  organizeil  government,  and  the  people  therefore 
not  entitled  to  a  Delegate  in  (jongress  until  that  right  is  conferred  upon  them  by 
statute." 

FaJler  vs.  Kingsbimf,  SSih  Cong 1  Bart,  251-257 

From  Territory  not  yet  organiied,  not  admitted. 

Delegates  have  never  been  admitted  except  from  Territories  duly  organized  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  it  would  be  inexpedient  to  admit  a  Delegate  from 
territory  organized  without  reference  to  the  laws  and  not  yet  recognized  by  Congress. 

SmiiJi,  Sltft  Cong 1  Bart,  109 

Babltetiy  31st  Cong 1  Bart.,  116 

Messervey,  31st  Cong 1  Bart.,  148 

A  Delegate  electe<l  from  Wyoming  before  the  Territory  was  organized  as  a  separate 
Territory,  and  at  an  elei^tion  called  by  a  mass  meeting,  not  in  accortiance  witn  any 
law,  was  refused  admission. 

Casement,  40th  Cong 2  Bart,  516 

Delegate  from  Southwest  Territory  admitted  to  the  House. 

By  virtue  of  the  onlinance  of  1787  for  the  government  of  the  Northwest  Territory, 
and  the  act  of  1790  extending  its  provisions  to  the  territory  southwest  of  the  Ohio, 
said  Territory,  through  it^  general  assembly,  is  entitleil  to  elect  a  **  Delegate  to 
Congress,"  with  the  privilege  of  debating,  but  not  of  voting.  The  Delegate  was 
admitted  to  a  seat  in  the  House.  Not  required  to  be  sworn,  and  i>ay  and  franking 
privilege  granted  by  special  bill. 

White,  Sd  C(mg C.  and  H.,85 
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Delegate  from  Missiuippi  Territory  admitted  to  the  Houae. 

By  virtue  of  the  <»nii nance  of  1787  for  the  >?overnnient  of  the  Northwest  Territory, 
and  the  attts  of  1798  and  1800  extending  its  provisions  to  Mississippi  Territory, 
said  Territory  Ih  entitlwl,  through  its  general  assembly,  to  elect  a  *  Delegate  to 
Congress."     He  was  admitted  to  a  seat  in  the  House. 

Hunter,  7lh  Cong C.  and  H.,  120 

Wisoonsin  entitled  to  immediate  representation. 

The  first  Delegate  from  the^erritory  of  Wisconsin  qualified  at  the  beginning  of  the 
second  year  of  the  Twenty-fourth  Congress  and  served  until  the  middle  of  the 
Twenty-fifth  Congress.  Another  candidate,  duly  elected,  then  presented  himself, 
and  it  was  held  that  under  all  the  laws  under  which  Michigan  became  a  State,  and 
the  Territory  of  Wi.sconsin  was  formed,  the  term  of  the  first  Delegate  had  expired, 
and  that  of  the  second  began  immediately. 

Doty  vs.  Jones,  26th  Cong 1  Bart,  16 


CitiBenslLip  at  time  of  election  in 

Under  the  law  for  the  government  of  the  Territory  of  Michigan  which  provided 
''that  every  free  white  male  citissen  of  said  Territory  above  the  age  of  21  years,  who 
shall  have  resided  therein  one  year  next  preceding  the  election,*'  etc..  should  be 
entitled  to  vote  for  Delegate  to  Con^^ress,  and  be  eligible  to  ofl!ice  in  the  Territory, 
the  Committee,  with  outdeciding  the  question  whether  the  offioe  of  Delegate  to 
Congress  was  an  office  in  the  Territory,  held  that  the  law  did  not  require  a  year's 
ciHzenship,  but  only  residence  for  a  year,  with  citizenship  at  the  time  of  the 
election. 

BiddUxs.  Richard,  18th  Cong C.  and  H.,  409,410, 

Congreet  may  preseribe  qaaliflpatione  of. 

Congress  has  the  power  to  add  the  qualification  of  loyalty  to  the  qualifications  for 
membership  prescribe!!  by  the  Constitution.  Much  more  has  it  the  power  to  pre- 
H<Ti))e  qualifications  for  a  Territorial  Delegate. 

Cannon  vs.  Campbell  {Mr.  Beltzhoover)  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  639 

Must  be  a  citiBen  and  sliould  liave  eimilar  qualifications  to  those  of  a  Representative. 

If  a  ''Detente  can  not  be  regarded  as  strictly  and  tei^hnically  a  Representative,  yet, 
considering  the  dignity  of  his  ofiice,  the  im()ortant  functions  which  he  may  exer- 
cise, and  the  high  privileges  heenj*>y8,  the  .strongest  reason.sof  public  policy  would 
seem  to  require  not  only  that  he  should  not  be  an  alien,  but  that  he  should  possess 
qualifications  similar  to  those  requiretl  in  a  Representative.  *  *  *  An  alien 
(!an  not  exercise  the  oflice  of  a  Delegate  to  Congress." 

Ijeiry,  27th  Cong,  (firat  report) Report  No.  10, 1st  sees.,  27th  Cong.,  p.  5. 

Qualifications  same  as  those  of  Representatives. 

Whether  Congress  has  the  power  to  extend  the  Constitution  over  a  Territory  or  not, 
it  certainly  has  the  power  to  make  the  Constitution  a  part  of  the  statute  law  of  the 
Territory,  and  where  the  Constitution  has  been  declared  the  law  of  a  Territory,  so 
far  as  applicable,  and  no  laws  have  been  passed  prescribing  qualifications  for  the 
ofii(;e  of  Territorial  Delegate,  the  oualifications  are  the  same  as  those  prescribed 
by  the  Constitution  for  members  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Maxwell  vs.  CSanwon,  43d  Cong Smith,  188 

DEMtTBBEB. 

tSee  Notice  of  Contest. 


DEPOSITIONS. 

See  Evidence. 

DESEKTEBS. 

ASVr  Qr. \  Li  Fit' ATioNH,  op  Electors. 
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BTLIQENCE. 

Due  diligence  required.  (See  Evidence,  additional,  and  also  under  Contest,  dis- 
missal of. ) 

BIBECTOBY  I4AW8. 

A^ee  Laws,  Mandatory  and  Directory. 

DISMISSAL  OF  COlTrEST. 

See  under  Contest,  dismissal  of. 

BISaUALIFYING  OFFICE. 

See  Qualifications  of  Representatives. 

DISTRICT  (see  also  Apportionment  Act,  ajid  Election  by  General  Ticket. ) 

Alter  redistricting,  election  to  fill  Yacancy  to  be  lield  in  new  dlBtrict 

Where  a  member  had  resigned,  and  the  election  to  fill  the  vacancy  had  been  held  in 
a  district  established  since  the  former  election,  and  containing  additional  towns 
whose  vote  determined  the  result  of  the  election,  the  committee  held  that  the 
new  district  was  the  only  one  in  legal  existence,  and  that  the  election  was  properly 
held  therein. 

Perkins  vs.  Morrison^  Slst  Cong 1  Bart,  142 

The  minority  held  that  an  election  to  fill  a  vacancy  held  in  a  new  district,  differently 
constituted  from  the  district  in  which  the  original  election  was  held,  was  valid,  oh 
the  ground  that  the  new  district  was  the  only  one  then  having  legal  existence. 
But  in  this  case  if  all  the  votes  cast  in  the  newly  added  parts  of  the  district  were 
rejected,  and  the  maximum  possible  vote  in  the  excluded  parts  of  the  old  district 
added,  the  result  would  be  the  same. 

Hunt  vs.  Menard  {minority  report)  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  497 

Where  a  State  had  been  rediatricted,  and  a  vacancy  occurring  by  virtue  of  the  death 
of  a  member  elected  from  one  district  was  filled  by  a  special  election  held  in  a  dis- 
trict differently  constituted,  Jieldy  that  Representatives  represent  States  and  not 
districts,  and  the  action  of  the  governor  of  the  State  should  be  acquiesced  in. 

Pool  vs.  Skinner  J  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  66 

After  rediBtricting,  election  to  fill  ▼aoancy  to  be  lield  in  old  diitrict 

A  vacancy  **is  the  occurrence  of  an  event  by  which  a  portion  of  the  people  are  left 
unrepresented,"  and  it  ought  to  be  filled  by  the  people  in  whose  representation 
the  vacancy  occurs,  even  when  the  State  has  been  rediatricted  since  the  former 
election. 

Perkins  vs.  Morrison  (minority  report) ,  Slst  Cong 1  Bart.,  146 

Where  the  State  was  redistricted  after  the  election,  and  an  election  to  fill  a  vacancy 
was  held  in  a  new  district,  comprising  part  of  the  old  district  and  part  of  another, 
the  committee  held  that  the  election  should  have  been  held  in  the  district  in  whose 
representation  the  vacancy  occurred,  and  that  the  election  in  the  new  district  was 
void. 

IfmU  vs.  Menard,  40th  Cmg 2  Bart ,  481 

"  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  right  of  representation  for  the  full  term  of  the  Forty- 
eighth  Congress  inhered  in  the  people  of  the  old  district  as  an  accrued  or  an  established 
right,  and  that  they  alone  had  the  right  to  fill  the  existing  vacancy.  This  right  was 
secured  to  them  on  a  fundamental  principle  of  our  representative  government  and. 
by  positive  law,  both  Federal  ana  State.  We  hold  these  principles  and  these 
propositions  to  be  radical  and  fundamental  in  our  government :  (1)  No  portion  of 
the  people  or  territory  of  a  State  can  l)e  rightfully  deprived  of  a  representation  in 
Congress;  (2)  no  i)ortion  of  the  people  or  territory  are  rightfully  entitled  to  a 
double  district  representation  in  Congress.*' 

Pool  vs^  Skinner  ( minority  report ) ,  4^th  <  'ong Mobley,  68 
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When  State  rediitrieted,  old  dittriets  last  throngli  Congress  already  in  eziitenoe. 

"When  a  State  has  been  divided  and  Representatives  elected  for  a  certain  Congress, 
each  district  must  be  regarded  as  an  existing  fact  for  and  through  that  entire  Con- 
gress; and  as  the  person  elected  from  a  particular  district  has  the  riglit  to  hold  the 
office  during  the  legal  term  of  that  Congress,  so  his  office  must  be  held  to  exist  in 
law  and  in  fact  for  the  entire  term  of  the  Congress  of  which  he  is  a  member." 
The  only  people  who  have  a  right  to  participate  in  an  election  to  fill  a  vacancy  are 
the  people  of  the  old  district,  and  all  votes  cast  outside  of  this  district  are  void. 

Pooly%.  Skinner  (Mr.  Cook),  4Sth  Omg Mobley,  77 

Disputed  boundary. 

Where  the  districting  act  provided  that  certain  counties  and  the  unorganized  terri- 
tory south  of  a  certain  line  should  constitute  the  first  district,  and  the  remaining 
counties  and  the  unoi^ganized  territory  north  of  the  same  line  should  constitute  the 
second  district,  but  by  a  prior  law  certain  of  the  unorganized  territory  north  of 
the  dividing  line  was  attached  to  a  county  in  the  first  district  for  election  purposes, 
the  committee  held  that  the  voters  in  this  territory  could  vote  for  Representative 
in  Congress  from  the  first  district.  The  minority  held  that  they  were  residents  of 
the  second  district,  and  could  only  vote  in  that  district  On  the  whole  case  the 
House  refused  to  adopt  the  conclusions  of  either  majority  or  minority. 

MUIerwQ.  Thompson,  Slst  Omg 1  Bart.,  124,  132 

Disputed  division  of  districts  in  Minnesota. 

Where  the  legislature  had  prescribed  that  certain  counties  should  constitute  the  first 
district,  certain  others  the  second,  and  the  remainder  of  the  State  the  third,  it 
must  be  assumed  that  the  counties  specified  for  the  first  and  second  districts  were 
intended  to  include  the  territory  which  the  legislature  itself  had  detennined  should 
belong  to  those  counties.  And  even  if  it  were  conce<ied  that  territf)ry  made  a  part 
of  one  of  the  counties  of  the  second  district  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  could  not 
properly  be  made  a  part  of  it,  it  did  not  follow  that  the  territory  thus  improperly 
included  was  made  by  the  legislature  a  part  of  the  third  district,  or  was  not  prop- 
erly a  part  of  the  second  district. 

Coxvs,  StraU,  44ih  Cong Smith,  430 

State  not  apportioned  onder  apportionment  aot;  no  legal  diitriet 

Where  the  State  had  not  yet  been  redistricted  under  the  new  apportionment  act  giv- 
ing it  five  representatives  instead  of  four,  and  the  allege<i  elei*tion  was  held  in  the 
old  first  district,  the  committee  held  that  "if,  therefore,  there  was  no  other  <liffi- 
culty  in  the  way  of  giving  effect  to  this  alleged  ehction,  it  could  not  Ihj  said  to 
have  been  held  in  conformity  with,  but  in  contravention  of,  law." 

Field,  38th  Cong 1  Bart.,  580 

Sstablislied  by  seoeding  legislature  not  recognised. 

Where  the  State  had  Ijeen  redistricted  for  the  Confederate  Congress,  and  claimant 
claimed  to  have  been  elected  to  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives  from 
a  district  composed  of  parts  of  two  districts  already  represented  in  the  House,  he 
was  not  admitted. 

Rodgers,  S7th  Omg 1  Bart,  462 

DOMICrLE. 

i^e  Rb^idbnck. 

ELECTION. 

Adjournment  of.     (See  Adjoumi.ient. ) 

Officers  of.     (See  Officers  of  Election.) 

Notice  of.     (See  Notice  of  election  and  Irregularity  in  notice. ) 

"Place  of.     (See  Irregularity  in  place  of  election  and  Polling  place. ) 

Right  of  House  to  inquire  into  election.     (See  House  of  Representatives.) 
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When  election  at  any  poll  void,  {t^'ee  Returns,  imf^eachment  of,  and  when 
impeached,  what  votes  counted;  and  Hee  also  Fraud,  Intimidation,  Briliery,  Dec'ep- 
tion,  Undue  influence,  Irregularity,  Oflicers  of  election,  disqualiiication  of,  etc. ) 

What  Consutitutes. 

Most  be  by  the  people. 

**The  term  election  must  mean  the  act  of  choosing  performed  hy  the  qualified  elet^tors, 
in  confonnitv  with  the  requisitions  of  the  (Constitution  and  laws  regulating  the 
manner  in  which  the  choice  shall  be  made.  If,  therefore,  the  legal  ele<;tors,  on 
the  day  appointed,  should  fail  to  make  a  choice,  it  is  confidently  believe<i  that  no 
other  authority  of  the  State  can,  at  any  other  time,  make  good  this  defect."  Held 
that  a  law  providing  that  in  case  of  a  tie  the  governor  and  council  should  determine 
by  lot  who  should  be  representative  was  unconstitutional. 

Reedys.  Conden,  I7th  Cong • C,  &  H.,  1^54 

Whomfoever  the  people  choose  to  select. 

*'  The  people  are  supreme,  and  whomsoever  they  choose  to  select  as  their  representative 
they  are  entitle<l  to  be  represented  by  th|it  person.  And  no  class  of  public  officers 
can  lawfully  disregard  their  will.'' 

Goode  vs.  Epes  (minority  report) y  5Sd  Cong Report  1952,  pt.  2,  p.  19 

Free  choice  of  the  migority  fairly  determined. 

'*The  tnie  question  is  not  whether  every  officer  appointed  to  give  fie<;urity  and  con- 
venience to  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  suffrage  iias  done  everything  that  by  law 
he  ought  to  do,  but  whether  everything  has  been  done  that  was  in  fiu;t  necessary 
to  secure  the  full  and  free  exercise  of  the  right;  whether  the  right  has  been,  in  fact, 
so  exercised.  If  it  has  been  so  exorcised,  and  the  suffrages  of  a  maioritv  of  quali- 
fied electors  have  been  given  in  favor  of  any  individual,  an  election  has  oeen  made 
and  that  individual  is  the  person  elected.  His  right  is  identified  with  the  election 
itself  and  the  rights  of  the  electors;  all  must  be  sustained  or  sacrificed  together.'' 

Letcher  vs.  Moore  {minority  report)^  £3d  Cong C.  &  H.,  823 

Mast  be  fall  expression  of  the  will  of  the  people. 

Where  members  not  elected  at  the  regular  time  were  unseated,  the  members  elected 
at  the  regular  time  were  also  refused  seats  apparently  on  the  ground  that,  owing  to 
misunderstanding,  only  about  one-half  of  the  voters  who  vot-ed  at  the  election  vottnl 
for  anyone  for  Congress,  and  there  was  consequentiy  no  full  expression  of  the  will 
of  the  people. 

GhoUfon  and  Claibomej  £6th  Cong 1  Bart.,  16 

There  mast  be  a  firee  expression  of  the  popalar  will. 

*'  It  is  a  fraud,  a  cheat,  to  hold  anything  an  election  which  is  not  the  freely  expressed 
will  of  the  whole  body  of  electors  acting  intelligentlv,  unlx>ught,  and  unintimi- 
dated"  ♦  ♦  *  "An  election  is  the  free  choice  by  those  who  have  the  right  to 
make  it,  and  who  desire  and  seek  to  make  it,  uncompelled,  unawed,  and  unintimi- 
dated."     An  election  controlled  by  violence  should  be  set  aside. 

Whyte  vs.  Harris  (majority  report) ^  S6th  Cong 1  Bart.,  258,  262" 

Free  ehoioe  of  the  people,  fairly  determined. 

Ei^ttions  are  simply  the  method  whereby  citizens  may  manifest  their  choice;  and 
when  they  have  proceeded  in  acconlance  with  law,  and  manifested  their  choice 
through  legal  forms,  their  right  so  to  do  shall  not  he  taken  away  from  them  as  long 
as  their  choice  can  be  ast^ertained.  There  are  three  questions  to  l)e  answered: 
Did  the  electors  express  their  choice  in  accordance  with  law?  Was  the  election 
free  and  fair'?    Can  the  choice  be  ascertained  from  the  evidence? 

Spencer  vs.  Morey  (minority  report),  44ih  Cong Smith,  486 

Votes  legally  cast,  ooanted,  and  retamed. 

**To  validate  an  election  there  must  be  votes  legally  deposited  by  legal  voters,  and 
legally  counted,  and  the  result  legally  declared." 

Sheridan  vs.  PincJiback  (minority  report) ,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  227 
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Matt  be  a  full  expreMion  of  the  will  of  the  people. 

Where  an  election  was  held  in  October,  under  proclamation  of  the  governor,  at 
which  over  30,000  votes  were  cast,  and  another  election  was  held  in  November, 
without  proclamation,  and,  so  far  as  appeared,  without  general  notice  to  the  voters, 
at  which  only  171  votes  were  cast,  and  these  votes  were  never  canvassed  by*any 
county  or  State  officer,  and  the  candidate  who  received  the  majority  of  the  votes 
at  the  November  election  petitioned  to  be  admitted  as  a  member,  alleging  that  the 
election  in  November  was  neld  at  the  legal  time,  the  committee  held  that,  without 
regard  to  the  legal  tune  of  election,  the  election  in  November  was  not  such  an 
expression  of  the  will  of  the  people  as  to  entitle  any  candidate  to  a  seat  under  it. 

Hdmesand  WiU<m,  46th  Cong 1  Ells.,  322-344 

Will  of  the  people  fairly  and  honestly  expretaed. 

'*  The  whole  theory  of  a  government  which  is  to  be  managed  and  controlled  by  the 
people  exercising  the  elective  franchise  is  that  their  will  when  fairljr  and  honestly 
expressed  shall  be  the  law,  and  shall  be  respected  by  all  the  authorities.'' 

English  vs.  PeeUe  {minority  report)^  4^h  Cong Mobley,  179 

Contestant  receiving  migori^  of  votes  seated. 

Where  the  contestant  had  a  majority  of  2  votes  outside  of  a  county  attacked  by  the 
contestee,  and  the  evidence  on  which  this  county  was  attacked  was  inadmissible, 
and  even  if  it  were  admitted  and  the  vote  of  the  txjunty  rejecte<l  or  recounted  in 
either  of  the  ways  suggested  the  contestant  would  still  have  a  majority,  he  was 
unanimously  given  the  seat. 

Boles  vs.  Edwards,  4^d  Cong .Smith,  59 

W^HEN  Whole  Election  Set  Aside. 

When  no  election,  legally  of  votes  immaterial. 

**  Onlv  two  questions  can  ever  arise  touching  an  election:  ( 1 )  Was  there  an  elecrtion? 
If  there  was,  then  (2)  Who  had  the  majority  of  votes?  If  there  was  no  legal  elec- 
tion, it  is  wholly  immaterial  how  many  votes  were  cast,  whether  they  were  legal 
or  illegal,  or  who  had  a  majority  of  them." 

Harrison  vs.  Davis,  S6th  Cong 1  Bart.,  345 

If  void  when  held,  can  not  he  made  legal. 

The  legislature  can  not  by  subsequent  enactment  make  legal  an  election  not  legal  at 
the  time  it  was  held. 

McKenzie,  S7th  Cong 1  Bart.,  462 

When  result  changed  hy  rejection  of  a  precinct. 

Where  by  the  rejection  of  the  vote  of  a  precinct  for  fatal  irregularities  the  result  of 
the  election  was  changed,  the  sitting  member  contended  that  the  election  should 
l>e  set  aside,  as  to  give  the  seat  to  the  petitioner  would  be  to  give  it  to  the  minority 
candidate.  The  committee  recommended  the  seating  of  the  petitioner,  but  the 
House  set  the  election  aside,  and  so  seems  to  have  sustained  the  objection. 

EasUmy^.  ScoU,  14ihCong C.  and  H.,  282 

When  whole  result  in  donbt 

Where  testimony  had  been  taken  upon  the  false  assumption  that  the  burden  of  estal)- 
lishing  the  I^^lity  of  a  vote  lay  upon  the  party  for  whom  it  was  ciist,  and,  so  far 
as  could  l)e  ascertained  from  such  testimony,  a  majority  of  the  l^?al  votes  were 
i-ast  for  petitioner,  but  a  considerable  number  of  votes  reje<!tea  under  the  testi- 
mony were  subsequently  shown  to  be  legal,  and  many  more  may  have  been,  and 
where  this  majority  for  petitioner  was  overcome  by  rejecting  a  number  of  polls  on 
tecrhnical  grounds,'  leaving  the  sitting  member  a  majority  of  the  remamder,  a 
majority  of  the  committee  held  that  it  was  impossible  to  determine  which  party 
was  justly  entitled  to  the  seat  and  recommended  that  a  new  election  be  ordered. 
A  mmority  held  that  however  just  such  a  decision  miffht  seem  in  this  particular 
case,  yet  as  the  sitting  member,  upon  the  principles  anopted  by  the  whole  com- 
mittee, had  a  majority  of  the  legal  votes,  he  was  entitled  to  the  seat.  The  House 
sustained  the  conclusions  of  the  minority. 

Draper  vs.  Johnston,  22d  Cong 0.  and  H.,  714 
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When  impossible  to  ascertain  true  result. 

A  case  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Electione,  from  which  two  reports  were  pre- 
sented, one  in  favor  of  each  candidate.  The  House,  disrep:arding  both  reports, 
proceeded  to  a  detailed  examination  of  the  evidence;  but  after  a  month  of  discus- 
sion, having  considered  only  part  of  the  evidence,  declared  the  seat  vacant,  it 
being  impossible  to  arrive  at  a  decision. 

LetcJier  vs.  Motrrej  £SdCong C.  and  H.,  844-858 

When  impossible  to  determine  who  was  elected. 

Where  the  frauds  and  irregularities  proved  were  such  as  to  render  it  impossible  to 
determine  who  was  elected,  the  seat  was  declare<l  vacant. 

Bowen  vs.  De  Large,  4^d  Cong Smith,  100 

When  whole  result  rendered  doubtful  by  illegal  voting. 

Where  a  number  of  illegal  votes  was  shown,  ten  times  greater  than  the  returned 
majority  of  contestee,  and  three  times  greater  than  the  majority  claimed  by  him 
after  all  eliminations  possible  under  the  evidence  had  \)een  made,  but  it  could  not 
be  ascertained  from  the  eviden(«  for  whom  these  votes  were  cast,  the  majority  of 
the  committee  held  (but  they  were  not  sustained  by  the  House)  that  it  was  impos- 
sible by  any  metho<i  of  elimination  to  ascertain  the  true  result  of  the  election,  and 
that  the  safest  and  most  equitable  rule  would  l)e  to  declare  the  election  void  and 
refer  the  question  to  the  people  by  a  new  election. 

Ciirtin  vs.  Yocum  {majority  report),  4^ih  Cong 1  Ells.,  434 

Hot  to  be  set  aside  for  uncertain^  resulting  from  the  negligence  of  the  parties. 

"The  burden  of  proof,  even  if  the  doctrine  of  declaring  an  uncertain  election  void  be 
adopted,  is,  we  think,  *  *  *  on  the  contestant  to  show  that  more  illegal  votes 
than  the  returned  majority  of  the  sitting  member  were  cast,  and  either  that  they 
were  cast  for  the  sitting  member  or  that  it  is  impossible  to  ascertain  for  whom  they 
were  cast;  and  that  this  impossibility  is  an  actual  impossibility  arising  from  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  and  which  cxjuld  not  have  been  remedied  by  the  use 
of  due  diligence,  and  not  an  impossibility  arising  wholly  from  the  absence  of  evi- 
dence that  could  have  been  taken.  The  party  having  the  burden  can  not  by  his 
own  n^lect  create  the  impossibility.*' 

Curtinvs.  Yocum  {second  minority  report),  46th  CoTig 1  Ells.,  437 

If  held  without  authority  of  law,  void. 

If  an  election  is  held  without  authority  of  law  it  is  void  without  regard  to  irregulari- 
ties. The  act  dividing  the  Territory  of  Indiana  provided  that  a  new  legislature  of 
at  least  nine  meml)ers  and  a  Delegate  to  Congress  should  be  elected  at  an  election 
to  l)e  ordered  by  the  old  legislature  of  the  Territory,  which  had  consisted  of  eight 
members,  though  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  there  was  no  legislature  in 
existence.  The  act  was  held  by  the  committee  to  be  fatally  defective  and  the 
election  was  recommended  to  be  set  aside,  but  the  House  took  no  action. 

Randolph  vs.  Jennings,  11th  Cong .'^ C.  and  H.,  243 

First  election  in  Hawaii  valid,  though  no  law  passed  to  provide  for  it. 

Under  the  laws  of  the  Republic  of  Hawaii  provision  was  made  for  the  election  by 
the  people  of  only  two  sets  of  officials.  Under  the  organic  act  these  laws  of  the 
Republic  were  continued  in  force  and  a  Delegate  was  required  to  l)e  elected,  the 
times,  places,  and  manner  of  holding  elections  to  be  **a8  hxed  by  law.*'  No  new 
laws  were  passed,  but  an  election  was  held  under  the  forms  of  the  law  for  electing 
meml^ers  of  the  Hawaiian  legislature.  As  there  was  no  provision  in  this  law  for 
an  election  for  Delegate  it  w^as  claimed  that  no  valid  election  could  be  held  under 
it,  but  the  committee  did  not  concur,  and  reported  in  favor  of  the  right  of  the  sit- 
ting Delegate  to  his  seat. 

Wikox,  56th  Cong Report  3001 

Before  admission  of  State,  valid. 

Where  members  were  elected  before  the  admission  of  the  State,  under  a  proposed 
constitution  providing  for  the  election  of  three  members,  and  the  constitution  as 
subsequently  ratified  Toy  Congress  provided  for  the  election  of  only  two  members, 
and  only  two  persons  presented  certificates,  it  was  held  that  they  were  entitled  to 
be  sworn  in. 

Phelps  and  Cavanaugh,  SSth  Cong 1  Bart,  250 
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Before  admiBsion  of  State,  void. 

The  minority  held  that  a  State  not  yet  in  existence  could  not  elect  Repreeentativea 
"to  represent  her  nonentity." 

Phelps  and  Cavanatigh  {minority  report),  S6ih  Cong Report  No.  408,  pp.  h-l. 

Of  tkree  members  under  an  organic  law  providing  for  only  two,  void  as  to  all  three. 

Where  members  were  elected  before  the  admission  of  the  State,  under  a  proposed 
constitution  providing  for  the  election  of  three  members  by  general  ticket,  and  the 
constitution  as  subsequently  ratified  by  Ck)ngress  provided"  for  only  two  members, 
the  minority  held  that  even  if  the  admission  of  tne  Territory  related  back  to  and 
le^lized  the  acts  of  the  Territorial  officers,  no  valid  election  cpuld  be  held  under 
this  law,  as  the  election  of  two  members  would  be  in  conflict  with  the  law  under 
which  the^  election  was  held,  and  the  election  of  any  other  member  would  be  in 
conflict  with  the  organic  law.  The  person  having*  the  third  from  the  highest 
number  of  votes  was  as  much  elected  as  the  other  two,  and  the  House  had  no  more 
authority  to  select  two  of  the  three  than  it  would  have  to  choose  between  two 
candidates  having  an  equal  number  of  votes. 

Phelps  and  Cavanaugh  {minority  report) ,  S6th  Cong Report  No.  408,  pp.  5-11. 

Ho  legal  election  in  most  of  the  district. 

If  *Hhe  election  was  invalid  in  eleven  out  of  the  twelve  counties,  rendering  it  impos- 
sible to  count  but  737  votes  out  of  8,941,  no  other  alternative  would  be  left  but  to 
set  aside  altogether  such  an  election,  and  remand  the  case  back  again  to  the  people, 
that  they  might  have  an  opportunity  to  give  expression  to  their  choice  m  con- 
formity to  law.'* 

Blakey  vs.  Gollady,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  419 

When  election  void  in  one-third  of  the  district. 

Where  the  vote  of  a  city  casting  one-third  of  the  vote  of  the  district  had  to  oe  thrown 
out  for  repeating,  briberv,  and  intimidation,  and  contestant  had  a  lar^e  majority 
in  the  remainder  of  the  dlistrict,  the  seat  was  declared  vacant,  the  committee  unani- 
mously concluding  that  it  was  impossible  to  tell  for  whom  the  majority  of  the 
legal  votes  was  cast. 

JButtzvs.  Mackeyy44ih  Cong Smith,  689 

Onght  not  to  stand  on  the  vote  of  two  ont  of  live  coonties. 

Where,  in  a  district  of  five  counties,  the  vote  of  three  is  thrown  out,  the  vote  of  the 
other  two  ought  not  to  determine  the  choice  of  the  dve. 

McFarland  vs.  Culpepper,  10th  Cong C.  and  H.,  223 

Ho  election  in  part  of  county. 

The  failure  of  the  sheriff  to  appoint  deputies  to  hold  the  election  at  two  precincts 
was  alleged  afi  a  reason  why  the  election  should  be  set  aside,  but  the  committee 
•   decided  the  case  on  other  grounds. 

Randolph  vs.  Jennings,  11th  Cong C.  and  H.,  240 

Fraud,  violence,  and  intimidation  in  ten  out  of  fifteen  parishes. 

Where  there  was  widespread  fraud,  violence,  and  intimidation  in  ten  out  of  the 
fifteen  parishes  of  the  district,  the  committee  held  that  the  election  was  void.  The 
minority  held  that  there  was  evidence  enough  to  reject  onl^  two  entire  parishes 
and  nine  polls  in  two  others.  Gontestee  having  still  a  majority  of  the  remaining 
polls,  they  held  that  t}ie  election  was  good  and  he  was  entitled  to  retain  the  seat. 
The  House  vacated  the  seat. 

.    Benoii  vs.  Boatner  {first  case),  54ih  Cong Report  867 

Fraud  and  violence  in  one-third  of  district,  election  valid. 

Where  there  was  flagrant  fraud  and  violence  in  one-fifth  of  the  parishes  of  the  dis- 
trict, casting  one-third  of  the  vote,  but  the  committee  were  not  sure  that  the  fraud 
and  intimidation  were  so  general  throughout  the  district  as  to  render  it  certain  that 
there  was  not  a  free  and  Esiir  expression  by  the  great  body  of  the  electors,  the  com- 
mittee reported  in  favor  of  the  ^'alidity  of  the  election. 

Benjoii  vs.  Boatner  {second  case),  64th  Cong Report  2808 

H.  Doc.  510 iS 
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Where  eleotion  fair  in  three-fonrthi  of  distriot,  eleoti^n  valid. 

Where  there  was  no  evidence  of  fraud,  violence,  or  intimidation  in  most  (more  than 
three-fourths)  of  the  district,  and  the  general  charge  of  suppression  of  negro  votes 
was  rebutted  by  the  fact  that  contestant  was  the  candidate  of  a  new  white  Repub- 
lican party  expresftl^  opposed  to  ^' negro  doxranation,"  the  committee  held  that  the 
claim  that  the  election  was  invalid  was  not  sustained. 

The  minoritv  claimed  that  there  was  intimidation  in  the  majority  of  the  parishes, 
and  that  the  election  should  be  declared  void. 

Beattie  vs.  Pricey  64th  Cong Report  2812 

Thoniands  of  voten  prevented  ftrom  voting,  but  tender  ininfficient  to  count  them. 

Where  thousands  of  voters,  many  more  than  the  returned  majority  oi  contestee,  had 
been  deprived  of  their  votes  by  the  partisan  and  unfair  enforcement  of  an,  uncon- 
stitutional registration  law,  one  member  of  the  committee,  holding  that  the  testi- 
mony did  not  show  such  a  tender  of  votes  on  the  part  of  the  excluded  voters  as 
would  justify  counting  them,  recommended  that  the  seat  be  declared  vacant  The 
House  agreed  and  vacated  the  seat. 

Johnston  vs.  Stokes  {Mr.  McCall),  54th  Cong Report  1229,  p.  14 

When  migor  part  of  votei  nnaflboted. 

It  was  stated  as  the  opinion  of  the  committee  that  if  partial  corruption  were  proved, 
but  the  major  part  of  the  votes  remained  unaffected,  the  result  should  be  deter- 
mined from  such  major  part. 

Van  Rensselaer  vs.  Van  Allen^  3d  Cong C.  and  H.,  75 

New  election  ought  not  to  be  ordered  if  reiult  can  posiibly  be  aicertained. 

*'In  all  cases  of  contested  elections,  where  the  question  depends  upon  matters  of  fact 
which  are  controverted  by  the  parties,  much  difficulty  is  to  be  expected  in  coming 
to  a  decision;  and  where  there  is  room  for  doubt,  a  disposition  is  often  felt  to  return 
it  to  the  people.  This,  however,  ought  not  be  done  when  it  is  possible  to  ascer- 
tain what  the  true  result  has  been."  When  people  have  honestly  and  fairly  gone 
through  the  process  of  election,  **no  doubts  which  are  capable  of  being  solved 
ought  to  be  permitted  to  operate  against  them.  Indeed,  nothing  short  of  the 
impossibility  of  ascertaining  for  whom  the  majority  of  votes  have  been  given 
ought  to  vacate  an  election.*' 

Biddle  and  Richard  vs.  Wing,  19th  Oong C.  and  H.,  506 

If  election  in  part  of  diitriet  void,  reiult  decided  from  remainder. 

Where  the  .election  in  two  parishes,  casting  a  majority  of  the  votes  in  the  district,  was 
vitiated  by  violence  and  intimidation,  the  result  was  decided  from  the  votes  in  the 
peaceable  parishes. 

Hunt  vs.  Sheldon,  4i»t  Cong 2  Bart.,  534 

"When  a  portion  of  the  people  of  any  district,  in  a  peaceable  and  orderly  manner, 
and  in  strict  compliance  with  all  the  forms  of  law,  manifest  their  wuU  at  the  ballot 
box,  we  can  see  no  good  reason  why  that  will  should  be  disregarded  on  the  ground 
that  there  were  other  people  in  the  district  who  did  not  choose  to  obey  the  law, 
nor  submit  to  its  requirements." 

Wallace  vs.  Simpson,  4l8t  Cong 2  Bart,  743 

Where  the  election  in  six  out  of  nine  counties  was  void  on  account  of  violence  and 
intimidation,  and  contestant  received  a  majority  in  the  other  three  counties,  the 
committee  reported  this  as  one  of  three  grounds  for  seating  contestant.  The  House 
seated  contestant,  but  perhaps  on  one  of  the  other  grounds. 

Wallace  vs.  Simpson,  41sl  Cong 2  Bart.,  735-746 

If  election  in  imall  part  of  diitriet  void,  reiult  decided  ftrom  remainder;  but  if  void 
in  large  part  of  diitriet,  whole  election  void. 

The  committee  adopted  the  rule  that  in  counties  where  the  electors  generally  had 
not  an  opportunity  to  vote  freely  and  without  restraint,  fear,  or  influence  of  fraud 
the  vote  snould  be  thrown  out  and  the  result  declared  from  the  vote  of  the  peace- 
able parishes.  This  rule  was  to  l)e  applied  even  when  there  was  no  actual  violence 
on  the  day  of  the  election  at  the  polls,  but  where  th,ere  had  been  such  a  condi- 
tion of  violence  preceding  the  election  that  a  large  number  or  class  of  voters 
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refrained  from  vpting  in  the  reasonable  fear  that  the  scenes  of  violence  would  be 
repeated  if  they  should  attempt  to  vote.  In  the  first  case  reported  under  this  rule 
{auntvs.  Sheldon)  the  House  sustained  the  repc^  of  the  committee,  but  in  this 
case  about  half  the  votes  were  cast  in  the  peaceable  parishes,  and  contestee  had  a 
very  large  majority  of  them.  In  the  next  case  (Sypher  vs.  St.  Martin)  the  House 
refused  to  sustain  the  report  of  the  committee.  In  the  third  case  (Morey  vs. 
McCranie)  the  committee  reported  that  they  preferred  not  to  take  this  action  of 
the  House  as  a  reversal  of  the  rule,  but  "we  accept  the  decision  of  the  House  in 
Sypher's  case  not  as  a  reversal  but  as  a  limitation  of  the  rule  adopted  in  Sheldon's 
case,  and  interpret  the  action  of  the  House  in  Sypher's  case  to  mean  that  the  rule 
should  not  be  so  far  extended  as  to  apnly  to  such  a  case  where  less  than  one-fourth 
of  the  legal  electors  of  the  district  resiaed,  and  one-fifth  of  the  registered  vote  was 
cast,  within  the  peaceable  parishes  and  precincts,  and  the  claimant  received  but  a 
small  majority;  of  that  vote."  In  the  last  case  (Morey  vs.  McCranie)  the  peaceable 
parishes  contained  about  one-third  of  the  registered  vote,  and  in  these  panshes  con- 
testant received  a  small  plurality,  but  not  a  majority  of  the  votes.  If  the  election 
in  the  other  parishes  had  been  peaceable,  it  was  evident  that  he  could  not  have 
been  elected.  Contestee  was  ineligible  aside  from  the  question  of  intimidation. 
The  committee  reported  against  both  claimants  and  the  House  unanimously  agreed. 

HutUvb.  Sheldon,  4l9t  Cmig 2  Bart.,  703 

Sypher  vs.  St.  Martin,  4l9t  Cong 2  Bart.,  699 

Aorey  vs.  McCranie,  41st  Cong 2  Bart.,  719 

When  void  in  leii  than  half  the  diitriet,  result  deolarod  firom  remainder.  ' 

Where  the  election  was  not  contested  in  seven  parishes,  casting  considerably  over 
half  the  votes  of  the  district,  but  was  vitiated  by  violence  and  intimidation  in  tlie 
other  five  parishes,  and  contestant  had  a  majority  of  245  votes  in  the  seven  uncon- 
tested parishes,  he  was  seated. 

Darrall  vs.  Bailey,  4i9t  Cong 2  Bart.,  754 

When  election  void  in  one-third  of  district,  resnlt  declared  firom  vote  in  other  two- 
thirds. 

Where  the  election  in  four  out  of  ten  parishes,  casting  about  one-third  of  the  vote 
of  the  district,  was  void  for  violence  and  intimidation,  and  contestant  had  a  lai^ 
majority  of  the  vote  of  the  other  six  parishes,  casting  two-thirds  of  the  vote  of  the 
district,  contestant  was  seated. 

Newaham  vs.  Ryan,  41fft  Cong 2  Bart.,  731 

Not  set  aside  when  oontestee's,  majority  not  overcome  by  most  liberal  construction  of 
evidence. 

Where  it  was  charged  that  contestee  had  been  deprived  of  votes  by  the  abolition  of 
voting  places,  but  there  was  no  definite  proof  how  many  votes  he  had  been  deprived 
ofj  the  committee  considered  the  amount  of  increase  in  the  vote  at  the  unques- 
tioned election  of  two  years  later  as  a  means  of  estimating  the  possible  number. 
And  where  fraudulent  voting  was  charged  in  other  parts  of  the  district,  but  the 

f>roof  was  indefinite,  the  committee  estimated  from  various  considerations  the 
argest  possible  number  that  could  thus  have  fraudulently  voted.  Adding  to  the 
vote  of  contestee  the  amount  of  the  first  estimate  and  subtracting  from  that  of 
contestant  the  second,  the  latter  was  found  still  to  have  a  majority,  and  the  com- 
mittee reported  in  his  favor.  The  minority  reported  that  the  title  oi  both  claimants 
was  so  tarn  ted  with  fraud  that  the  seat  ought  to  be  declared  vacant. 

Lawrence  vs.  Sypher,  43d  Cong Smith,  340-356 

Void  in  four  counties,  should  stand  on  result  in  fifth. 

Where  returns  are  shown  to  be  fraudulent  and  there  is  no  proof  aliunde  as  to  the 
actual  vote,  the  fraudulent  polls  should  \ye  thrown  out  and  the  result  stand  on  the 
unimpeached  polls.  Where  the  election  was  shown  to  be  fraudulent  in  four  of 
the  five  counties  of  a  district,  the  election  should  stand  on  the  result  in  the  fifth 
county. 

McDuffie  vs.  Davidson  (minority  report),  50th  Cong Mobley,  622 

Where  not  specifically  shown  invalid  in  half  the  district,  election  should  stand. 

Where  widespread  fraud  was  shown  in  seven  of  the  nine  counties  in  a  district,  but 
the  testimony  as  to  individual  precincts  did  not  show  a  large  enough  number  of 
votes  affected  to  overcome  all  of  the  majority  returned  for  contestee,  the  committee 
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held  that  the  vote  of  the  two  unimpeached  counties,  and  the  presumption  of  fair- 
ness in  favor  of  the  unassailed  boxes  in  the  other  counties,  must  save  contestee  his 
title  to  the  seat.  Mr.  Houk,  in  a  dissenting  report,  contended  that  three-fourths 
of  the  majority  having  been  overcome  by  an  examination  of  one-fourth  of  the 
boxes,  a  general  conspiracy  being  shown,  and  contestant  having  been  prevented 
from  taking  testimony  in  regard  to  the  other  precincts,  there  was  no  '*  presumption 
of  fairness  in  favor  of  the  unassailed  boxes." 

Chalmers  vs.  Morgan,  Slat  Omg Roweli,  329-433 

When  hold  under  a  law  paiied  by  a  legislature  not  freely  elected,  invalid. 

Where  the  legislature  of  a  Territory  was  found  not  to  have  been  freely  elected  by 
the  people,  put  to  have  been  imposed  upon  them  by  an  armed  invading  force,  the 
seat  of  the  sitting  delegate  was  oeclared  vacant  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  held 
under  a  valid  law,  this  legislature  having  no  power  to  pass  valid  law^s. 

Reeder\8.  WhUfield  (first  case),  34th  Omg 1  Bart.,  203 

Invalid  when  electors  under  duress. 

"Voters  may  voluntarily  stay  away  from  the  polls,  and  they  are  thereby  taken  and 
deemed  to  have  acquiesced  in  what  was  done  by  those  who  are  present.  But  no 
such  presumption  rests  upon  those  who  are  under  duress." 

PigoU,  S7th  Cong 1  Bart. ,  463 

Can  not  well  be  held  under  martial  law. 

"Martial  law  and  militarv  discipline,  if  not  incompatible  with,  are  certainly,  at 
least,  poor  instrumentalfties  for  ascertaining  the  choice  of  freemen." 

McKenzie  vs.  Kitchen,  SSth  Cong 1  Bart,  472 

Void  if  held  under  martial  law. 

*  Any  election  for  a  civil  office  held  under  martial  law,  where  the  qualifications  of 
voters  are  prescribed  by  military  officers,  is  not  such  an  election  as  the  founders  of 
this  Government  intended  should  be  held  under  the  Constitution  which  they 
framed,  and  should  be  declared  void  in  ail  cases  bx^he  Congress  of  the  nation." 

McHenry  vs.  Yeaman  (Mr.  Voorhees),  SSth  Cong Report  70,  pt.  2,  p.  2. 

Failure  to  Hold. 

Where  election  not  held,  votes  that  would  have  been  cast  mot  counted. 

Where  the  law  provided  that  if  the  r^:ularly  appointed  officers  of  election  failed  to 
hold  the  election,  three  freeholders  might  organize  and  hold  the  election,  and  con- 
testant asked  that  votes  be  counted  for  him  that  would  have  been  cast  but  for  the 
failure  of  the  officers  of  election  to  open  the  polls,  the  minority  of  the  committee 
rejected  the  claim,  and  as  it  is  not  mentioned  in  the  majority  report  it  was  proba- 
bly rejected  by  the  whole  committee. 

Sloan  vs.  Rawh  (minority  report),  4Sd  Cong Smith,  161 

"  Outside  polls  "  not  legally  organised  not  counted. 

**The  national  law  provides  a  way  in  the  election  of  Congressmen  and  Presidential 
electors  by  which  persons  having  the  right  to  vote  can  make  that  right  available 
to  them  vrhen  it  is  denied  them  at  the  r^ular  poll."  Where  persons  did  not  pur- 
sue this  course,  but  organized  irregular  ** outside  polls"  in  aadition  to  those  pro- 
vided by  law,  the  committee  refused  to  count  the  votes.  The  minority  held  that 
the  so-called  outside  polls  were  regularly  organized  by  the  electors  present,  under 
the  law  of  Arkansas,  and  were,  strictly  speaking,  the  only  legal  polls.  The 
minority,  however,  proposed  to  count  both  polls. 

Gause.y^.  Hodges,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  305,  319 

Two  polls  held,  and  both  counted. 

Where  the  officers  of  election  refused  to  open  the  poll  at  the  proper  time,  and  the 
friends  of  contestant  organized  other  polls,  at  which  they  cast  their  votes,  and  the 
officers  of  election  later  opened  polls  at  the  regular  place,  the  committee  in  one  case 
counted  both  polls,  and  in  the  other  only  the  poll  first  opened.  In  case^,  however, 
where  the  friends  of  contestant  simply  declined  to  vote,  their  votes  were  not 
counted. 

Patterson  vs.  Carmack,  66th  Cong Report  895 
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Bnt  one  lawfdl  olootioii  oan  be  hold  at  tho  lamo  timo  and  plaee. 

There  can  be  but  one  lawful  election  held  at  the  same  time  and  same  place  for  the 
same  office.  It  is  well  settled  that  there  is  no  law  which  authorizes  electors  who 
believe  that  their  votes  would  not  be  counted  at  the  regular  poll  to  resort  to  hold- 
ing an  election  for  themselves  at  an  outside  poll. 

PaJUerson  vs.  Cannock  {minority  report) ,  55th  Cong Report  895,  pt  2,  p.  2 

Failure  to  open  polli  not  neoeiiarily  fatal  to  whole  eleotion. 

Unless  the  failure  to  open  polls  can  be  traced  to  contestee,  or  it  appears  that  such 
failure  was  the  result  of  a  design  on  the  part  of  his  political  supporters  to  deprive 
legal  voters  of  an  opportunity  to  vote  for  contestant,  it  will  not  oi  itself  justify  the 
•  oraering  of  a  new  election. 

Smallsya.  Elliott,  50thC<mg Mobley,  672 

If  organiied  by  eleoton,  under  the  law,  valid. 

Where  it  was  provided  that  if  the  regularly  appointed  officers  of  election  do  not 
appear  before  9  o'clock  any  three  electors  may  hold  the  election,  and  the  regular 
officers  not  appearing  the  electors  held  the  election  under  the  law,  but  the  regular 
officers  openea  another  poll  after  9  o'clock,  held  that  only  the  votes  cast  at  the 
first  poll  should  be  counted.  / 

McDuffie  vs.  Daindsouy  60th  Cong Mobley,  596 

Where  the  Federal  polls  were  not  opened,  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the  managers 
to  act,  but  the  electors,  under  the  law,  improvised  an  election  board  and  cast  tlieir 
votes,  the  committee  unanimously  counted  the  vote. 

Murray  vs.  EUiott,  54th  Cong Report  1567 

Union  voten  organiie  under  the  law,  no  remedy. 

Where  the  officers  of  election  in  certain  precincts  hold  no  election  and  the  voters 
neglect  to  exercise  their  right  to  organize  and  hold  the  election,  the  votes  that 
would  have  been  cast  can  not  be  counted,  nor  can  the  general  result  be  affected. 

Bradley  vs.  ISlemmiSy  4f>th  Cong 1  Ells.,  312 

Where  no  election  is  held  votes  can  not  be  counted. 

Featherston  ys.  Cate,  5l8t  Cong Rowell,  111 

Eleetori  deolining  to  vote,  remit  not  alTected. 

Where,  in  consequence  of »  dispute  over  the  ejection  of  a  person  claiming  to  be  an 
election  officer,  some  members  of  one  party  refused  to  vote,  but  they  could  have 
vote<i  and  were  encouraged  to  vote,  and  there  was  no  definite  proof  of  their  num- 
ber, the  committee  held  that  the  result  could  not  be  affected. 

Myers  vs.  MoJfeU,  4Ifft  Cong 2  Bart,  570 

By  Ballot  {see  also  Ballots,  secrecy  of). 

Eleotion  "by  ballot"  impliei  a  seoret  ballot# 

Where  the  election  is  required  to  bebv  ballot  it  is  intended  '*  to  insure  to  each  elector 
the  privilege  of  a  secret  vote,"  and  he  can  not  be  compelled  to  disclose  the  name  of 
the  candidate  for  whom  he  voted.  Without  such  disclasure  it  would  be  in  vain  to 
inquire  into  his  qualificiitions  with  a  view  to  purge  the  polls. 

Easton  vs.  Scott  (committee,  overruled  Iry  House) ,  14th  Cong C.  and  H.,  276 

Viva  vooe  eleotion  illegal  when  required  to  be  by  ballot 

Where  the  election  was  required  to  be  by  ballot  and  the  officers  sworn,  held  that  the 
votes  cast  at  an  election  rha  voce,  held  by  fewer  officers  than  the  law  required,  and 
they  not  sworn,  rejected  by  the  county  returning  board  and  a  return  of  lliem  irr^- 
ularly  forwarded  to  the  governor,  and  by  him  counted,  should  be  rejected. 

Easton  vs.  Scoit,  14th  Cong C.  and  IL,  276 

Where,  on  account  of  the  failure  of  the  election  officers  to  hold  an  election,  the  elect- 
ors (lid  not  vote  by  ballot,  but  organized  and  expressed  their  preference  viva  voce, 
held  that  such  election  could  not  be  considered. 

Smithxs,  Shelley,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  32 
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Viva  Voce  (and  see  all  early  cases  from  Virginia  and  Kentucky. ) 

Votes  of  deaf  and  dnmb  received. 

By  the  constitution  and  laws  of  Kentucky  all  votes  were  to  be  given  ''personally  and 
publicly  rim  voce."  Votes  had  been  cast  by  persons  who  were  deaf  and  dumb, 
but  were  intelligent  and  could  read  and  write.  Of  course  they  could  not  literally 
vote  "Wrrt  voce.**  The  Kentucky  senate  had  (in  the  case  of  Williamsand  Mason, 
printed  in  C  and  H.,  802-811)  rejected  such  votes,  and  the  committee  at  first,  by  a 
majority  vote,  rejected  them,  but  subsequently  reconsidered  the  decision  and 
allowed  the  uotes. 

Letcher  vs.  Moore,  ^Sd  Cong C.  and  H.,  751,  826 

By  General  Ticket  {see  also  Election  laws..) 

By  genezml  tioket,  valid. 

The  majority  of  the  committee  held  that  the  provision  of  the  apportionment  act  under 
the  Sixth  Census  requiring  that  Representatives  should  be  elected  by  districts  was 
void  because  it  could  not  l>e  executed  of  itself  and  Congress  had  no  power  to  com- 
mand the  State  legislatures  ^o  pass  the  regulations  necessary  for  its  enforcement. 
The  minority  held  that  it  was  a  valid  alteration  of  the  election  laws  of  the  States, 
and  that  if  the  election  laws  as  so  altered  could  not  be  enforced  without  further 
legislative  regulations,  the  command  to  the  legislatures  to  enact  such  regulations 
came  from  the  wonls  of  the  Constitution  and  not  from  the  law  of  Congress.  Four 
States  had  electe<l  their  Representatives  by  general  ticket,  and  the  majority  held 
that  these  elections  were  valid,  the  minority  that  they  were  void.  The  House, 
without  sustaining  the  reasoning  of  either  report,  retained  the  sitting  members  in 
their  seats. 

Af embers  elected  by  general  ticket ,  S8th  Cong 1  Bart. ,  47-69 

The  fact  that  members  were  elected  by  general  ticket  instead  of  by  districts,  held 
not  to  invalidate  their  election. 

Phelps  and  Cavanaugh,  36th  Cong I  Bart.,  249 

Time  op  Holding  {see  also  Irrbqularities  in  hours  op  holding  election). 

Held  on  wrong  day,  invalid. 

The  committee  held  that  if  the  allegation  that  an  election  had  been  held  on  a  different 
day  from  that  required  by  law  had  been  sustained  the  election  would  have  ])een 
void;  but  under  a  proper  interpretation  of  the  law  it  had  been  held  on  the  right 
day,  and  waj3  legal. 

Tennessee  election,  4^d  Cong Smith,  3 

Where  the  election  in  a  precinct  was  held  the  day  before  the  legal  day,  the  com- 
mittee threw  out  the  vote. 

Manzanares  vs.  Luna,  48th  Cong Mobley,  63 

Provisions  prescribing,  mandatory. 

"It  will  not  be  pretended  that  the  proper  construction  of  an  act  of  Congress  is  to  be 
determined  by  the  voters  of  a  j>articular  district.  The  provisions  of  law  which  fix 
the  time  and  place  of  holding  elections  are  mandatory.  As  to  the  time  of  election, 
the  day  can  not  he  changeti  even  l)y  the  consent  of  all  the  voters  (McCrarv,  sec.  114). 
Ignorance  of  the  proi)er  time  or  a  mit^understanding  of  the  law  on  the  part  of  a 
portion  of  the  electors  will  not  deprive  those  who  do  understand  the  law  and  who 
so  act  upon  the  day  prescribed  by  law  from  their  right  to  vote  and  control  the 
election." 

Patterson  vs.  Belford,  45th  Cong 1  Ells.,  59 

Not  ordinarily  to  be  changed  by  general  consent. 

"It  is  no  doubt  the  rule  of  the  law  in  regard  to  elections  that  the  expressed  will  of  the 
people  shall  be  followed  if  it  be  reasonably  practicable  to  construe  legal  provisions 
so  as  to  carry  it  out.  It  has,  however,  never  lx»en  claimed  that  iinolficial  commit- 
tees of  political  parties  could  abrogate  the  official  proclamations  of  State  officers,  or, 
in  the  presence  of  such  official  notice  to  the  contrary,  condense  two  elections  into 
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one.    In  order  to  do  this  it  would  be  necessary  to  find  that  the  law  was  clearly  in 
accord  with  the  action  of  the  people  contrary  to  the  proclamation,  and  that  the 
people  themselves  clearly  intended  at  that  time  to  make  their  action  final  and 
conclusive." 
PaUer8on\9.  Belford  (Mr:  Cox),  4Sth  Ccmg 1  Ells.,  72 

Members  oan  not  lit  in  two  Congreiies  on  same  election. 

Where  Representatives  were  elected  to  Congress  in  anticipation  of  the  restoration  of 
the  right  of  representation  to  the  State,  and  that  right  became  effective  while  the 
Fortieth  Congress  was  still  in  session,  and  the  claimants  were  admitted  to  that  Con- 
gress, it  was  held  that  they  could  not  under  the  same  election  be  admitted  to  seats 
m  the  Forty-first  Congress. 

Georgia  cases,  41st  Cong. 2  Bart.,  596 

In  Iowa,  on  day  Of  Presidential  election. 

The  committee  found  that  under  the  constitution  and  laws  of  Iowa  (in  force  in  1860) 
the  day  of  the  Presidential  election  was  the  legal  day  for  holding  elections  for  Rep- 
resentatives in  Congress  in  the  years  when  there  was  a  Presidential  election. 

Byington  vs.  Vandever,  S7th  Cong 1  Bart.,  396 

In  West  Virginia,  in  August. 

The  old  code  of  West  Virginia  fixed  the  election  of  Representatives  in  Congress  on 
the  same  day  with  the  general  election,  viz,  the  fourth  Thursday  in  October. 
The  constitution  of  1872  was  submitted  to  the  people  on  August  22,  1872,  for  rati- 
fication, and  in  a  schedule  it  was  provided  that  at  the  same  time  and  places  an 
election  should  be  held  "for  senators  and  members  of  the  house  of  dele^tes,  and 
all  officers,  executive,  judicial,  county,  or  district,  rec^uired  by  this  constitution  to 
be  elected  by  the  people."  After  1872  general  elections  were  to  be  held  on  the 
se<H>nd  Tuesday  in  October.  Congressional  elections  were  held  both  on  August  22 
and  on  the  fourth  Thursday  in  October.  A  majority  of  the  committee  were  of  the 
opinion  that  the  October  election  was  valid;  a  minonty  held  that  the  Congressional 
election  was  attached  to  the  general  election  and  that  the  election  of  August  22, 
1872,  was  a  general  election.  Another  minority  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  elec- 
tion of  August  22  was  a  special  election,  and  that  the  Congressional  election  should 
have  been  held  on  the  second  Tuesday  in  October,  the  day  provided  for  holding 
general  elections  in  the  future.  The  Iiouse  admitted  the  claimants  elected  at  the 
August  election. 

^airvSrti,;::}^''^-^ : s^ith,  108-130 

In  Colorado,  according  to  section  85,  Revised  Statutes. 

**The  act  of  March  3,  1875,  which  modified  the  twent3r-fifth  section  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  so  as  not  to  apply  to  any  State  whose  constitution  must  b*  amended  in 
order  to  effect  a  change  01  the  election  of  State  officers  in  such  States,  in  no  way 
related  to  the  State  of  Colorado." 

Patterson  vs.  Belford,  45th  Cong 1  Ells. ,  55 

"If  Congress  could  confer  on  any  other  body  power  to  repeal  an  act  of  Congress,  in 
its  discretion,  tind  if  such  boay  should  fail  or  refuse  to  make  the  repeal,  the  act 
would  continue  in  force,  just  as  if  the  authority  had  not  been  given."  If  it  be 
conceded  that  the  constitutional  convention  of  Colorado  had  power  to  fix  the  time 
for  the  election  of  a  Representative  in  Congress  by  virtue  of  the  enabling  act,  yet 
the  said  convention  not  having  exercised  that  power,  the  act  of  Congress  fixing 
the  election  in  November  must  stand  and  be  applicable  to  the  State  of  Colorado. 

Patterson  vs.  Belford,  4oth  Cong 1  Ells.,  57 

In  Colorado,  November  7,  1876. 

The  committee  found  that  under  the  Constitution  and  statutes  of  the  United  States 
the  enabling  act  admitting  the  State  of  Colorado,  and  the  constitution  of  that  State, 
the  legal  time  for  holding  an  election  for  Representative  in  the  Forty-fifth  Con- 
gress was  November  7,  1876,  and  that  the  candidate  receiving  the  majority  of  the 
votes  cast  on  that  day  w'as  elected.  The  minority  found  that  the  U^al  day  was 
October  3,  1876.  Mr.  Cox,  in  a  dissenting  report,  held  that  no  legal  election  had 
been  held  or  could  be  held  without  further  legislation  by  the  State  legislature. 

Patterson  vs.  Belford,  45th  Cong 1  Ells.,  52-73 
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Iowa  excepted  from  section  25,  Beviied  Statutes. 

The  committee  held  that  the  State  of  Iowa  was  within  the  exception  created  by  sec- 
tion 6,  chai>ter  130  of  the  acts  of  1875,  excepting  from  the  provisions  of  section  25 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  (fixing  Congressional  elections  in  November)  those  States 
**  whose  constitution  must  be  amended  in  order  to^  effect  a  change  in  the  day  of 
election  of  State  officers  in  said  State/'  and  that  the  election  held  in  October,  1878, 
was  legally  so  held. 

Holmeaarid  Wihrn^  46th  Omg 1  Ells.,  329-344 

In  State  in  Rebellion. 

Claimant  admitted. 

Where  the  loyal  citizens  of  a  State  in  rebellion  cast  their  votes  for  Representatives  in  ^ 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  and  a  claimant  showed  that  he  had  received 
some  2,000  votes — all  that  were  cast  in  his  district — and  that  there  was  no  such 
armed  force  in  possession  of  the  district  as  to  prevent  the  loyal  citizens  from  vot- 
ing, he  was  admitted  to  his  seat. 

aements,  S7th  Omg 1  Bart.,  367 

Where  the  election  was  held  in  form  of  law  in  three  counties,  containing  a  little  over 
one-fourth  of  the  population  of  the  district,  but  the  rest  of  the  district  was  within 
the  rebel  lines,  the  committee  came  to  no  conclusion,  but  the  House  admitted  the 
claimant.  . 

Segar  {second  c(ue)f  S7th  Cong ^ 1  Bart.,  414 

Claimant  not  admitted. 

Where  the  State  was  in  rebellion,  and  the  only  legal  votes  claimed  to  have  been  cast 
in  the  district  for  Representative  in  Congress  were  10  votes  in  one  precinct,  and 
these  votes  were  not  c^ist  in  form  of  law,  and  what  purported  to  be  the  return  was 
not  certified  or  properly  proved,  the  claimant  was  not  admitted. 

l^on,  37th  Cong 1  Bart.,  368 

Where  the  whole  district,  except  one  precinct,  was  in  the  armed  occupation  of  rebels, 
and  the  election  in  that  precmct  was  not  held  in  accordance  with  law,  the  claimant 
was  refused  admission.  If  the  loyal  voters  of  the  district  could  have  freely 
expressed  their  choice,  the  committee  would  not  have  held  the  election  invalid 
because  the  law  was  not  complied  with.  But  most  of  the  voters  had  no  oppor- 
tunity for  voting  or  knowled^  of  the  election  and  could  not  be  held  to  have  acqui- 
esced in  the  result,  for  "acquiescence  presumes  liberty  to  protest.  In  this  instance 
that  liberty  did  not  exist." 

Beach,  S7th  Cong 1  Bart,  395 

Where  nearly  all  the  district  was  in  armed  occupation  by  the  rebels  and  there  was 
no  formal  election  anywhere,  but  a  few  citizens  signed  a  paper  favoring  claimant 
for  Coi^ess,  he  was  refused  admission. 

Foster,  S7th  Cong 1  Bart.,  425 

Where  the  election  was  held  under  the  proclamation  of  military  officers,  prescribinff 
different  qualifications  for  voting  than  those  prescribed  by  the  con  itution  ana 
laws  of  the  State,  and  many  of  the  forms  of  law  were  not  observed  and  the  elec- 
tion could  only  be  held  in  four  of  the  eleven  counties,  the  claimants  were  not 
admitted. 

McCloud  and  Wing,  37th  Cong 1  Bart.,  455 

Where  the  whole  district  was  in  the  possession  of  the  contending  armies  and  only  a 
few  precincts  were  so  situated  that  votes  could  be  cast  in  them,  and  the  only  proof 
possible  of  the  votes  cast  at  these  were  unsworn  statements  and  letters,  the' claim- 
ant was  not  admitted. 

Hawkins,  37th  Cong 1  Bart.,  466 

Where  the  election  was  held  in  only  two  of  the  nine  counties  of  the  district  and  at  a 
time  different  from  that  fixed  by  the  governor,  the  claimant  was  not  admitted. 

McKenzie,  37th  Cong 1  Bart,  -160 
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Where  the  counties  in  which  the  election  was  held  containod  a  little  less  than  half 
the  territory  and  population  of  the  district,  and  parts  of  some  of  these  counties 

.  were  still  disputed  territory,  so  that  elections  could  not  be  freely  held,  the  claim- 
ant was  not  admitted. 

McKemie  vs.  KUcheny  S8th  Cong 1  Bart.,  468 

"Where  the  vote  actually  polled  was  such  a  minority  of  the  whole  vote  that  it  could 
not  be  determined  that  the  person  selected  by  that  minority  was  the  choice  of  the 
whole  district,  and  the  absent  majority  were  not  voluntanly  staying  away  from 
the  polls,  but  were  kept  away  by  force,  then  no  such  selection  thus  made  could  be 
treated  as  an  election.^' ' 

Segar,  38th  Cmg 1  Bart.,  579 

Where  the  election  had  been  suppressed  in  nineteenth-twentieths  of  the  district  by 
the  orders  of  the  military  governor,  enforced  by  the  troops  under  his  command, 
the  committee  held  that  the  few  votes  cast  in  "the  remainder  of  the  district  could 
not  constitute  an  election.  They,  however,  strongly  condemned  the  action  of 
the  military  governor. 

Field,  38th  Cong 1  Bart.,  581 

Beoonstruetion  by  military  authoritiei. 

The  majority  favored  and  the  minority  opposed  the  admission  of  claimants  elected 
in  pursuance  of  a  reorganization  of  the  State  government,  initiated  and  partly 
directed  by  the  military  authorities.    The  cases  were  not  reached  by  the  House. 

Bonanzo,  Fields ^and  Mann,  38th  Cong <2  Bart  *  1-16 

ELECTION  LAWS  (see  also  United  States  Supervisors  and  Registration  Laws). 

Power  of  Congreii  to  alter  State  election  lawi  for  Congreiiional  eleotionB. 

**The  privilege  allowed  Congress  of  altering  State  regulations  or  of  making  new  ones, 
if  not  in  terms,  is  certainly  in  spirit  and  design,  dependent  and  contingent.  If  the 
l^slatures  of  the  States  fail  or  refuse  to  act  in  the  premises,  or  act  in  such  a 
manner  as  will  be  subversive  of  the  rights  of  the  people  and  the  principles 
of  the  Constitution,  then  this  conservative    power   interposes,   and  upon  the 

f)rinciple  of  self-preservation,  authorizes  Congress  to  do  that  which  the  State 
egislatures  ought  to  have  done.'*  The  committee  argued  that  it  was  never 
intended  that  Congress  should  use  its  power  except  in  these  contingencies,  but 
conceded  that  the  power  existed  without  reference  to  them. 

Members  elected  by  general  ticket,  28th  Cong 1  Bart. ,  49-52 

While  Congress  possesses  the  power  to  alter  the  regulations  of  the  States  in  regard  to 
elections  of  Senators  and  Representatives,  it  ha«  no  power  to  command  the  State 
l^islatures  to  make  such  regulations,  and  any  attempted  alteration  by  Congress 
which  can  not  be  carrieil  into  effect  except  by  auxiliary  State  legislation  is  void. 

Members  elected  by  general  ticket,  28th  Cong 1  Bart.,  52 

An  alteration  of  the  State  election  laws  made  by  Congress  becomes  a  part  of  the  laws 
of  the  States,  and  has  the  same  validity  as  if  made  by  the  legislatures  themselves. 
If  the  laws  as  so  altered  can  not  be  executed  without  further  regulations,  the  State 
legislatures  are  commanded  by  the  Constitution,  and  not  by  the  law  of  Congress, 
to  enact  such  regulations. 

Members  elected  fry  general  ticket  {minority  report),  ^8th  Cong I  Bart.,  61-63 

Lawi  of  Congpreii  engprafted  on  State  laws. 

"From  the  moment  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  Congress  [fixing  elections  in  Novem- 
ber] it  became  and  was  engrafte<l  upon  the  statutes  of  every  State  in  the  Union, 
and  it  required  no  auxiliary" State  legislation  to  give  effect  to' the  national  statute. 
But  the  election  laws  of  the  several  States  which  fixed  the  places  and  prest^ribed 
the  manner  of  such  elections  were  notaffect€<l,  altered,  or  repealed;  and  the  national 
statute  fixing  the  time  and  the  State  statutes  fixing  the  places  and  prescribing  the 
manner  of  holding  the  Congressional  elections  formed  a  complete  election  machin- 
ery for  the  election  of  Representatives  in  Congress." 

Patters(m  vs.  Belford,  4Sth  Cong 1  Ells.,  58 
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State  laws  for  Congressional  elections  do  not  beoome  Federal  laws. 

State  ejection  laws  do  not  become  Federal  laws  when  Representatives  in  CJongress 
are  elected  under  them.  **Such  an  idea  is  wholly  repugnant  to  the  Constitution; 
which  expressly  "provides  that  the  States  may  make  laws  for  the  election  of  Con- 
gressmen, while  Congress  may  make,  alter,  or  amend  them." 

Lynch  vs.  Chalmers  {minority  report),  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  378 

Starts  laws  must  not  be  snob  as'  to  prevent  tbe  execntion  of  tbe  United  States  super- 
visors law. 

The  United  States  supervisors  law  was  enacted  by  Congress  in  pursuance  of  its  con- 
stitutional power  to'  make  regulations  as  to  the  times,  places,  and  manner  of  hold- 
ing elections  for  Representatives  in  Congress,  of  to  alter  State  regulations  on  these 
subjects.  From  the  moment  of  the  enacting  of  these  provisions  ( Febniary  28, 
1871)  they  became  a  part  of  the  election  law  of  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  over- 
riding all  opposing  State  statutes  made  or  to  be  made  by  the  State,  and  the  passage 
of  the  State  law  of  April  20,  1876,  authorizing  an  alderman ic  count,  so  far  as  it 
provided  for  the  taking  of  the  final  count  of  the  votes  for  the  Representative  in 
Congress  out  of  the  supervision  and  s<^irutiny  of  the  United  States  sui)ervisor8  of 
election,  was  an  evasion,  if  not  a  nullification,  of  the  Federal  law.  After  Congress 
had  provided  for  the  appointment  of  two  supervisors  of  election  for  each  voting 
place,  and  had  required  such  officers  to  count  the  vote  for  liepresentative  in  Con- 
gress, and  to  remam  with  the  ballot  boxes  until  the  count  was  wholly  completed 
and  the  certificates  made  out,  it  is  not  competent  for  any  State  to  provide  another 
board  of  canvassers,  who  may  take  possession  of  the  ballot  boxes,  exclude  the 
Federal  officers,  anci  secretly  count  the  votes,  and  declare  a  different  result. 

Dean  ye.  Field,  45th  Cong 1  Ells.,  194 

United  States  supervisors  law  not  an  alteration  of  State  laws. 

The  United  States  supervisors  law  was  not  enacted  by  Congress  in  pursuance  of  its 
power  to  "make  or  alter"  regulations  as  to  the  manner  of  holding  elections  for  Rep- 
resentatives in  Congress.  Under  it  the  manner  of  holding  the  election  is  in  no 
way  regulated.  The  super\isor8  are  appointed  by  the  courts  as  instruments  in 
the  process  of  "enforcing  the  right  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  to  vote  in  the 
several  States."  They  are  not  managers  of  an  election,  but  guardians  and  scruti- 
nizers  of  an  election  managed  by  others,  officers  of  the  States.  Their  duties  are 
confined  to  the  day  of  election,  and  the  places  of  holding  an  election,  and  a  stat- 
ute providing  for  a  subsequent  recount  by  a  board  of  aldermen  is  not  an  interfer- 
ence with  the  performance  of  their  duties,  and  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  Fed- 
eral law. 

Dean  vs.  Field  (minority  report),  45th  Cong 1  Ells.,  221 

Election  law  of  Soatb  Carolina  condemned. 

In  regard  to  the  South  Carolina  election  law  approved  March  1,  1870,  the  committee 
said:  "The  law  under  which  the  election  was  held  seems  to  be  well  calculated  to 
cover,  if  not  to  encourage,  fraud,,  inasmuch  as  it  neither  requires  registration  of  the 
voters  nor  a  public  canvass  of  the  votes  at  the  close  of  the  polls,  but  allows  the 
managers  of  each  precinct,  or  one  of  them,  to  retain  possession  of  the  boxes  con- 
taining the  ballots  uncounted  for  three  days,  at  the  end  of  which  time  they  are 
required  to  deliver  them  over  to  the  commissioners  of  election  for  their  county, 
together  with  the  poll  list,  and  these  latter  officers  mav  retain  the  boxes  for  ten 
days  longer  before  making  the  canvass.  But  the  committee,  having  no  power  over 
the  law,  must  content  itself  with  simply  calling  attention  to  it." 

McKimck  vs.  Wallace,  42d  Cong Smith,  99 

Held  unconstitutional. 

The  provision  of  the  election  law  of  South  Carolina  which  provides  for  several  ballot 
boxes,  distinguished  from  each  only  b}r  the  labels,  and  tnat  no  ticket  found  in  the 
wrong  box  shall  l)e  count^^d,  is  practically  an  educational  test,  and  is  hence  in 
direct  violation  of  the  constitution  of  the  State. 

MUler  vs.  Elliotl,  51st  Cong Rowell,  515 

Validity  of  Mississippi  constitution  not  decided. 

Contestants  claimed  that  section  241  of  article  12  of  the  constitution  of  Mississippi, 
adopted  in  1892,  was  void,  as  being  in  conflict  with  the  Federal  Constitution  and  of 
the  act  of  Congress  of  February  23,  1870,  by  which  Mississippi  was  readmitted  to 
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repreeentation  in  CongresB.  The  committee  reported:  ^^As  the  committee  are  of 
the  opinion  that  a  decision  that  the  constitation  of  Mississippi  was  invalid  would 
not  necessarily  deprive  the  State  of  Mississippi  of  representation  in  Congress,  they 
do  not  attempt  to  decide  said  question." 

Newman  vs.  Spencer,  54th  Cong Report  1536 

Railiff  vs.  Wutiarm,  54th  Cong Report  1537 

Brovm  vs.  AUen,  54ih  Cong Report  1538 

Eleotion  law  of  New  Tork  constitutional. 

Contestant  claimed  that  the  eleotion  law  of  New  York  requiring  a  candidate  for  Con- 
gress to  be  nominated  by  a  party  convention  or  1^  petitioned  for  by  a  certain  per 
cent  of  the  voters  before  having  his  name  printed  on  the  Imllots  was  in  violation 
of  section  1  of  article  14  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  but  the  commit- 
tee said  that  if  this  were  the  case  the  election  laws  of  nearly  all  the  States  Were 

•  unconstitutional.    They  held  the  law  constitutional. 

Qimpbeil  vs.  Miner,  54th  Cong Report  106 

ELECTIVE  FRANCHISE  (see  also  Qualifications  of  Electors). 

A  political,  not  a  natural,  right. 

**The  elective  franchise  is  a  political,  not  a  natural,  right,  and  can  only  be  exercised 
in  the  way,  at  the  time,  and  at  the  place  which  may  be  designated  by  law." 

Miller  vs.  Thompson,  Sid  Cong 1  Bart.,  120 

May  bo  withdrawn  by  the  power  which  gave  it. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  had  decided  that  the  portion  of  the  consti- 
tution of  Missouri  prohibiting  persons  from  practicing  law  who  could  not  take  an 
oath  that  they  had  not  committed  acts  of  disloyalty  was  unconstitutional,  as  being 
an  ex  pout  facto  law.  The  committee  held  that  the  same  objection  would  not  apply 
to  the  provision  depriving  these  persons  of  the  right  to  vote,  as  this  provision  was 
not  in  the  nature  of  a  punishment.  '  Suffrage  is  a  political  right  or  privilege  which 
every  free  community  grants  to  such  number  and  class  of  persons  as  it  deems  fittest 
to  represent  and  advance  the  wants  and  interests  of  the  whole.  No  State  grants  it 
to  all  }>ersons,  but  with  such  limitations  as  the  interests  of  all  and  the  interests  of 
the  State  recjuire.  When  once  granted  it  is  not  a  vested,  irrevocable  right,  but  it 
is  held  at  the  pleasure  of  the  powei*  that  gave  it,  and  the  State  may,  by  a  change 
of  its  fundamental  law,  restrict  as  well  as  enlarge  it." 

Burch  vs.  Van  Harn,40th  Cong 2  Bart,  209 

ELECTOR. 

See  Qualifications  op  Electors. 


ELIGIBIIilTT. 

See  Qualifications  of  Rkprksentativks  and  Ineligibility. 

ENABLING  ACT  (see  also  Utah) . 

Belates  back  to  and  legalises  acti  of  Territorial  anthorities. 

**The  act  of  admission  into  the  Union,  upon  being  consummated,  relates  back  to  and 
legalizes  every  act  of  the  Territorial  authorities  exercised  in  pursuance  of  the  orig- 
inal authority  conferred.  As  the  election  of  Members  of  this  House  looks  directly 
to  the  end  in  view  contemplate  by  the  enabling  act  of  Congress,  the  committee 
think  it  entirely  within  the  scoj^  ot  action  conferred  upon  the  people  of  the  Ter- 
ritory, and  should  be  respected  by  Congress.'*  Members  thus  electetl  lx?fore  the 
admission  of  the  State,  and  at  the  election  at  which  the  proposed  constitution  was 
submitted  to  the  people,  were  aiimitted. 

Phelps  and  Cavammgh,  35th  Cong 1  Bart.,  249 
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''ESTOPPEL  (see  also  Agreement,  Admission,  Waiver,  and  Suppression  of 

Evidence). 

Should  not  prevont  inveitigation  of  important  matten. 

*The  principle  of  estoppel  ought  not  to  be  applied  by  the  House  to  prevent  the  inves- 
tigation of  matters  of  public  importance. 

Reedervs,  Whitfield  (firgl  case),  S4th  Cong 1  Bart.,  189 

A  party  can  not  object  to  ovidenoo  introduoed  by  hiniMlf. 

A  tabulated  statement  of  returns,  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  State  to  the  governor, 
having  been  put  in*evidence  by  the  contestant,  he  was  held  by  the  minority  to  be 
bound  by  the  whole  of  it,  and  could  not  be  heard  to  object  to  the  counting  of  cer- 
tain returns  included  in  it,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not  made  by  the  proper 
officers,  though  returns  of  the  same  sort  not  included  in  this  statement  wefe 
rejected. 

Brockenbrotigkya,  CcJbeU  {minority report) . .  .Rept.  No.  36,  Ist sess.  29th  Cong.,  p.  15 

By  swearing  in  of  oonteitee. 

No  sort  of  estoppel  can  arise  from  the  fact  that  contestee  was  sworn  in  with  other 
members  at  tne  beginning  of  the  session. 

Clayton  vs.  Breckinridge,  51«t  Cong Bowell,  692 , 

EVIDENOE. 

Additional. 

Extension  of  time  not  to  be  granted  without  itrong  reaaoni. 

Without  very  strong  reasons  to  show  the  necessity  of  further  proof,  the  right  of  con- 
testing a  seat  in  Congress  would  be  useless  and  nugatory  if  postponements  and 
protracted  appointments  for  taking  additional  evidence  after  the  meeting  of  Con- 
gress should  be  allowed,  especially  when  the  parties  have  already  had  an  equal  and 
sufficient  time  for  taking  testimony. 

Newland  vs.  Graham,  '24th  Cong 1  Bart.,  6 

Applioationa  for  extension  of  time  looked  npbn  with  disfavor. 

"The  House  has  always  discountenanced  propositions  which  favor  delay  in  contro- 
verted elections,  for  the  reason  that  this  course  is  harassing  and  vexatious  to  the 
rightful  claimant,  and  encourages  parties  to  look  for  compensation  in  proportion 
to  their  address  in  prolonging  the  contest,*  while  at  the  same  time  inducements  are 
multiplied  for  the  prosecution  of  contests  upon  frivolous  grounds." 

Williamson  vs.  Sickles  {minority  report),  36th  Cong 1  Bart,  296 

Extension  of  time  by  agpreement  of  parties  discouraged. 

"One  purpose  of  the  statutes  of  the  United  States  above  cited  (in  regard  to  the  time 
of  taking  testimony)  was  to  compel  parties  to  a  contested  election  seasonably  to 

Prepare  their  case,  so  that  it  might  have  an  early  determination  by  the  House, 
he  practice  which  has  arisen  of  permitting  parties  by  agreement  between  them- 
selves to  postpone  the  time  of  taking  testimony  without  anv  previous  authority  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  or  any  express  ratification  of  it  by  the  House,  is  an 
indefensible  one,  and  has,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  been  carried  too 
far.  *  *  *  It  may  happen,  indeed,  that  from  unforeseen  causes  an  extension  of 
time  may  be  necessary,  and  the  House  of  Representatives  may  not  be  in  session, 
and  therefore  no  previous  application  can  be  made  to  it,  but  in  such  cases,  if  the 

Earties  agree  to  an  extension  of  time,  the  agreement  should  be  in  writing,  signed 
V  the  parties  or  their  attorneys,  and  application  should  be  at  once  made  to  the 
House  of  Representatives  when  in  session  for  a  ratification  of  such  greement. 
The  evils  resulting  from  permitting  the  parties,  at  their  own  convenience,  to  regu- 
late the  time  of  taking  testimony,  without  regard  to  the  statutes  or  the  public  inter- 

1  It  was  customary  at  this  time  to  allow  the  contestant,  if  unsuccessful,  the  mileage  and  per  diem 
of  a  member  until  the  decision  of  the  contest.  A  sitting  member  or  a  successful  contestant  received 
no  extra  allowance  for  expenses. 
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est,  are  too  serious  and  obvious  to  require  comment.  *  *  *  We  think  it  of 
great  iniportance  in  election  cases  that  parties  should  understand  absolutely  that 
all  agreements  in  contravention  of  the  statutes  of  the  United  States,  in  regard  to 
the  taking  of  testimony,  to  be  considered  at  all  should  be  in  writing,  properly 
signed,  and  made  a  part  of  the  record  itself.  Even  then  the  policy  of  the  law 
requires  that  they  should  not  be  regarded  unless  it  appears  that  they  were  boria 
fide  entered  into  for  an  adequate  and  reasonable  cause  to  be  determined  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  either  before  or  at  the  time  of  deciding  the  election 
case.**  Where  all  the  testimony  was  taken  long  after  the  time,  the  contestant  ^ 
alleging  and  contestee  denying  an  oral  agreement,  the  committee  reported  that 
the  caae  should  be  dismissed.  But  they  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  evi- 
dence, if  considered,  would  not  establish  contestant's  case. 

(y  Hara  vs.  KUchin,  46th  Cong 1  Ells. ,  378-383 

Application  for  extension  of  time  ihonld  be  specific. 

Where  application,  supported  by  affidavits,  waa  made  by  the  sittine  member  for  an 
extension  of  the  time  to  take  testimony,  it  was  refused  on  the  grouna,  among  others, 
that  "the  affidavits  relied  on  are  fatally  defective  in  this,  that  they  do  not  state 
the  names  of  the  witnesses  whose  testimony  is  wanted  nor  the  particular  facts 
which  can  be  proven  by  their  testimony." 

Giddings  vs.  Clark^  4^d  Cong Smith,  94 

An  affidavit  accompanying  an  application  to  take  further  testimony  slwuld  state 
specifically  the  facts  expectetl  to  be  proved,  and  the  witnesses  by  whom  they  are 
to  be  proved.  After  the  committee  has  decided  a^inst  an  application  and  reported 
the  jfrounds  for  its  decision,  it  is  too  late  to  put  m  a  new  application  avoiding  the 
decision. 

Mabson  vs.  Oa/e«,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  11 

Probable  showing  mast  be  made. 

**A  case  should  not  be  reopened  unless  it  appears  to  the  House  that  on  a  new  hear- 
ing the  contestant  would  probably  be  able  to  produce  evidence  which  would  entitle 
him  to  his  seat." 

Thobe\B.  Carlisle,  60th  Cong Mobley,  525 

A  prima  facie  case  for  reopening  not  to  be  rebutted  by  ex  parte  affidavits. 

Where  a  prima  facie  case  is  made  for  the  reopening  of  an  election  case  it  can  not  be 
rebutted  by  ex  parte  affidavits.  But  a  reasonable  showing  having  been  made  by 
contestant,  he  should  be  permitted  to  establish  his  allegations  by  legal  evidence. 

Thobe  vs.  Carlisle  {minority  report) ,  ,50lh  Cong Mobley,  531 

Allegation  that  returns  in  same  handwriting  refuted  by  returns  themselves. 

A  prima  facie  case  for  reopening  made  by  contestant  can  not  be  rebutted  by  ex  parte 
affidavits,  but  where  the  chief  charge  was  that  a  large  number  of  returns  were  in 
the  same  handwriting  and  the  original  returns  were  presented  and  by  their  appear- 
ance effectually  refuted  the  chaise,  their  presentation  w-as  not  of  the  same  charac- 
ter as  a  counter  affidavit  on  a  disputed  question  of  fact. 

Thobe  vs.  Carlisle  {Mr,  RoweU) ,  50th  Cong Mobley,  534 

Beasonable  diligence  required. 

Parties  should  be  bound  by  a  reasonable  rule  of  diligence,  and  unless  it  is  shown  that 
due  diligence  has  been  used  an  application  for  an  extension  of  time  to  take  addi- 
tional testimony  will  be  refused. 

Mabson  vs.  Oates,  47th  Cong ' 2  Ells.,  8 

Where  the  contestant  fails  to  show  due  diligence  in  the  use  of  the  time  allowed  him 
by  statute,  the  committee  is  not  justified  m  allowing  further  time. 

Thobe  vs.  Carlisle^  50th  Cong Mobley,  525 

Contestant  asked  for  leave  to  take  further  testimony,  but  as  he  failed  to  show  that  he 
had  been  reasonably  diligent  in  procuring  testimony  within  the  time,  the  com- 
mittee recommended  that  the  application  he  denied. 

Vanderburg  vs.  Tortgue,  55th  Cong Report,  437 
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Leave  to  take  more  teitimony  refased. 

Contestant  applied  for  leave  to  take  further  testimony  on  the  grounds  stated  in  his 
notice,  ana  one  other,  alleging  that  he  had  been  impelled  in  taking  testimony  and 
his  witnesses  intimidated  ny  his  own  arrest  for  conteinj)t  of  court,  but  the  com- 
mittee refused  the  leave,  as  contestant  had  made  no  attempt  to  take  testimony 
until  the  last  five  days  of  his  time,  and  had  not  Ijeen  arreste<i  until  the  time  had 
expired,  and  was  then  detained  onlv  for  a  few  momenta,  and  as  it  was  very  doubt- 
ful whether  he  could  establish  the  (suctB  alleged  even  if  the  case  were  reoi>ened. 

Campbell  vs.  Miners  54th  Cong Report  106 

Leave  to  serve  ikotioe  denied. 

The  committee  denied  the  application  of  petitioner  for  leave  to  serve  notice  of  con- 
test, on  the  grounds  that  with  reasonable  diligence  notice  could  have  been  served 
in  time;  that  it  did  not  appear  that  there  was  any  substantial  ^und  of  contest, 
and  that  petitioner,  not  being  an  inhabitiint  of  the  State  of  Vii^inia  at  or  near  the 
time  of  the  election,  was  ineligible. 

McDonald  vs.  /orie«,  S^Uh  Cong Report  568 

Infliii&eient  ihowing  made ;  leave  ref aied. 

Where  there  api)eared  to  be  no  reason  for  making  an  exception  of  the  case,  and  it 
appeared  from  contestant's  own  showing  that  if  the  case  were  reopened  the  result 
of  the  contest  would  not  be  different,  the  committee  refused  to  open  the  case  for 
the  taking  of  further  testimony. 

Ilogexa.  Otey,  64ih  Cong Report  1530 

Sitting  member  should  make  stronger  showing. 

Where  contestee  applied  for  time  to  take  further  testimony,  but  did  not  state  the 
names  of  his  informants,  the  sources  of  their  information,  or  the  parties  to  an 
alleged  agreement  sought  to  be  shown,  the  committee  refused  the  leave.  The 
sitting  member,  as  the  one  who  would  be  the  beneficiary  of  the  delay,  should 
make  a  stronger  showing. 

Van  Horn  vs.  Tarsnqfy  64lh  Cong Re(X)rt  365,  pt.  1 

The  minority  favored  reopening  the  case. 

Van  Horn  vs.  Tarsviey,  S4th  Cong Report  355,  pts.  2  and  3 

If  allegation  of  intimidation  of  witnesses  had  been  sustained,  it  would  have  been  good 
ground  for  reopening. 

Where  contestant  asked  for  a  reopening  of  the  case,  and  that  a  subcommittee  be  sent  to 
take  the  testimonv,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  been  prevented  from  taking  it  by 
riotous  and  tumultuous  conduct,  the  committee  stated  that  this  ground,  if  sus- 
tained, would  justify  granting  the  petition,  but  in  this  case  it  was  not  sustained, 
and  they  recommend^  that  the  application  be  denied. 

Hudson  vs.  McAleer^  65lh  Cong Report  354 

Proper  manner  of  procedure  if  Congress  not  in  session. 

**The  committee  are  of  opinion  that  if  either  party  to  a  case  of  contested  election 
should  desire  further  time,  and  Congress  should  not  be  then  in  session,  he  should 
give  notice  to  the  opposite  party,  and  proceed  in  taking  testimony,  and  present  the 
same  and  ask  that  it  be  received,  and,  upon  good  reason  being  shown,  it  doubtless 
w^ould  be  allowed." 

Vallandigham  vs.  CampbeUy  SSth  Cong 1  Bart.,  224 

Extension  of  time  to  take  testimony. 

Where  the  sitting  member  was  notified  that  his  seat  would  be  contested,  on  May  7, 
but  testimony  was  not  taken  by  jwtitioner  until  Octolwr  10-22  and  there  then 
remained  too  little  time  for  the  sitting  meml^er  to  procure  testimony  before  the 
possion  of  Congress,  the  committee  held  that  he  could  not  have  been  exi)ected  to 
take  testimony  until  the  petitioner  had  taken  his,  and  recommended  that  he  be 
given  further  time.  (There  was  no  law  for  taking  testimony  in  force  at  the  time. ) 
But  the  House  refusefl  the  request  and  gave  the  seat  to  the  petitioner. 

Taliaferro  vs.  Hungerford  {first  contest)^  l£th  Cong C.  and  H.,  248 
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Additional  time  granted. 

Where  the  taking  of  testimony  was  interfered  with  by  the  presence  of  the  enemj^'s 
craisers,  further  time  was  granted.  (There  was  no  general  law  in  force  for  takmg 
testimony  at  the  time. ) 

Bassett  vs.  Bayley^  ISth  Cong C.  and  H.,  255 

Case  already  deeided,  extension  unneqessary. 

Where  the  sitting  member  ap[^lied  for  time  to  procure  further  evidence,  but  the  com- 
mittee decided  the  case  in  his  favor  on  the  evidence  already  produced,  the  applica- 
tion was  rejected  as  unnecessary. 

Washburn  vs.  Ripley, .Sl9i  Cong C.  and  H.,  683 

Where  notices  to  take  testimony  insufflcient,  additional  time  gpranted. 

Where  notice  to  take  testimony  was  by  inadvertence  served  on  the  contestee  only 
nine  days,  instead  of  the  required  ten  days,  before  the  taking  of  the  testinionv, 
but  under  such  circumstances  that  it  was  impossible  for  him  to  appear  at  its  tak- 
ing, the  committee  passed  a  resolution  granting  further  time  to  take  testimony. 

Archer  vs.  Alien  {first  report)^  34ih  Cong Report  8 

Application  for  extension  of  time  granted. 

Where  notice  of  contest  and  answer  had  been  served,  but  contestant  gave  no  notices 
to  take  testimony  until  the  time  was  more  than  half  gone,  and  the  sitting  delegate 
had  gone  to  Washington  and  knew  nothing  of  the  testimony,  the  committee  were 
of  the  opinion  that  th^  sitting  delegate  erred  in  not  having  an  attorney  to  repre- 
sent his  interests  in  the  contest  of  which  he  had  been  notifie<l.  But  as  the  ques- 
tion was  "not  simply  what  these  parties  have  done  or  omitted  to  do,  but  ^hat 
was  the  expressed  wish  of  the  people  of  Nebraska,"  the  committee  recommended 
and  the  House  granted  an  extension  of  sixty  days. 

Chapman  vs.  Ferguson,  35th  Cong 1  Bart.,  268 

Where  the  county  canvassers  certified  votes  as  cast  for  "Member  of  Congress" 
instead  of  "Representative  in  Ccmgress,"  and  the  State  canvassers  irt  consequence 
refused  to  determine  the  result  in  the  usual  manner  or  to  issue  certificates  of  elec- 
tion, the  contestant,  believing  that  he  could  not  proceed  under  the  act  of  1851  until 
there  had  been  some  further  determination  of  the  result,  did  not  prosecute  his 
case,  but  on  the  meeting  of  Congress  petitioned  to  be  allowed  time  to  procure  tes- 
timony. The  committee,  without  deciding  whether  or  not  the  case  came  within 
the  act  of  1851,  but  believing  that  contestant  had  procee<ied  in  a  bona  fide  belief 
that  it  did  not,  recommended  that  the  extension  be  granted.  The  minority  held 
that  the  contestant  should  have  proceeded  under  the  law.  The  House  agreed  with 
the  committee  and  granted  the  extension. 

\yillianuon  vs.  Sickles,  36th  Cong 1  Bart. ,  288 

Where  none  of  the  Representatives  from  a  State  had  been  admitted  until  near  the  close 
of  the  first  session,  and  the  contestant  had  not  served  notice  of  contest  on  account 
of  an  understanding  with  contestee,  the  committee  recommended  that  further  time 
be  given  to  serve  notice  and  answer  and  take  testimony.  The  House  took  no 
action. 

Thomas  vs.  Amell,  S9lh  Cong 2  Bart.,  163 

Where  counsel  for  sitting  member  had  been  bribed  by  contestant  to  act  for  him  and 
to  refuse  to  surrender  testimony  in  his  possession,  the  sitting  member  was  given 
further  time  to  take  testimony,  and  part  of  the  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that 
the  act  of  contestant,  which  would  furnish  ground  for  his  expulsion  it  he  were  a 
member,  would  justify  a  refusal  to  permit  him  to  proceed  with  the  contest. 

Bowen  vs.  De  Large,  4^d  Cong Smith,  99 

Where  the  registration,  election,  and  returns  were  fair  and  honest  "in  some  if  not  in 
a  majority  of  the  parishes  of  the  State,"  the  committee  did  not  feel  at  liberty  to 
declare  the  seat  vacant,  though  neither  contestant  had  furnished  sufficient  evidence 
to  establish  his  right  to  the  seat.  The  parties  were  given  time  to  procure  further 
evidence. 

Sheridan  vs.  Pinchback,  43d  Cong Smith,  206 
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Additional  time  refaied. 

Where  five  months  after  the  election  and  three  months  after  the  inception  of  the 
contest,  the  sitting  member  asked  for  time  to  procure  the  poll  books  of  several 
townships,  alleging  that  they  were  irregular,  held  that  he  had  already  had  suf- 
ficient time,  and  the  application  refused. 

EasUmys,  Scott,  14th  Cong C.  and  H.,  282 

The  committee  held  that  the  fact  that  the  sitting  member  was  a  member  of  the  pre- 
vious House  and  in  attendance  on  its  sessions  during  most  of  the  time  that  testi- 
mony was  being  taken  was  no  ground  for  an  application  for  time  to  take  further 
testimony,  as  tlie  law  (of  1851)  plainly  contemplated  that  the  parties  might  be 
represented  by  agents.  The  fact  that  contestant  nad  occupied  the  entire  sixty  days 
was  also  insufficient,  as,  while  the  law  prevented  either  party  from  taking  testi- 
mony in  two  places  at  once,  it  did  not  prevent  both  parties  from  taking  testimony 
at  the  same  time. 

Vallandigham  vs.  CampbeUy  S6th  Cong 1  Bart.,  224 

Where  contestee  applied  for  further  time  to  take  testimony,  on  the  ground  that  the 
contestant  had  introduced  his  testimony  during  the  last  few  days  of  the  sixty  days, 
and  the  most  important  of  it  on  the  last  day,  and  presented  ex  parte  affidavits  to 
show  that  he  could  impeach  and  contradict  this  testimony,  the  committee  held 
that  he  might  have  taken  his  testimony  within  the  time,  especially  aa  he  had  ten 
days*  notice  of  the  witnesses  to  be  examined,  and  recommended  that  no  extension 
of  time  be  allowed,  saying:  **To  ^rantsuch  postponements  and  protracted  appoint- 
ments for  taking  additional  testimony  after  the  meeting  of  Congress,  and  after 
both  parties  have  had  equal  and  sufficient  opportunity  to  present  their  hill  case,  is 
practically  to  nullify  the  law,  to  render  the  right  of  contesting  a  seat  in  Congress 
useless  and  nugatory.  If  such  appHcation  rests  upon  no  stronger  reason  than  the 
laches  of  the  party  making  the  same,  it  should  be  promptly  rejected.  To  do  other- 
wise is  to  disregani  the  rights  of  parties  and  constitutents,  to  trifle  with  the  privi- 
leges of  the  House,  and  to  make  the  labors  of  your  committee  interminable  and 
useless.  It  is  due  to  every  interest  concerned  that  the  rights  in  dispute  should  be 
settled  and  parties  held  to  reasonable  diligence,  under  the  laws  of  the  land,  in  the 
prosecution  and  presentation  of  their  respective  claims."  The  minority  recom- 
mended that  the  application  be  granted,  but  the  House  agreed  with  the  majority, 
and  refused  to  extend  the  time. 

Howard  vs.  Cooper,  S6th  Cong 1  Bart.,  277 

Where  contestant  applied  for  further  time  to  take  testimony,  he  having  taken  none, 
alleging  as  a  Reason  that  there  were  but  two  judges  of  the  district  court  in  the  Ter- 
ritory and  that  one  of  them  was  inaccessible  and  the  other  a  violent  political 
opponent,  but  he  had  given  notice  to  take  testimony  before  a  probate  judge,  and 
no  reason  was  assigned  for  not  doing  so,  the  extension  asked  for  was  refused. 

Gallegos  vs.  Perea,  38th  Cong 1  Bart,,  482 

The  law  of  1861  permitting  both  parties  to  take  testimony  at  the  same  time,  it  was 
not  a  sufficient  ground  for  an  extension  of  time  that  the  contestant  had  occupied 
the  entire  sixty  days,  and  in  this  case,  it  appearing  tliat  the  sitting  member  had 
attended  at  the  taking  of  testimony  only  a  few  minutes  and  had  msuie  no  attempt 
to  take  testimony  himself,  the  application  for  an  extension  of  time  was  refused. 
The  law  allowing  the  House  to  extend  the  time  for  taking  supplementary  testi- 
mony '*  clearly  relates  to  cases  in  which  the  applicant  has  taken  some  evidence." 
*  *  *  "The  policy  of  the  House  has  been  adverse  to  granting  extensions.  Pro- 
crastination in  these  cases  diminishes  the  object  of  the  investigation  and  cheapens 
the  value  of  the  final  decision.  The  law  is  intended  to  furnish  ample  opportunity 
for  taking  testimony.  Parties  should  be  held  to  a  rigid  rule  of  diligence  under  it, 
and  no  extension  ou^ht  to  be  allowed  where  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  had  the 
applicant  brought  himself  within  such  rule  there  would  have  been  no  occasion  for 
the  application." 

Boles  vs.  Edwards,  42d  Cong Smith,  19 

In  a  contested-election  case  the  thing  in  controversy  grows  daily  less,  and  an  exten- 
sion of  the  time  to  take  testimony  is  often  practically  equivafent  to  a  decision  of 
the  case  in  favor  of  the  sitting  member.  **  It  does  not  follow  from  these  consid- 
erations that  a  sitting  meml^r  can  in  no  case  be  allowed  tin  extension  after  the 
time  allowed  by  law  for  taking  testimony  expires,  but  your  committee  thinks  it 
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does  follow  that  no  such  extension  should  ever  be  granted  to  a  sitting  member 
unless  it  clearly  appears  that  by  the  exercise  of  great  diligence  he  has  been  unable 
to  procure  his  testimony,  and  that  he  is  able,  if  an  extension  be  granted,  to  obtain 
such  material  evidence  as  will  establish  his  right  to  the  seat,  or  that  by  reason  of 
the  fault  or  misconduct  of  the  contestant  he  has  been  unable  to  prepare  his  case." 

Giddings  vs.  Clarkf  4Sd  Cong r Smith,  92 

Where  application  was  made  by  the  sitting  member  for  an  extension  of  the  time  to 
take  testimony,  on  the  ground  that  bv  a  combination  among  the  friends  of  con- 
testant to  procure  indictments  of  the  election  officers  and  others  his  friends  had 
been  made  afraid  to  testify,  it  was  refused  on  the  grounds  (1 )  that  it  was  so  late 
in  the  Congress  that  an  extension  would  practically  decide  the  case  in  favor  of  the 
sitting  member;  (2)  the  affidavits  merely  set  forth  the  conclusions  of  the  affiants 
that  certain  indictments  were  malicious,  and  not  the  facts  on  which  the  conclu- 
sions were  based,  and  did  not  assert  that  any  witnesses  had  been  imprisoned  or 
otherwise  placed  beyond  the  reach  of  subpoena;  (3)  it  did  not  appear  that  con- 
testee  had  made  any  attempt  to  take  testimonv;  (4)  no  affidavits  were  produced 
from  the  witnesses  themselves  stating  that  they  had  been  afraid  to  testifv;  (5) 
intimidation  Was  alleged  in  only  part  of  the  district,  and  no  attem{)t  haa  been 
made  to  take  testimony  in  the  remainder,  and  (6)  the  names  of  the  witnesses  and 
the  facts  to  be  proved  were  not  given. 

GiddingsYS.  Clarky4^d  Cong ..'. Smith,  92-94 

Admissibility  op. 

Beferenoe  of  a  paper  does  not  make  it  competent  evidence. 

"The  reference  of  a  paper  is  not  decisive  in  one  way  or  the  other  of  its  competence 
as  evidence.  That  question  is  always  to  be  decidcnl  by  the  committee  and  by  the 
House.'* 

Foster  vs.  Covode  (prima  facie  case,  minority  report,  sustained  by  the  House),  4^st 
Cong 2  Bart,  525 

Hot  taken  within  time  required  by  State  law,  admitted. 

Where  (at  a  time  when  there  was  no  law  of  Ck)ngress  in  force  on  the  subject)  testi- 
mony was  not  taken  by  petitioner  until  four  months  after  he  had  griv3n  notice  of 
his  intention  to  contest,  and  the  testimony  was  objected  to  bv  the  sitting  member 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  taken  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  State  law 
for  contests  in  the  State  legislature,  and  also  that  the  delay  of  four  months  was 
unreasonable,  the  committee  overruled  the  objections. 

Porterjield  \s.  McCoy,  14th  Cong C.  and  H.,  268 

The  rules  of  evidence,  and  of  construction  of  the  Virginia  statutes  regarding  the 
qualifications  of  voters,  as  adopted  in  Porterfield  vs.  McCoy,  adopted  and  applied 
in  the  case  of — 

Loyall  vs.  Newton,  21st  Cong C.  and  H.,  523 

Taken  according  to  State  law,  admitted. 

Where  (at  a  time  when  there  was  no  law  of  Congress  in  force  upon  the  subject) 
notice  was  served  and  depositions  taken  in  accoraance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
State  law,  and  the  depositions  were  similarly  taken  by  both  parties,  upon  due 
notice,  and  in  the  presence  of  representatives  of  both  sides,  the  committee  held 
that  they  should  be  admitted. 

Newland  va.  Graham,  ^4th  Cong 1  Bart.,  6 

Taken  after  the  time  fixed,  rejected. 

Where  the  committee  had  fixed  January  1,  1834,  as  the  time  for  closing  the  taking 
of  testimony,  they  unanimously  decided  to  reject  all  testimony  taken  after  that 
time. 

Letcher  vs.  Moore,  ^3d  Cong C.  and  H.,  750,  826 

Taken  after  the  time,  inadmieiible. 

Where  testimony  had  been  taken  after  the  expiration  of  contestant's  forty  days,  and 
over  the  protest  of  contestee,  the  committee  held  it  to  be  inadmissible,  but  called 
attention  to  the  fact  that  it  would  not  change  the  decision  of  the  case  if  admitted. 

BeUw^.  Snyder,  4Sd  Omg Smith,  257 

H.  Doc.  510 44 


690  DIGEST   OF   CONTESTED   ELECTION   CASES. 

Where  all  the  testimony  was  taken  by  contestant  out  of  time,  against  the  protest  of 
contestee,  and  not  cross-examined,  the  case  should  be  dismissed,  and  if  the  election 
needed  investigation  such  investigation  should  be  undertaken  by  the  House. 

Page  vs.  Pirct  {minority  report) ,  49t}i  Cong Mobley,  476-479 

Taken  out  of  time,  rejected,  even  where  dbjeetioii  waived. 

Contestant  took  testimony  more  than  forty  days  after  the  date  of  service  of  contes- 
tee's  answer  on  him,  claiming  that  the  forty  davs  commenced  to  run  with  the  first 
day  of  taking  testimony.  The  committee  held  that  the  act  approved  March  2, 
1875,  conclusively  showed  that  the  forty  days  commenced  to  run  from  the  day  of  the 
service  of  the  answer.  *  *  The  law  is  intended  to  and  does  furnish  ample  opportunity 
for  taking  testimony  if  ordinary  diligence  is  used,''  and  the  time  should  not  be 
extended  except  for  good  reasons.  In  this  case  no  good  reason  was  shown,  and 
it  appeared  that  contestant  had  in  fact  only  consumed  eighteen  days  in  taking 
testimony.  Contestee  had  cross-examined  the  witnesses,  and  had  only  entered 
objection  after  all  the  testimony  was  taken,  and  had  in  his  oral  ar^ment  expressed 
his  willingness  to  have  it  considered,  but  the  committee,  with  only  one  dissenting 
vote,  excluded  it. 

Bradley  vs.  SlemonSf  4'Sih  Cong .' 1  Ells.,  296 

In  Chief,  in  Time  for  Rebuttal. 

Testimonj  in  ehief  taken  in  time  for  rebuttal  excluded. 

Where  testimony  was  taken  under  a  specification  too  vague  and  uncertain  to  be  good, 
and  was  taken  during  the  last  ten  days  in  a  county  where  contestant  had  taken  no 
testimony  during  his  time  for  taking  testimony  in  chief,  and  the  notices  to  take 
testimony  specihed  that  it  was  to  be  testimony  in  rebuttal,  but  it  was  plainl}^  testi- 
mony in  chief,  and  was  objected  to  at  the  time,  the  committee  rejected  the  testimony 
on  these  two  grounds. 

Bromberg  vs.  Haralson^  44ih  Cong Smith,  364 

Where  a  return  was  recommended  to  be  rejected  for  fraud,  and  only  votes  proved 
aliunde  counted,  the  minority  held  that  votes  proved  by  the  contestant  during  his 
ten  days  for  rebuttal,  no  testimony  having  been  taken  in  regard  to  them  during 
the  taking  of  testimony  in  chief,  or  by  the  contestee,  should  not  be  counted. 

Le  Moyne  vs.  Fbrwell  {minority  report)^  44th  Cong Smith,  423 

Testimony  in  chief  taken  in  the  time  for  rebuttal  should  not  be  considered .    So  of  testi- 
mony which  it  does  not  appear  was  taken  on  due  notice,  and  in  regard  to  matters 
.  not  mentioned  in  the  notice  of  contest. 

BisheeYB.  Finley  {minorUy  tepoH),  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  229,231,242 

Testimony  in  chief  taken  in  the  time  for  rebuttal  ought  not  to  be  received. 

Page  vs.  Pirce  {minority  report) ,  49th  Cong Mobley,  607 

Where  contestant,  during  his  testimony  in  chief,  had  sought  to  establish  the  vote  of 
two  precincts  by  the  testimony  of  United  States  supervisors,  and  contestee  had 
introduced  testimony  to  show  the  correctness  of  the  returns,  and  contestant,  during 
the  time  for  rebuttal,  called  the  individual  voters  to  testify  to  their  votes,  the 
minority  held  that  this  was  testimony  in  chief  taken  in  time  for  rebuttal,  and 
should  be  excluded. 

MiUer  vs.  EUioU  {minority  report) ^  SIst  Cong Rpwell,  573 

Testimony  in  chief  taken  in  time  for  rebuttal  should  not  be  considered. 

McDuffie  vs.  Turpin  (minority  report),  51st  Cong Rowell,  305 

In  ckief,  taken  in  time  for  rebnttal,  protested  against. 

Where  testimony  in  chief  was  offered  during  the  time  for  rebuttal,  "when  the  con- 
testee had  no  opportunity  to  contradict  the  same,''  the  committee  said  that  it 
**was  offered  in  open  violation  of  every  known  principle  of  the  laws  of  evidence, 
and  we  hereby  offer  our  protest  against  such  practice  before  this  committee  in  the 
future.*' 
Lynch  vs.  VandeveTf  60th  Cong , . , , Mobley,  659 
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Testimony  in  chief)  taken  in  time  for  rebnttal,  not  to  be  received  withont  oanse. 

The  rights  of  the  House  under  the  Constitution  are  not  abridged  by  the  act  regulat- 
ing the  manner  of  taking  testimony  in  contested  election  cases,  but  each  Congress 
in  enforcing  those  rights  will  not  depart  from  the  terms  of  the  act  except  for  cause. 
Where  no  reasons  are  presented  for  taking  testimony  in  chief  during  the  time  for 
rebuttal,  the  committee  will  not  consider  such  testimony. 

Posey  vs.  Parrett,  61A  Cong Rowell,  189 

Hot  considered. 

Testimony  in  chief,  taken  in  time  for  rebuttal,  in  regard  to  one  county,  was  not  con- 
sidered by  the  committee. 

TTifliaww  vs.  SMe,  6Sd  Cong Report  337,  p.  16 

Evidence  claimed  to  be  in  chief  was  taken  in  the  time  for  rebuttal.  The  committee 
seems  to  have  considered  it  properly  rebuttal  evidence.  The  minority  strongly 
objected  to  receiving  this  testimony,  and  brought  the  matter  formally  before  the 
House  by  a  motion  to  recommit,  but  the  motion  was  lost  by  a  vote  of  60  to  131. 

Goodwyn  vs.  Cohhy  54th  Cong  . . ., Report  1122 

Testimony  in  chief,  taken  in  time  for  rebuttal,  was  not  considered. 

Aldrich  vs.  Bobbins,  56th  Cong Report  327 

Before  Wrong  Officer,     {See  also  Law  for  taking  Testimony.) 

Taken  before  disqnalified  officer,  inadmissible. 

Where  the  testimony  in  one  county  was  taken  before  a  notary  who  was  a  minor,  the 
minoritv  held  that  it  should  have  been  excluded.  The  majority  did  not  consider 
it,  but  left  the  question  open  whether  it  might  have  been  considered  as  taken 
before  a  de  facto  officer. 

WUliamsyB.  SeiUe,5Sd  Cong Report  337,  pt.  1,  p.  21;  pt.  2,  p.  8 

Before  officer  not  named  in  notice,  not  admitted. 

Depositions  taken  under  the  act  of  1797  were  excluded,  among  other  reasons,  because 
taken  before  magistrates  not  named  in  the  notification  and  not  properly  certified. 

McFhrland  vs.  Purviancey  8th  Cong C.  and  H.,  132 

Knst  be  taken  before  the  officer  named  in  the  notice. 

Where  notice  was  given  to  take  testimony  before  the  chief  justice  of  the  Territory, 
and  it  was  taken  Before  a  judge  of  probate,  the  majority  of  the  committee  were  of 
opinion  that  the  evidence  ought  to  be  rejected. 

Otero  vs.  GallegoSy  34ih  Cong 1  Bart.,  184,  and  Rept.  90,  p.  13  * 

Knst  be  taken  within  the  time  and  before  proper  officer. 

Where  a  deposition  was  taken  a  month  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed 
under  the  law  of  1851,  and  before  a  judge  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  instt^d 
of  before  an  officer  resident  in  the  District,  as  required  by  the  law,  the  committee 
rejected  the  deposition. 

Todd  vs.  Jayne,  S8th  Cong 1  Bart.,  556 

ICay  be  taken  before  probate  jndge. 

The  probate  court  in  Nebt'aska  Territory  is  a  court  of  record,  and  testimony  may  be 
taken  before  a  probate  judge  under  the  act  of  1851. 

Daily  \s,  Estabrook,  S6th  Cong 1  Bart.,  306 

Where  all  testimony  taken  before  ana^thorised  officer,  case  dismissed. 

A  case  was  dismissed  because  the  testimony  of  contestant  was  taken  before  an  officer 
not  authorized  by  law,  without  the  written  consent  of  the  parties.  "It  is  insisted 
that  the  House  of  Representatives,  in  judging  of  the  elections,  qualifications,  and 
returns  of  its  members  is  not  bound  by  the  rigid  rules  of  judicial  procedure.  This 
is  true,  but  applies  only  to  exceptional  cases,  not  provided  for  by  the  *  rules  pre- 
scribed. '  It  would  be  worse  than  idle  to  prescribe  rules  if  they  may  be  willfully  and 
unnecessarily  disregarded.'* 

IMbrandy^.  Aiken,47th  Qmg 2  Ells.,  603 
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Taken  before  officer  not  anthoriied  by  law,  iaadmiasible. 

Depositions  were  held  to  be  inadmissible  because  taken  before  a  county  clerk,  an 
officer  not  authorized  by  law  to  take  them,  and  others  because  taken  in  one  county 
before  a  notary  from  another  county. 

StovellyB.  Cabell,  47ih  Cong 2  Ells.,  668,  674 

Officer  named  in  the  law  derives  anthority  fh»m  it  and  not  ftrom  State  laws. 

Testimony  was  objected  to  because  taken  before  a  mayor  outside  of  the  city  of  which 
he  was  mayor,  the  statutes  of  Indiana  empowering  the  mayor  to  administer  oaths 
only  in  the  city  or  town  of  which  he  is  mayor.  "But  the  committee  were  of  opin- 
•ion  that  the  authority  to  take  these  depositions  was  derived,  not  from  the  statutes 
of  Indiana,  but  from  the  statute  of  the  United  States  already  cited,  the  mayor  of  a 
city  being  one  of  the  persons  designated  in  that  statute  to  take  such  depositions, 
and  that  ne  would  have  been  authorized,  as  such  designated  person,  to  take  these 
depositions  had  the  statutes  of  Indiana  conferred  upon  nim  no  power  to  administer 
oaths.'' 

Washburn  vs.  Voorhces^  39th  Cong 2  Bart.,  56 

The  minority  held  that  the  above  objection  was  good,  but  did  not  press  the  point. 
Washburn  vs.  Voorhees  {minority  rqaort),  S9th  Cong 2  Bart. ,  66 

Testimony  had  been  taken  before  a  notary  resident  of  the  district,  but  not  of  the 
county  in  which  the  testimony  was  taken,  and  not  authorized  by  the  laws  of  Ala- 
bama to  act  in  that  county.  The  committee  held  that  under  the  terms  of  the  act 
of  Congress  any  notary  resident  of  the  district  was  empowered  to  take  any  of  the 
testimony,  and  that  the  authority  of  the  notary  was  derived  from  this  act  and  not 
from  the  State  law. 

The  minority  held  that  he  had  no  power  to  act. 

Aldrich  vs.  RobbiMf  54th  Cong Report  572 

The  same  ruling  made. 

Goodwyn  vs.  Cb66,  54ih  Cong Report  1122 

Taken  before  diflqaaliiled  notary,  received  where  objection  not  made. 

Evidence  was  taken  outside  the  district  before  a  notary  resident  of  the  district,  but 
objection  was  made  on  this  ground  at  the  taking  of  the  testimony  of  onlv  one  wit- 
ness. The  committee  considered  the  testimony  of  the  others.  ^'As  to  the  others, 
the  absence  of  objection  warrants  the  inference  of  consent,  and  their  evidence  is 
legally  before  the  House.'' 

Goodwyn  vs.  Cobb,  64th  Cong Report  1122,  p.  5 

Taken  before  disqualified  notary,  received  when  not  objected  to  in  time. 

Testimony  had  been  taken  in  New  York  County  before  a  notary  who,  by  his  recent 
removal  from  Kings  to  New  York  County,  had  probably  technically  vacated  his 
office,  but  no  objection  to  his  competency  was  entered  until  the  taking  of  testi- 
mony in  rebuttal.  The  committee  held  tlmt  objection  to  the  testimony  in  chief 
was  therefore  waived,  and  considered  it  in  evidence. 

MitchellyB.  Walsh,54ih  Cong Report  1849 

Transcription,  and  Signing  of.« 

Knit  be  written  in  presence  of  magistrate. 

Testimony  which  did  not  appear  to  be  written  in  the  magistrate's  presence  was  not 
received  by  the  House. 

Jackson  vs.  Wayne,  2d  Cong C.  and  H.,  58,  62 

Kntt  be  snbicribed  by  the  witness. 

The  committee  unanimously  adopted  as  a  rule  of  decision  "that  all  depositions  not 
subscribed  by  the  witness  be  excluded  unless  the  certificate  of  a  magistrate  be  suffi- 
cient according  to  the  laws  of  Kentucky."  The  House,  which  discussed  this  case 
in  detail,  does  not  appear  to  have  ruled'  on  the  point 

Letcher  \^  Moore,  gSd  Cong C.  and  H.,  749,  828 
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Hot  signed  by  the  witneii. 

A  deposition  which  the  witness  refused  to  sign  was  disregarded  by  the  committee  on 
this  ground  among  others. 

NoyeB  vs.  Rockwellj  S^d  Cong Stofer,  33 

Written  out  by  one  of  the  partiei,  excluded. 

Under  the  act  of  1797  providing  that  depositions  should  be  reduced  to  writing  in  the 
presence  of  the  parties  or  their  agents,  depositions  written  out  by  one  of  the  parties 
should  be  excUided. 

McFarland  vs.  Pwrviance,  8th  Cong C.  and  H.,  132 

Tampered  with  by  contestant,  ihonld  be  snppreeied. 

Where  the  testimony  ajs  fast  as  transcribed  was  given  into  the  possession  of  one  of  the 
attomevs  for  contestant,  who  made  marginal  suggestions  in  pencil  on  it  chiefly  in 
regard  to  the  spelling  of  proper  names,  and  the  stenographer  afterwards,  in  some 
instances,  corrected  the  testimony  jn  accordance  with  these  marginal  suggestions, 
the  minority  held  that  a  motion  to  suppress  the  testimony  should  have  been  granted. 
(The  majority  had  held  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  depositions  had  been 
in  any  sense  tampered  with.) 

Sesginghaus  vs.  Frosl  {minority  report),  47th  Cong 2  Ells. ,  403 

Teitimony  traneoribed  by  contestant,  and  altered  by  him,  should  be  suppressed. 

The  minority  held  that  the  testimony  of  contestant  should  be  suppressed  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  not  written  out  in  the  presence  of  the  notary,  nor  forwarded  as 
directed  by  law,  but  was  copied  by  contestant  and  his  agents  and  altered  in  such 
a  way  as  to  destroy  its  integrity. 

Mackey  vs.  0'  Connor  {minority  report),  47th  C&ng 2  Ells.,  581^92 

Immaterial  by  whom  transcribed,  if  correctly  done. 

'*  The  provisions  of  the  statute  in  regard  to  the  form  and  manner  of  taking  and  for- 
warding testimony  in  contested-election  cases  are  merely  directory'*  and  the  only 
question  which  the  committee  deemed  it  necessary  to  consider  was  "whether  the 
essential  provisions  of  the  law  had  been  complied  with;  that  is,  had  the  testimony 
of  the  witnesses  been  correctly  reported,  ana  had  that  testimony  been  forwarded 
to  the  House?"  When  the  evidence  was  taken  down  in  shorthand  the  steno- 
graphic notes  were  the  original  evidence  of  what  the  witnesses  deposed,  but  it  hav- 
ing been  agreecL  that  they  should  be  afterwards  transcribed,  it  was  immaterial  how 
or  by  whom  they  were  transcribed,  providing  it  was  correctly  done,  "since  the 
notary  public  accepted  the  work  as  done  by  the  copyists,  and  certified  to  the  same 
as  bemg  the  deposition!  taken  by  him.  The  fact  that  the  contestant  assisted  in 
making  transcripts  of  this  evidence  does  not  detract  from  its  correctness." 

Mackey  ys,  C  Connor,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  566 

Depositions  must  be  written  and  certified  as  required  by  law. 

Depositions  must  be  properly  certified,  and  it  must  appear  that  they  w^ere  reduced  to 
writing  in  the  presence  of  the  proper  officer  or  they  can  not  be  considered. 

Loive  vs.  Wheeler  {minority  report),  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  Ill 

Notices  to  Takb  Testimony. 

Name  of  witness  omitted  from  notice  to  take  testimony. 

Where,  by  clerical  mistake,  the  name  of  a  witness  was  left  out  of  the  list  of  notices 
to  take  depositions,  and  the  depositions  were  taken  too  late  to  renew  the  notice 
and  give  the  required  ten  days'  notice,  and  contestee  insisted  on  his  objection  for 
lack  of  notice  and  rehised  to  cross-examine  the  witness,  the  committee  sustained 
the  objection  and  excluded  the  testimony. 

Dodge  vs.  Brooks,  S9th  Cong 2  Bart.,  83 

Taken  upon  insufficient  notice,  not  admitted. 

Notices  to  take  testimony  under  the  act  of  1797  were  left  at  the  house  of  the  sitting 
member,  but  did  nOt  reach  him  (he  being  at  the  seat  of  government)  in  time  for 
him  to  attend  or  appoint  an  agent.  Notices  were  also  left  with  a  person  who  had 
previously  acted  as  voluntary  aeent  for  the  sitting  member,  but  he  did  not  attend. 
Held,  that  the  depositions  should  be  excluded. 

McFarland  vs.  Purviance,  8th  Cong C.  and  H.,  132 
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Kotlcei  to  take  teitimony  Bhould  ipecifjr  the  namei  of  the  voters  attacked,  and 
the  diflqnaliiLcatloii  charged. 

General  notice  that  testimony  would  be  taken  to  prove  the  disqualification  of  voters 
held  to  be  insufficient.  It  should  have  specified  the  names  of  the  voters,  and  the 
particular  qualifications  they  were  alleged  to  lack. 

Edston  YHi  ScoUy  14th  Cong C.  and  H.,  284 

Taken  on  due  notice  admitted,  though  not    erosB-ezamined. 

When  there  was  no  law  in  force  providing  a  method  of  taking  testimony  in  contested- 
election  cases,  depositions  taken  on  aue  and  reasonable  notice  were  received, 
though  the  sitting  member  had  refused  to  attend  at  their  taking,  believing  the  pro- 
ceedmg  to  be  illegal. 

l\irner  vs.  Baylies,  11th  Corig C.  and  H.,  237 

Where  taken  on  due  notice,  before  officert  anthoriied  to  administer  oaths,  reeeiyed. 

When  there  was  no  law  of  Congress  providing  a  method  of  taking  testimony  in 
contested-election  cases,  and  a  petitioner  in  Virginia  had  taken  testimony  after  the 
analogy  of  the  method  provided  for  contests  in  the  State  legislature,  before  a  com- 
mission appointed  by  the  court,  composed  of  three  justices  of  the  peace  or  notaries 
public,  and  the  sitting  member  had  objected  to  the  testimony  and  refused  to  attend 
at  its  taking,  on  the  ground  that  the  commission,  being  appointed  under  a  law 
providing  for  a  different  class  of  contests,  had  no  authority,  but  had  himself  taken 
testimony  before  two  justices  of  the  peace  in  their  capacity  as  justices,  the  com- 
mittee received  the  testimony  of  l)oth  parties,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  taken 
on  due  notice  and  before  officers  authorized  to  administer  oaths.  (This  case  has 
been  jjenerally  quoted  as  receiving  the  testimony  of  petitioner,  because  taken 
accordmg  to  the  law  providing  for  contests  in  the  legislature;  but  this  question 
seems  not  to  have  been  considered.  The  testimony  taken  by  the  commission  wa^ 
received  because  its  members  were  justices  of.  the  peace,  without  reference  to  the 
question  of  its  authority  as  a  commission. ) 

Loyall  vs.  Newton^  2l8t  Cong C.  and  H.,  522 

Law  for  Taking  Testimony. 

Law  (of  1851)  substantially  complied  with. 

Where  the  sitting  member  took  his  evidence  before  two  justices  of  the  peace,  the 
other  officers  named  in  the  act  of  1851  refusing  to  take  his  evidence,  on  tne  ground 
that  their  other  official  duties  would  not  permit  them  to  do  so,  it  was  held  that  the 
law  was  complied  with.  (The  law  permitted  testimony  to  be  taken  before  justices 
of  the  peace  only  when  no  other  officer  named  in  the  act  resided  in  the  district. ) 

Jfarrwon  vs.  Davis,  S6ih  Cong 1  Bart.,  341 

The  law  of  1851  permitted  testimony  to  be  taken  before  justices  of  the  peace  only 
when  there  were  no  other  officers  named  in  the  law  resident  in  the  district.  In  a 
case  from  Dakota  Territory  contestant  took  his  depositions  before  two  justices  of  the 
peace,  alleging  that  the  only  other  officers  named  in  the  law  were  the  chief  justice  and 
associate  justice  of  the  Territory,  and  that  as  the  families  of  these  officials  were 
domicileu  in  Iowa,  and  they  themselves  only  came  into  the  Territory  to  hold  court, 
they  were  not  residents.  "The  committee  were  of  opinion  that  the  two  justices 
of  the  i)eace,  residents  of  the  Territory,  were  competent  to  take  the  depositions." 

Todd  vs.  Jayne,  SSth  Cong 1  Bart.,  557 

Law  (of  1861)  not  strictly  followed. 

The  act  of  1851  gave  jurisdiction  and  authority  to  justices  of  the  peace  only  in  case 
none  of  the  other  officers  mentioned  in  the  act  were  rasident  in  the  district.  There 
were  at  least  three  such  offic^ers  resident  in  the  district,  but  contestant  had  had 
subpa'nas  ducen  tecum  issued  by  two  justicesof  the  peace,  which  had  not  been  obeyed. 
The  committee  held  that  he  had  taken  no  legal  steps  to  procure  the  testimony. 

(hrrigan  vs.  Thayer,  SSth  Cong 1  Bart.,  576 
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The  chief  justice  of  the  Territory  being  required  by  law  to  be  a  resident  of  the  Terri- 
tory and  being  actually  in  the  Territory  during  part  of  the  time  that  depositions 
.  were  being  taken,  the  minority  held  that  contestant  could  not  take  his  testimony 
before  justices  of  the  peace  on  the  pretext  that  no  other  officers  named  in  the  law 
were  resident  in  the  Territory. 

Tod<l  vs.  Jayne  {minority  report),  SSth  Cong 1  Bart,  '564 

Ex  Parte. 

Testimony  taken  npon  nnreasonable  notice,  and  ex  parte,  rejected. 

Where,  at  a  time  when  there  was  no  law  of  Congress  in  force  providing  a  method  of 
taking  testimony,  a  candidate  was  notified  that,  in  the  event  of  his  being  declared 
elect^,  his  election  would  be  contested,  and  that  depositions  would  be  taken  at 
certain  specified  times  and  places,  and  depositions  were  taken  pursuant  to  the 
notices  before  the  declaration  of  the  result,  and  in  the  absence  of  contestee,  the 
committee  held  that,  while  the  proceeding  was  extraordinary,  they  would,  never- 
theless, have  examined  the  depositions  were  it  not  that  the  times  and  places  of 
taking  testimony  were  such  as  to  render  it  physically  impossible  for  the  sitting 
member  to  attend,  testimony  being  even,  in  some  cases,  taken  in  two  remote 
places  at  the  same  time.  Under  these  circumstances  the  committee  rejected  the 
testimony  as  ex  parte. 

AUm,  2Sd  Cong Report  110 

Ex  parte  admitted. 

Ex  parte  evidence  filed  by  petitioner  was  excluded  by  the  committee,  but  appears  to 
have  been  considered  by  the  House. 

Lyon  vs.  Smith,  4ih  Cong C.  and  H.,  103,  111 

Ex  parte  admitted  where  objection  Bnbetantially  waived. 

Where  testimony  had  been  offered  by  the  petitioner  and  not  objected  to  by  the  sit- 
ting meml)er,  though  he  had  not  attend^  at  its  taking,  and  the  testimony,  with 
additional  testimony,,  was  lost,  the  committee  permitted  it  to  be  retaken,  and 
admitted  the  second  copy,  though  the  sitting  member  had  not  attended. 

ReedxH.  Cosden,  17th  Cong ; 0.  and  H.,  356 

Where  both  lidei  present  ex  parte  testimony  neither  can  object  to  it  in  the  other. 

Where,  on  the  first  trial  of  the  case  before  the  Territorial  board  of  canvassers,  the 
sitting  member  had  presented  ex  parte  testimony,  and  time  being  granted  to  the 
petitioner  to  procure  testimony,  he  presented  ex  parte  testimony  also,  and  the  case 
came  before  tne  committee,  in  part  at  least,  on  the  same  testimony,  held  that  ()eti- 
tioner  could  not  be  heanl  to  objei*t  to  its  ex  parte  character. 

Biddle  and  Richard  vs.  Wing,  19th  Cong C.  and  H.,  508 

Ex  parte  affidavits  admitted  on  question  of  integrity  of  transcript  of  depositions. 

Where  it  was  alleged  that  the  transcript  of  evidence  had  been  altered  by  contestant, 
the  committee  received  ex  parte  affidavits  on  both  sides  and  decided  the  question 
upon  the  preponderance  of  affidavits. 

Mackey  vs.  (7 Conrwr,  47th  Cong : 2  Ells.,  565 

Ex  parte  affidavits  of  little  weight,  even  when  admissible. 

Where  the  State  canvassing  board  had  rejected  returns,  acting  upon  ex  parte  affida- 
vits, which  were  legal  evidence  before  it  under  the  statute,  and  when  the  case 
came  before  the  committee  to  review  the  action  of  the  State  canvassers  these  affi- 
davits were  presented  as  part  of  the  testimonv,  the  committee  said:  '* These  affida- 
vits, if  admissible  as  evidence  on  the  trial  of  this  case  upon  the  merits  at  all — of 
which  there  is  great  doubt — are  entitled  to  much  less  weight  than  testimony  regu- 
larly taken  in  the  presence  of  both  parties,  and  where  the  witnesses  may  be  cross- 
examined.'' 

Giddingsrvfi.  Clark,  4^d  Cong Smith,  96 
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Sx  parte  affldaTitt  may  be  taken  as  offsn  of  proof. 

Where  petitions,  accompanied  by  ex  parte  afSdavits,  were  preeented,  the  committee 
said:  "In  determining  what  should  be  done  with  the  petitions  the  undersized 
were  of  the  opinion  that  the  affidavits  and  certificates  accompanying  the  petitions 
should  be  regarded  as  offers  of  proofs — that  is,  statements  by  the  petitioners  of  the 
facts  which  they  propose  to  prove — and  that  the  committee  should  consider  whether, 
if  all  these  statements  of  facts  were  taken  to  be  true,  the  petitions  could  be  main- 
tained; that  if  they  could  not  it  would  not  be  worth  while  to  ask  this  House  for 
authority  to  take  testin^ony  on  the  subject  or  to  take  any  other  action  than  to  dis- 
miss the  petitions." 

Holmesand  WUson,46th  Cong 1  Ells., 324 

Ex  parte  inadmiiiible. 
Testimony  taken  ex  parte  and  without  l^al  notice  rejected  by  the  committee. 

Spavlding  vs.  Mend,  9th  Cong C.  and H.,  158 

Where  there  was  no  law  providing  for  taking  testimony  in  contested-election  cases 
testimony  taken  ex  parte  was  rejected  by  the  committee. 

McFarland  vs.  Culpepper^  10th  Cong C.  and  H.,  222 

Testimony  taken  ex  parte  held  to  be  insufficient. 

Sergeant^  19th  Cong C.  and  H.,  516 

Testimony  taken  ex  parte  and  without  sufficient  notice  was  rejected  by  the  commit- 
tee as  incompetent,  but  the  jmrti^  were  given  time  to  retake  the  same,  with  addi- 
tional evidence. 

New  Jersey  Case,  ^6th  Cong 1  Bart.,  20 

Testimony  taken  ex  parte  and  without  due  notice,  and  after  the  time  fixed  by  the 
House,  ought  to  be  rejected. 

Levy  {minority  report),  27th  Cong Report  450,  p.  24 

Ex  parte  affidavits  presented  after  the  hearing  of  the  case  in  the  committee  were  not 
considered. 

BlairwB.  Barrett,  S6th  Cong -. 1  Bart.,  314 

An  ex  parte  affidavit  taken  a  year  after  the  close  of  the  time  for  taking  testimony 
was  not  considered. 

Knox  \^,  Blair,  S8th  Cong 1  Bart.,  526 

An  ex  parte  affidavit  taken  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  without  notice,  and  after 
the  death  of  contestee,  was  not  considered. 

Jones  V8.  Mann,  40th  Cong 2  Bart,  474 

Ex  parte  affidavits  are  not  evidence  and  can  not  be  made  such  by  the  mere  fact  of 
reference  to  the  committee. 

Foster  vs.  Covode  (prima  fade  case,  minority  report,  sustained  by  the  House) ,  4l8t 
.Cong 2  Bart.,  524 

Where  a  package  of  testimony  was  lost  in  the  mails,  and  the  contestant  presented  the 
ex  parte  affidavits  of  his  attorney  and  the  attomev  for  contestee  reciting  the  sub- 
stance of  the  lost  testimony,  the  committee  held  that  these  affidavits  could  not  be 
coilsidered. 

Wigginton  vs.  Pacheco,  4^th  Cong 1  Ells.,  14 

"There  is  no  law,  and  no  practice  of  the  Committee  on  Elections,  as  we  understand  it, 
authorizing  the  use  by  the  committee  of  ex  parte  affidavits  to  determine  questions 
of  facts  in  deciding  the  merits  of  an  election  case.  »  *  *  The  importance  of 
election  cases  demands  that  the  testimony  should  be  taken  on  notice  to  all  persons 
interested,  with  the  right  on  their  part  to  cross-examine  witnesses  and  to  exhibit 
testimony  in  reply  so  far  as  their  rights  may  be  affected  by  the  inquiry.  This  may 
be  done  (in  a  case  to  which  the  statute  for  taking  testimony  does  not  directly  apply ) 
under  or  after  the  analogy  of  the  statute  relating  to  contested  elections,  or  by  sum- 
moning witnenses  before  the  committee,  or  in  any  other  manner  the  House  may 
direct." 

Hdmesand  Wihon,  40th  Cong 1  Ells.,  323 
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Ex  parte  afEdavits  filed  bv  the  conteetant  were  not  oonsidered  by  the  committee, 
there  being  nothing  in  the  record  to  justify  the  resort  to  this  kind  of  proof. 

HiU\B.  Catchings,  6l8t  Cong Rowell,  806 

Reb  GEETiB.     (SeedUo  Declarations  op  Voters.) 

Ex  parte  affidavits  part  of  the  ree  gestae  admitted. 

*'The  law  is  settled  that  the  declaration  of  a  voter  as  to  how  he  voted  or  intended 
to  vote,  made  at  the  time,  is  competent  testimony  on  the  point."  And  under  this 
principle  the  ex  parte  affidavits  ol  rejected  voters,  made  at  the  time,  and  declaring 
that  the  voters  making  them  were  qualified  voters,  had  been  registered  and  held 
registration  certificates,  and  that  their  votes  had  been  refused  on  account  of  non- 
r^istration,  were  received  (as  part  of  the  res  gesUe)  in  connection  with  testimony 
showing  the  fact  of  rejection,  identifying  the  affidavits,  and  showing  the  circum- 
stances under  which  they  were  made,  and  other  testimony  showing  that  the  names 
had  not  been  struck  from  the  registry  list  by  the  board  of  review  during  the  time 
that  it  had  power  to  do  so. 

BeUvB,  Snyder,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  261-253 

DefiBition  of  res  gestae. 

The  rule  for  the  admission  of  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestse  is  ^'that  when  it  is 
necessary  in  the  course  of  a  cause  to  inquire  ihto  the  nature  of  a  particular  act  or 
the  intention  of  the  person  who  did  it,  proof  of  what  he  said  at  the  time  of  doing 
it  may  be  admitted  to  show  its  true  character." 

Whyt^  vs.  Harris  (minority  report),  35th  Cong •- 1  Bart.,  265 

Certificates  signed  by  voters  at  the  election  received  as  part  of  the  res  gestae. 

Where,  in  addition  to  the  votes  proved  by  the  testimony  of  the  voters,  others  were' 
proved  by  certificates  given  by  the  voters  on  the  day  of  election  immediately  after 
voting  to  tally  keepers  of  their  own  party,  verified  by  the  testimony  of  these  tally 
keepers,  the  committee  held  that  these  certificates  were  admissible  as  part  of  the 
res  gestae. 

^IsewB.  Young,  66th  Cong Report  772,  p.  13 

''Certificates"  violating  the  secrecy  of  the  ballot  shonld  not  be  received. 

"Certificates"  given  by  the  voters  to  unofficial  tally  keepers  on  the  day  of  election 
ought  not  to  nave  been  received  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gesffe.  To  do  so  is 
both  contrary  to  law  and  public  policy.  The  State  of  Virginia  had  passed  an  [Aus- 
tralian ballot  law  to  insure  the  voter  a  secret  ballot  and  to  free  him  from  solicita- 
tions and  annoyance.  To  permit  him  to  be  systematically  made  to  disclose  his  vote 
sdter  depositing  it  "is  to  continue  the  very  evil  the  law  was  enacted  to  cure,  to 
destroy  the  independence  of  the  voter,  and  to  make  a  delusion  of  the  secrecy  of  the 
ballot  box.  Such  considerations  overcome  the  mere  rule  of  evidence  that  testimony 
otherwise  hearsay  may  be  admitted  as  part  of  the  res  gest«.*' 

Wise  vs.  Young  (minority  report),  66th  Cong Report  572,  pt.  2,  p.  14 

"Certificates"  received. 

"  Certificates  "  similar  to  those  received  in  the  case  of  Wise  vs.  Young  in  the  Fifty- 
fifth  Congress  were  received  in  evidence  in  the  case  between  the  same  parties  m 
the  following  Congress. 

Wise  vs.  Young,  66th  Cong Report  186 

Evidence  of  "list  keepers"  inadmissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestae. 

Where  the  number  of  votes  refused  for  nonregistration  or  imperfect  registration  was 
very  large  (over  7,000)  contestant  attempted  to  show  the  names  and  number  of  the 
rejected  voters  by  the  testimony  of  "  list  keepers,"  who  were  stationed  at  the  polls, 
took  the  signatures  of  the  voters,  or  wrote  the  names  at  the  reouest  of  the  voters, 
attached  to  a  printed  petition  addressed  to  the  House,  reciting  tnat  the  petitioners 
were  legal  voters,  who  attended  at  the  polls,  intending  to  vote  for  contestant, 
undertook  to  vote,  and  were  refused. 
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The  majority  of  the  committee  held  that  the  testimony  was  inadmiasiblei  being  hear- 
say and  not  even  a  part  of  the  res  gestse,  and  assert^  that  in  this  case  most  of  it 
fell  short  in  one  or  more  particulare  of  the  above  description.  They  refused  to 
count  the  votes,  and  reported  in  favor  of  contestee.  The  minority  held  that  the 
evidence  was  admissible  fus  nart  of  the  res  gestx,  and  that  the  introduction  of  it 
was  merely  the  choice  of  weaker  rather  than  stronger  evidence,  made  necessary  by 
the  circumstances  of  the  case.  They  counted  the  votes  and  reported  for  contest- 
ant One  member  held  that  the  evidence  did  not  establish  a  sufficient  tender  to 
count  the  votes,  but  did  establish  the  invalidity  of  the  election.  The  House 
adopted  the  last  conclusion,  and  vacated  the  seat. 

Johnston  vs.  Stokes^  54lh  Cong Report  1229 

Fetitionf  ligned  by  voters  at  the  poUe  admitted. 

Where  the  evidence  that  voters  endeavored  to  vote  and  did  not  succeed  consisted 
lai^ly  of  petitions  to  Congress  signed  by  these  voters  at  the  polls,  the  committee 
held  that  these  lists  were  not  per  se  evidence,  but  might  be  established  as  such  by 
oral  testimony  identifying  them  as  the  actual  declarations  of  the  voters  at  the  polls. 
When  so  established, ''  these  declarations  might  serve  a  use  beyond  a  mere  list  for 
verification." 

Wilson  vs.  Mclxiurin,  54th  Cong Report  1566 

Hbabsay. 

Seeondarj  and  hearsay  inadmiisible. 

'*It  is  well  established  that  the  common-law  rules  of  evidence  which  govern  in  the 
courts  of  law  obtain  in  the  trial  of  cases  of  contested  elections  in  this  House." 
Evidence  was  thrown  out  on  the  ground  that  it  was  secondary  where  primary  was 
obtainable,  or  was  hearsay. 

Whatley  vs.  Co66,  53d  Cong Report  267,  p.  2 

Hearsay  not  admitted  to  prove  bribery. 

Where  a  witness  swore  that  he  had  heard  a  voter  say  that  he  had  been  hired  to  vote 
for  the  sitting  member,  the  committee  decided  the  evidence  both  inadmissible  and 
insufficient. 

Arnold  vs.  Lea,  21st  Cong C.  and  H.,  602 

Hearsay,  to  show  minority  of  voter,  rejected. 

Where  a  voter  had  sworn  before  the  officers  of  election  that  he  was  of  age,  and  his 
vote  had  been  receive<i,  but  a  witness  swore  that  he  had,  two  yearH  l)efore,  heard 
the  grandmother  of  the  voter  say  that  he  was  only  16  years  old,  the  testimony 
was  neld  to  be  inadmissible  and  insufficient. 

Arnold  vs.  Lea,  19th.Cong C.  and  H.,  603 

Hearsay  inadmissible. 

"The  rule  upon  which  the  committee  reject  all  hearsay  evidence  they  conceive  too 
well  settled  and  too  clear  and  just  to  require  any  argument.  If  all  ex])erience  has 
shown  that  in  the  administration  of  justice  in  the  most  petty  and  trinin^  matters 
between  man  and  man  there  is  no  security  for  truth  without  the  sanction  of  an 
oath,  everyone  must  admit  that  in  a  controversy  which  enlists  the  strongest  pas- 
sions of  our  nature,  often  stimulated  by  ambition  and  partisan  prejudice  and  ani- 
mosity, we  can  not  safely  dispense  with  this  great  security.  If  evidence  of  this 
character  were  received,  it  might  b^  manufactured  with  impunity  to  any  amount, 
and  no  Representative  would  be  secure  of  his  seat  for  a  single  day." 

IngersoU  vs.  Naylor,  26th  Cong 1  Bart.,  34 

Where  the  evidence  as  to  the  number  of  illegal  or  intimidated  votes  consisted  of  lists 
made  by  persons  hired  to  canvass  the  neighborhoods,  whose  information  was 
hearsay,  oiten  several  times  removed,  and  whose  lista  were  not  always  sworn  to 
by  the  men  who  made  them,  the  committee  were  unanimous  in  disr^rding  the 
teatimonv. 

WhyUw^.  Harris,  S5th  Cmg 1  Bart.,  257-267 
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The  minority  (whose  conclusions  were  substantially  adopted  by  the  House)  in  reject- 
ing evidence  as  hearsay,  said:  ''It  is  such  testimony  as  would  be  held  insufficient 
to  establish  a  claim  in  the  most  inferior  class  of  civil  tribunals,  and  which,  the 
undersigned  think,  ought  not  for  a  moment  to  be  considered  as  influential  in 
deciding  a  case  of  such  magnitude  as  the  seat  of  a  member  and  the  representation  of 
a  people." 

Whyte  vs.  Harris  {minority  report) ,  SSth  Cong 1  Bart.,  264 

Where  the  testimony  of  a  witness  was  excluded  for  lack  of  sufficient  notice  and  con- 
testant sought  to  prove  the  same  facts  by  a  witness  who  had  learned  them  from  the 
former  witness,  the  committee  excluded  the  testimony  as  hearsay. 

Dodge  yb,  BrookSj  S9ih  Cong 2  Bart,  84 

Hearsay  evidence  should  not  be  considered. 

DoneUy  vs.  Washhurifi.  ( minority  report) ^  46th  Cong 1  Ells. ,  472 

"The  vicious  tendency  of  hearsay  evidence  in  election  cases  needs  no  demonstration.'' 
WaUacevB.  McKirdey,  4Sih  Cong Mobley,  189 

Statements  and  declarations  of  other  persons,  and  conclusions  of  witnesses  from  these 
statements  or  declarations,  should  be  regarded  as  hearsay,  and  inadmisaibie  for 
any  purpose. 

^  Hurd  vs.  RomeiSf  49th  Cong Mobley,  425 

Evidence  of  acts  of  a  perton  is  not  hearsay. 

"There  is  a  marked  distinction  between 'proof  of  what  a  party  said  and  proof  of  acts 
of  the  party  or  facts  connected  with  what  he  did.  In  the  one  case  it  may  be 
hearsay  testimony,  in  the  other  it  is  testimony  as  to  facts  which  the  witness 
observed,  which  is  just  as  competent  as  the  testimony  of  the  .voter  as  to  facts  in 
which  he  was  an  actor." 

Bell\^.  Snyder,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  251 

DECLARATION   OP   VOTERS. 

Hearsay  declarations  of  voters  admissible. 

The  minority,  in  a  case  where  voters  had  refused  to  testify  how  they  voted,  held 
that  the  testimony  of  a  witness  who  had  talked  with  them,  or  heard  them  talk 
with  others,  on  political  questions,  and  from  these  conversations  believed  them  to 
be  Whigs,  was  sufficient  to  .show  that  they  voted  for  the  sitting  member. 

Farlee  vs.  Rank  {minority  report) ,  29th  Cong Report  310,  p.  11 

Where  the  same  name  appeared  twice  on  the  poll  list,  and  a  voter  of  that  name,  on 
the  day  of  the  election,  told  a  witness  that  he  had  voted  twice,  one  of  his  votes  was 
deducted  by  the  committee, 

Monroe  vs.  Jackson^  SOih  Cong :  .Report  403,  p.  10 

Evidence  consisting  of  the  declarations  of  voters  as  to  any  matter  concerning  their 
own  voting,  is  admissible.  "It  is  sometimes  treated  as  an  exception  to  the  rule, 
excluding  the  hearsay  declarations  of  third  persons;  but  generally  it  is  put  upon 
the  ground  that  in  elections,  contested  because  of  illegal  votes  being  received,  each 
voter  challenged  is  a  party  to  the  proceeding,  and,  therefore,  whatever  he  says 
about  his  own  voting  is  an  admission  or  confession." 

Vallandigham  vs.  Campbell,  S6th  Cong 1  Bart.,  230 

The  declarations  of  voters  as  to  their  disqualifications  admitted. 

Blair  ys,  Barrett,  S6th  Cong 1  Bart.,  316 

''The  declaration  of  a  voter  as  to  his  Qualification  or  disqualification  to  vote  isalwavs 
received  in  evidence;  he  is  regarded  as  a  party  to  the  proceedings.  This  is  a  well- 
settled  and  uniform  practice.  ** 

DoneUy  vs.  Washburn  {majority  report) ,  46ih  Cong 1  Ells.,  449 

The  rule  in  legislative  bodies  is  to  admit  the  declaration  of  voters  themselves,  not  on 
oath,  as  to  how  they  voted.  The  common-law  rule  as  to  hearsay  evidence  can  not 
be  made  to  apply.     (Fully  discussed  and  authorities  cited. ) 

WaUace  vs.  McKinley  {minority  report) ,  4^th  Gong,  .•... Mobley,  205, 206 
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Hearsay  declarations  of  voters  inadmissible. 

The  laws  of  New  Jersey  not  reqtiiring  the  poll  lists  to  be  preserved,  the  committee 
resorted  to  parol  proof  to  show  the  fact  that  voters  voted.  Mere  hearsay  declara- 
tions of  the  alleged  voter,  as  to  the  fact  of  his  having  voted,  were  rejected. 

Neiv  Jersey  case^  fd6th  Cong 1  Bart.,  24 

Where  the  only  evidence  to  show  for  which  candidate  voters  alleged  to  be  illeeal 
voted  was  evidence  of  statements  made  by  the  voters  after  the  election,  and  the 
petitioner  contended  that  inasmuch  as  the  ejection  was  by  ballot  and  under  the 
State  law  the  voters  could  not  be  compelled  to  testify  for  whom  thev  voted,  this 
was  the  best  evidence  the  case  admittea  of.  '^  the  committee  deemed  this  species  of 
evidence  inadmissible,  and  did  not,  thereiore,  investigate  the  votes  of  the  sitting 
member  objected  to  under  this  head.*' 

Newland  vs.  Grdliam^  S4th  Cong 1  Bart.,  6 

The  committee  unanimously  adopted  as  a  rule  of  decision  *Hhat  all  declarations  or 
statements  made  by  voters  after  the  election,  relative  to  their  right  of  suffrage,  be 
rejected."    The  House  does  not  seem  to  have  ruled  on  the  point. 

Letcher  vs.  Moore,  fSd  Cong, C.  and  H.,  750, 826 

The  voter  is  not  a  party  to  the  contest  in  any  such  sense  that  his  dechiirations  are 
admissible  against  his  right  to  vote  on  that  ground. 

Cesma  vs.  Meyers,  4^d  Cong Smith,  66 

It  is  doubtful  whether  evidence  of  declarations  made  by  a  voter  not  under  oath  as  to 
how  he  voted  is  competent;  but  if  admitted  it  can  only  be  when  the  fact  that  he 
voted  has  been  shown  aliunde, 

Cessna  vs.  Meyers,  4^d  Cong Smith,  67 

Casual  statements  made  by  a  voter,  and  proved  by  hearsay  testimony,  are  not  evi- 
dence of  how  he  voted. 

Ojoifcvs.  CutU,47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  261 

The  declarations  of  voters,  made  long  after  the  election,  are  hearsay,  and  inadmissible 
for  any  purpose.  If  any  other  position  were  tenable,  an  unlawful  vote  might  be 
cast  for  one  party  and  then  upon  the  unsworn  statement  of  the  voter  it  might  be 
deducted  from  the  other  party. 

Wallace  vs.  McKinley,  4Sth  Cong , Mobley,  189 

Hearsay  declarations  of  voters  inadmissible  except  when  part  of  the  res  gestae. 

What  the  voter  said  at  the  time  of  voting  is  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestie;  but 
what  he  said  after  the  day  of  the  election  either  as  to  his  qualifications,  or  how  he 
voted,  or  whether  he  voted,  is  inadmissible.  '^If  such  testimony  can  be  admitted 
at  all,  which  we  do  not  concede,  it  certainly  ought  not  to  be  received  when  the 
statement  of  the  voter  is  made  after  the  legality  ol  his  vote  has  been  called  in  ques- 
tion. To  admit  this  kind  of  testimony  is  to  place  it  in  the  power  of  one  not  enti- 
tled to  vote  to  have  his  illegal  vote  counted  twice  against  the  party  he  desires  to 
defeat,  without  subjecting  himself  to  cross-examination,  and  without  even  the  for- 
mality of  testifying  under  oath." 

ASmith  vs.  Jackson,  61st  Cong •. Rowell,  27 

Declarations  of  voters  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestae. 

* '  The  declarations  of  a  voter,  or  one  entitled  to  vote  at  a  given  election,  made  at  or  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  voting  place  immediately  following  nis  effort  to  vote,  concerning 
his  own  acts  and  q unifications  or  disqualifications,  are  parts  of  the  res  gestse,  and  are 
admissible  in  evidence.  In  voting,  or  in  attempting  to  vote,  or  in  being  present 
at  the  polls  with  the  desire  to  vote,  the  voter  is  discharging,  or  attempting  to  dis- 
charge, or  desiring  to  discharge  one  of  the  most  solemn  and  momentous  duties  of 
citizenship,  and  to  us  it  seems  clear  that  his  ev^ry  act  and  word  calculated  to  show 
in  any  d^ree  what  his  purposes  or  qualifications  were,  are  clearly  admissible  in 
evidence  as  part  of  the  res  geMss.  This  evidence  may  be  furnished  by  the  depo- 
sitions of  others,  or  by  the  written  statements  of  others,  made  at  the  time,  preserv-^ 
in^  and  exhibiting  the  statements  or  declarations  or  admissions,  either  oral  or' 
written,  made  by  tlie  voter  or  the  non voter,  as  the  case  may  be.*' 

Johnston  vs.  Stokes,  54th  Cong Report  1229,  p.  27 
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Matters  of  General  Knowledcse  or  Inference. 

Printed  eampaign  doeumants  rejected. 

Printed  campaign  documents  having  nothing  to  do  with  the  issues  of  the  case  were 
rejected  by  the  committee  on  the  ground  of  irrelevancy,  and  also  because  there  was 
no  proof  of  their  oublication  and  no  notice  of  an  intention  to  use  them  as  testimony. 
Bemg  submitted  oy  the  House  to  the  judiciary  committee,  they  were  also  rejected 
by  it. 

Arnold  vs.  Lea,  ^M  Cong C.  and  H.,  604,607 

Hewspaper  artielee,  etc.,  considered  for  certain  purpoees. 

The  committee  quoted  from  the  governor's  message,  the  proclamation  of  the  mayor, 
and  the  accounts  of  the  election  given  in  nonpartisan  newspapers,  to  show  (prelimi- 
nary to  a  detailed  examination  of  the  testimony)  that  it  was  a  generally  conceded 
fact  that  the  election  in  question  was  marked  by  riots  and  violence. 

Whyte  vs.  Harris  (minority  report)^  S6th  6ong .Report  638,  pp.  10-16 

Facte  of  public  notoriety  taken  notice  of. 

The  committee  took  notice  of  facts  of  public^notorietv  showing  that  such  a  state  of 
violence  and  intimidation  existed  at  the  time  of  the  election  as  to  render  a  free 
election  impossible  and  declared  the  election  void  partly  on  this  ground.  The 
minority  protested  that  these  questions  were  not  raised  by  either  ox)nte8tant  or  con- 
testee,  and  were  not  properly  before  the  committee.  On  the  whole  case  the  House 
sustained  the  committee. 

Hunt  vs.  Menard,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  486 

The  Home  may  take  notice  of  a  notoriou  fact  of  public  kistorj. 

The  committee  unanimously  decided  that  the  House  could  take  notice  of  a  fact  of 
public  history  so  notorious  as  that  the  so  so-called  **  Lynch  board  "  in  Louisiana 
never  had  possession  of  the  returns  of  the  election  of  1872,  and  hence  could  not 
have  canvassed  them.  A  certificate  of  election  shown  to  be  based  on  the  returns 
of  the  said  board  was  unanimously  rt^jected. 

SheridanxB.  Pinchback,  4Sd  Cong ....Smith,  197,  227 

Ohange  in  political  character  of  vote. 

Testimony  showing  a  decrease  of  the  Republican  vote  since  the  previous  election 
held  not  to  be  sufficient  of  itself  to  establish  the  change  that  *'  illegalities  were 
practiced,"  etc. 

Norris  vs.  Handley,  4^d  Cong ?. Smith,  74 

"Contemporaneoni  historical  facte." 

''  The  testimony  in  a  case  is  to  be  taken  in  connection  with  contemporaneous  his- 
torical facts." 

Chalmers  vs.  Manning,  4^h  Cong Mobley,  36 

Tote  inferred  from  other  electioni. 

Where  six  parishes  had  been  omjtted  from  the  returns  as  canvassed,  and  there  were 
indications  of  fraud  in  the  count  in  twelve  others,  and  the  cont^tant  offered  no 
testimony  to  sustain  them,  but  offered  to  have  the  average  vote  at  the  previous 
and  succeeding  Congressional  elections  substituted  in  these  parishes,  the  commit- 
tee found  that  adopting  this  course  would  still  leave  a  majority  for  contestant,  and 
reoorted  in  his  favor.  A  minority  held  that  he  should  have  "bffered  testimony  to 
reout  the  presumption  of  fraud  in  these  precincts,  the  report  adopted  at  the  pre- 
vious session  having  been  sufficient  notice  to  him  to  do  so. 

SheridauYB,  Pinchhack,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  325, 337 

When  fair  proportion  of  both  parties  Tote,  great  f^nd  not  probable. 

Where  it  was  charged  that  large  numbers  of  nonresidents  had  voted  for  contestee, 
but  the  proof  was  vague  and  ^neral,  the  committee  said:  **It  is  clearly  estab- 
lished that  since  the  enfranchisement  of  the  colored  voters  parties  have  been 
divided  in  this  county  very  nearly  on  the  color  line."  Comparing  the  vote  for 
contestee  with  the  nu'nber  of  registered  colored  voters,  and  that  for  contestant 
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with  the  number  of  registered  white  voters,  it  applied  that  a  reasonable  propor- 
tion of  both  votes  was  cast  for  the  respective  candidates,  "These  facts  leave  no 
doubt  upon  the  mind  of  the  committee  that  the  vote  was  not  appreciably  swelled 
by  nonresidents  voting." 

Bromberg  vs.  Haralson,  44th  Cong Smith,  366 

How  Illegal  Votes  Cast.     {See  aJso  Illegal  votes.  ) 

The  fact  of  voting  may  be  shown  by  parol  evidenoe. 

The  poll  books  need  not  be  presented  to  prove  the  fact  of  voting,  but  it  may  be 
proved  by  parol  evidence  alone.  "The  undersigned  are  of  opinion  that  the  poll 
lists  are  not  only  not^  the  sole  and  best  evidence  to  prove  that  a  particular  person 
voted,  but  that  they  are  not  themselves  suflScient.  Parol  evidence  of  identity^  is 
always  necessary;  that  the  name  of  the  voter  is  on  the  list  is  only  corroborative 
evidence;  it  is  only  an  item  of  evidence." 

VaUandigJiam  vs.  Campbell,  S5th  Cong 1  Bart.,  229 

General  reputation  and  deelarations  of  voteri  admitted  to  ihow  how  they  voted. 

Where  voters  refused  to  testify  how  they  voted,  "the  proof  of  general  reputation  as 
to  the  political  character  of  the  voter,  and  as  to  the  party  to  which  he  belonged  at 
the  time  of  the  election,  has  been  considered  sufficiently  demonstrative  of  the 
complexion  of  his  vote.  Where  no  such  proof  was  adduced  on  either  side,  proof 
of  the  declarations  of  the  voter  has  been  received,  the  date  and  all  the  circum- 
stances of  such  declarations  being  considered  as  connecting  themselves  with  the 
questions  of  credibility  arid  sufficiency." 

New  Jersey  case,  26th  Cong 1  Bart.,  28 

How  a  voter  voted  may  be  ihown  by  eeoondarj  evidenoe  withont  first  calling  the  voter. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  first  call  the  voter  and  see  if  he  will  claim  his  privilege  of  refus- 
ing to  answer  before  introducing  other  testimony  showing  how  he  voted.  Where 
a  witness  can  not  be  compelled  to  answer  he  need  not  be  called. 

Vallandigham  ys.  CampbeJl,  S6th  Cong 1  Bart,  231 

Testimony  of  voter  not  the  only  evidenoe  how  vote  oflfbred  to  be  cast. 

Where  it  is  charged  that  votes  have  been  unlawfully  rejected  at  the  polls,  the  depo- 
sition of  each  particular  voter  is  not  the  only  competent  evidence  of  the  fact  of 
rejection  and  of  the  candidate  for  whom  the  voter  offered  to  vote. 

Bell  va.^Stiyder,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  251 

Circumstantial  evidence  to  show  for  whOm  illegal  votes  cast. 

"With  some  diversity  in  the  rulings  of  courts  and  of  Congress  on  the  subject,  the 
better  opinion  seems  to  us  to  be  that  the  highest  and  best  evidence,  outside  the 
record,  for  whom  any  elector  intended  to  vote  is  the  testimony  of  the  elector  him- 
self; but  where  the  voting  is  bv  the  secret  ballot  the  elector  can  not  be  required  to 
testify  for  whom  he  voted,  ana  if  he  declines  so  to  testify  it  is  then  competent  to 
show  by  other  evidence  for  whom  he  voted;  but  in  the  latter  case  the  evidence 
should  be  of  the  highest  order  attainable  under  the  circumstances,  and,  in  legal 
effect,  so  clear  and  strong  as  to  preclude  any  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  fact." 

Delano  vs.  Morgan  (minority  report),  40th  Cong 2  Bart. ,  178 

Where  Democratic  tickets  were  distribute<l  at  the  poorhouse  the  evening  before  the 
election,  paupers  were  taken  to  the  polls  in  conveyances  furnished  by  the  Demo- 
cratic committee  and  in  charge  of  Democratic  overseers,  and  bystanders  were  of 
the  opinion  from  the  appearance  of  their  tickets  that  they  were  Democratic  tickets, 
the  committee  deducted  their  votes  from  the  sitting  member,  who  was  the  Demo- 
cratic candidate. 

Monroe  vs.  Jackson,  SOth  Cong Report  403,  p.  8 
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If  voters  refuse  to  testify  how  they  voted,  secondary  evidence  may  be  admitted;  but 
a  foundation  must  first  be  laid  by  calling  the  voters. 

Monroe  vs.  Jackaon  {minority  report) ^  SOih  Cong Report  403,  p.  19. 

Testimony  that  voters  were  urged  to  vote,  and  their  right  to  vote  supported,  by  the 
friends  of  contestee  at  the  polls,  and  that  their  votes  were  challenged  and  strenu- 
ously opposed  by  the  friends  of  contestant,  was  admitted  and  held  to  be  sufficient 
to  show  that  they  voted  for  contestee. 

Vallandighain  vs.  Oampbell,  36th  Cong 1  Bart,  233, 234 

**  For  whom  a  vote  is  given,  by  the  laws  of  Ohio^  is  a  secret  properly  known  only  to  the 
voter  himself  J  and  lie  is  never  required  to  disclose  it.  This  fact  must  therefore  be 
often  determmed  upon  circumstantial  evidence  alone.  To  what  political  party  a 
voter  belonged,  whose  partisan  he  had  been,  whose  friends  claimed  for  him  the 
right  to  vote  at  the  time,  what  he  said  of  his  intention  l)efore  and  his  act  after  vot- 
ing are  circumstances  which  *  *  *  the  committee  have  considered  in  making 
up  their  verdict." 

Delano  vs.  Morgan,  40U1  Cong 2  Bart.,  169 

Where  an  illegal  voter  had  always  claimed  to  be  a  Republican,  and  a  witness  testified 
that  he  took  a  Republican  ticket  from  him,  '*and,  to  my  honest  belief,  put  it  in," 
the  committee  deducted  his  vote  from  the  Republican  candidate.  The  minority 
held  the  evidence  insufiScient  to  show  for  whom  the  vote  was  cast. 

Wigginlon  vs.  Pacheco,  4Sth  Cong 1  Ells.,  10,  29 

When  a  voter  refuses  to  testify  for  whom  he  voted,  it  is  competent  to  resort  to  cir- 
cumstantial c^ddence,  such  as  that  he  was  an  active  member  of  a  particular  political 
party. 

Bijtbee  WB.  FinUy,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  176 

Where  voters  can  not  be  found,  or  refuse  to  disclose  for  whom  they  voted,  it  may  be 
shown  by  circumstances,  such  as  previous  political  affiliations,  who  challenged 
them,  who  sustained  their  right  to  vote,  who  gave  them  tickets,  etc. 

Cook  vs.  CuUSj  47th  Cong '. 2  Ells. ,  250 

It  can  not  be  presumed  that  because  defendant's  name  was  regularly  printed  on  a 
class  of  tickets  headed  "Independent,"  that  any  such  ticket  offered  to  be  voted 
contained  his  name  unerased,  especially  when  there  is  evidence  that  these  tickets 
were  very  freely  '* scratched."  There  should  be  the  evidence  of  persons  voting,  or 
other  satisfactory  evidence. 

McLean  vs.  Broadhead,  4Sth  Cong 1 Mobley,  384 

When  it  appears  that  the  name  of  a  candidate  was  regularly  printed  on  a  certain 
cla8s  of  tickets  dej^tro^'eil  by  the  precinct  officers,  it  will  be  presumed  that  his  name 
was  upon  any  such  ticket  voted,  until  the  contrary  appears. 

McLean  vs.  Broadhead  {minority  report),  48th  Cong Mobley,  394 

In  the  absence  of  direct  proof  as  to  how  a  voter  voted,  evidence  showing  to  what 
political  party  he  belonged,  whose  election  he  advocated,  whose  friends  sustained 
nig  right  to  vote,  and  kindred  testimony  may  be  admitted. 

Smith  vs.  Jackson,  61d  Cong Rowell,  27 

Where  voters  ** either  testified  themselves  for  whom  they  voted,  or  it  was  shown 
satisfactorily  that  they  were  pronounced  in  their  political  opinions  at  the  time  of 
the  election,  or  that  they  declare<l  on  the  day  of  elei^tion  which  ticket  they  had 
voted,  or  that  they  were  accompanied  to  the  polls  by  well-known  party  workers,  or 
that  their  votes  were  challenged  by  the  supporters  of  one  and  their  right  to  vote 
defended  by  the  supporters  of  the  other  ticKet,  or  like  circumstances,  raising  a 
strong  and  legal  presumption  as  to  the  ticket  they  voted  and  the  candidate  for 
whom  they  voted,"  the  minority  held  the  evidence  to  be  sufficient.  But  where  the 
evidence  was  merely  to  the  effect  that  the  voters  were  reputed  to  he  Republicans  or 
Democrats,  but  it  did  not  appear  when  they  had  expressed  themselves,  or  what 
opportunities  the  witnesses  nad  of  knowing  their  preference,  it  was  held  not  to  be 
sufficient,  especially  as  at  the  election  of  1888  large  numbers  of  voters  had  changed 
their  preference  from  what  they  were  at  previous  elections. 

Atkinson  vs.  Pendleton  {minority  report)^  Slat  Cong liowell,  64 
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Where  eolored  yote  generally  cast  for  oonteitee,  oolored  yotes  illegrally  east  presumed 
to  haye  been  cast  for  contestee. 

Where  there  is  general  evidence  that  the  colored  vote  of  a  county  was  cast  for  con- 
testee, and  a  lai^  number  of  names  are  found  on  the  poll  books  as  having  voted, 
which  are  also  found  on  the  list  of  colored  persons  delinquent  in  the  payment  of 
the  poll  tax  required  by  law  as  a  condition  of  voting,  there  should  be  deducted 
from  the  vote  of  contestee  a  number  eoual  to  the  number  of  such  names  less  the 
number  of  le^l  tax  receipts  shown  to  nave  been  issued  and  paid  for  subsequent  to 
the  preparation  of  such  delinquent  tax  list. 

O'Ferrallys.  Paul,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  114 

Secondary. 

Where  best  evidence  onavailable,  secondary  evidence  admitted. 

Where  contestant  showed  that  he  had  made  a  diligent  effort  to  procure  the  parish 
returns,  and  failed,  he  was  permitted  to  show  their  contents  by  other  evidence. 
And  proof  that  they  were  correctly  tabulated  in  the  returns  of  a  State  returning 
boara  of  doubtful  authority  whose  returns  were  before  the  committee,  was  consid- 
ered sufficient,  especially  when  the  fact  was  conceded  by  contestee. 

Sheridan  vs.  Pinchhack,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  323,324,325 

Secondary  evidence  not  admissible  to  show  what  should  be  shown  by  poll  books. 

The  primary  evidence  of  the  number  of  votes  cast  for  the  candidates  and  the  fact  of 
the  casting  of  any  particular  vote  is  the  poll  books,  and  while  these  are  in  exist- 
ence no  secondary  evidence  of  the  facts  can  be  received. 

Vallandigham  vs.  Campbell  {minority  report) ^  36th  Cong 1  Bart,  240 

Parol  evidence  of  contents  of  papers  inadmissible  when  papers  should  be  presented. 

Where  a  witness  testified  that  he  had  compared  the  poll  lists,  registry  lists,  and  lists 
of  persons  struck  from  the  registry  lists  of  a  county,  and  presented  a  list  of  names 
which  he  said  were  found  on  the  poll  lists  but  not  on  either  of  the  other  lists,  the 
conmiittee  held  that  "these  statements  made  by  the  witness  are  inadmissible. 
The  papers  themselves  are  the  best  and  only  evidence  of  what  they  contain,  if  they 
are  admissible  for  any  purpose.  The  committee  must  make  the  comparison,  and 
can  not  take  the  statements  of  the  witness  as  to  the  result  of  his  comparison.'* 

Finleyya,  Bisbee,  4Sth  Cong 1  Ells.,  74-124 

Testimony  of  persons  who  have  examined  the  ballots  not  to  be  substituted  for  the  bal- 
lots themselves. 

Where  votes  were  proved  to  have  been  illegal,  but  the  evidence  that  they  were  cast 
for  contestee  was  the  testimony  of  persons  who  had  compared  the  numberwi  bal- 
lots with  the  poll  lists,  the  ballots  tnemselves  not  being  produced  in  evidence,  the 
evidence  was  considered  insufficient  to  justify  the  deduction  of  the  votes  from  the 
vote  of  contestee. 

Gooding  vs.  Wilson  (minority  repori)^  4^d  Cong Smith,  87 

Boundaries  of  city  wards  not  proved  by  oommon  repute. 

Common  repute  and  generally  acknowledged  boundaries  are  sufficient  to  prove  the 
boundaries  of  country  precincts,  but  the  boundaries  of  city  wards,  when  dispute 
arises  about  them,  ought  to  be  proved  by  better  evidence. 

Atkinson  vs.  Pendleton^  6 Id  Cong Rowell,  56 

Best  evidence  required. 
Each  party  should  be  required  to  produce  the  highest  and  best  evidence  attainable. 
McDuffie  vs.  Turpin  (minority  report) ^  Slst  Cong ; Rowell,  303 

Testimony  of  inspectors  competent  to  show  mistake. 

The  testimony  of  inspectors  is  comi)etent  to  show  mistakes  committed  by  them  in 
making  their  returns. 

Adamsys,  Wilson,  18th  Cong C.  &  H.,  375 
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Testimony  of  ooimty  oanyasien  bait  evideiioe  of  reasoni  for  their  action. 

Where  the  commiflsioners  of  election  in  the  varioos  coontiee  of  the  district  had 
thrown  out  a  larse  number  of  returns  for  irregularities,  thereby  changing  the  result 
of  the  election,  tne  committee  held  that  these  commissioners  should  have  been 
called  to  explain  the  reasons  for  their  action,  and  that  all  other  evidence  was  sec- 
ondary and  probably  hearsay.  The  committee,  however,  considered  the  other 
evidence,  ana  when  it  was  clear  enough  to  overcome  the  presumption  of  correct- 
ness of  tne  commissioners*  actions,  counted  the  returns. 

Goode  vs.  Epes,  6Sd  Cong Report  1952,  p.  3 

In  other  procebdinos. 

Taken  in  another  prooeeding,  inadmissible. 

A  judge  having  been  impeached  by  the  legislature  of  Geoigia  for  fraudulent  conduct 
affecting  a  county  return,  which  fraud  was  also  among  the  grounds  of  a  contest  for 
a  seat  in  Congress,  the  House  refused  to  receive  the  proce^ings  of  the  legislatttre 
as  evidence. 

Jackson  vs.  WaynCt  Sd  Cong C.  A  H.,  50,  65 

'*  The  contestant  ^  *  ^  is  clearly  entitled  to  have  the  contest  decided  on  what 
is  shown  in  the  record  in  this  ccue.^^ 

Sheridan  VB.  Pinehhach,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  327 

Where  the  record  in  a  case  between  parties  candidates  at  the  same  election  with  con- 
testant and  contestee,  brought  to  test  the  validity  of  the  election,  but  to  which 
neither  of  the  parties  to  the  present  case  was  a  party,  was  offered  in  evidence,  it 
was  unanimously  excluded  by  the  committee. 

Spencer  vs.  Morey,  44^  Cong Smith,  444, 461 

The  result  of  a  trial  in  a  criminal  case  where  narties  were  charged  with  election 
frauds  is  not  an  adjudication  binding  on  the  House  in  a  case  involving  the  same 
frauds. 

Clayton  vs.  Breckinridge,  Slsl  Cong Rowell,  689 

The  minority  held  that  the  fact  that  nersons  had  been  acquitted  in  the  State  courts 
of  the  charge  of  election  frauds,  ana  convicted  only  on  the  chaiiges  of  technical  vio- 
lations of  the  law,  while  not  an  adjudication  binding  on  the  House  or  interfering 
with  its  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  election  contests,  was  vet,  under  the  circumstances 
of  this  case,  conclusive  proof  that  the  persons  accused  nad  committed  no  fraud. 

€layton  vs.  Breckinridge  {minority  report),  51st  Cong Rowell,  725 

Beports  of  oommittee  of  State  legislature  not  evidence. 

The  reports  of  a  committee  of  the  Arkansas  legislature,  and  of  a  case  in  the  supreme 
court  of  the  State,  were  unanimously  held  not  to  be  evidence,  both  as  not  being  a 
proceeding  between  the  same  parties  and  as  beine  inconsistent  with  the  duty  of 
the  House  to  judge  of  the  elections  of  its  own  members. 

Boles  vs.  Edwards,  4^d  Cong I Smith,  58 

Testimony  taken  before  Senate  oommittee  oonsidered. 

The  committee  unanimously  received  as  evidence  testimony  taken  by  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Privileges  and  Elections  during  the  preceiiing  Congress,  though 
neither  of  the  parties  to  the  present  case  was  directly  a  party  to  Qiat,  and  the 
question  which  of  them  was  elected  to  Congress  was  not  directly  or  indirectlv 
before  the  Senate  committee.  The  majority  received  it  **for  what  it  was  worth,'' 
and  the  minority  said,  *' We  consider  it  not  only  as  admissible  evidence,  but  abun- 
dantly sufficient  to  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  this  contest.''  The  com- 
mittee also  received  the  President's  message  on  Louisiana  affairs  to  the  preceding 
Con^ress^  and  the  reports,  with  accompanying  exhibits,  ^f  the  chief  supervisors  of 
election  m  the  State  of  Louisiana. 

Sheridanva,  Pinchback,  43d  Cong Smith,  198-200,232-235 

H.  Doc.  510 45 
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TestixLony  in  a  proceeding  before  a  State  eourt  par^y  admitted. 

Where  some  of  the  issues  in  a  case  had  been  involved  in  preliminarv  proceedings 
before  the  courts  of  California,  and  much  of  the  evidence  presented  consisted  of 
transcripts  of  those  proceedings,  the  committee  excluded  such  portions  as  were 
ex  pule  affidavits.  But  one  affidavit  having  been  included  by  tne  contestee  in  a 
petition,  sworn  to  by  himself,  for  a  mandamus  on  the  secretary  of  state,  it  was 
claimed  that  he  was  estopped  from  objecting  to  its  use  as  evidence.  The  committee 
did  not  decide  this  point,  but  discussed  the  effect  the  affidavit  would  have  if 
admitted.  Mr.  Springer,  in  a  dissenting  report,  held  that  the  affidavit  was  ad- 
missible. 

Wigffi''^^ion  vs.  Pac?ieco,  4Sth  Cong 1  Ells,,  8,20 

Documentary. 

BuoIl  as  proves  itself,  may  be  introdueed  at  any  time. 

Such  documentary  evidence  as  proves  itself  may  be  admitted  at  any  time.  The  pro- 
vision of  the  law  of  1851  limitmg  the  taking  of  testimony  to  sixty  days  "was  in- 
tended to  apply  and  does  apply  solely  to  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  or  at  most  to 
such  writing  as  can  be  proved  only  by  the  examination  of  witnesses;  and  that 
documental^  evidence,  at  least  that  which  proves  itself,  may  be  obtained  at  any 
time  after  tne  sixty  days  and  produced  before  the  committee  at  the  hearing." 
An  abstract  of  the  votes  returned  in  the  district,  duly  certified  from  the  office  of  the 
secretary  of  state,  was  received  as  evidence  by  that  portion  of  the  committee  whose 
recommendations  were  adopted  by  the  House,  though  not  presented  until  the 
hearing  before  the  committee.     A  minority  held  it  to  be  inadmissible. 

VaUandigham  vs.  Campbell,  S6th  Cong 1  Bart.,  229 

May  be  obtained  at  any  time,  withont  notice. 

An  abstract  of  votes,  certified  by  the  secretary  of  the  Territory,  is  competent  evidence 
of  the  result  of  the  election.  It  may  be  obtained  at  any  time,  &nd  no  notice  need 
to  be  given  to  the  opposite  party. 

Daily  vs.  Estalrrook,  36th  Cong : 1  Bart.,  305 

Anihentleated  by  seal,  may  be  introdueed  at  any  time. 

Records  duly  authenticated  by  a  seal  may  l>e  received  as  evidence  at  any  time, 
without  being  first  introduced  before  the  magistrate  who  takes  and  certifies  the 
depositions. 

Cannon  vs.  Campbell  {Mr.  Calkins),  47th  Cofig 2  Ells.,  607 

Informality  in  certification  snbseqnently  cured. 

Where  the  returns,  poll  books,  and  other  documentary  evidence  were  objected  to  as 
not  properly  certified,  or  as  certified  by  the  w^rong  officers,  the  committee  overruled 
most  of  the  objections,  and  cured  the  rest  by  procuring  other  and  more  perfect 
certificates.  "  It  is  record  evidence,  and  therefore  admissible  to  correct  any  infor- 
malities in  the  proof  previously  made/* 

Ooodwyn  vs.  Cobb,  64ih  Cong Report  1122,  p.  4 

Must  be  introduced  like  other  evidence. 

Documentary  evidence  (under  the  law  of  1857)  can  only  be  introduced  l)efon^,  the 
officers  authorized  by  the  law  to  take  testimony,  and  within  the  legal  time. 

VaUandigham  vs.  Campbell  {minority  report),  35th  Cong 1  Bart.,  238 

The  statute  in  regard  to  taking  depositions  in  ele(!tion  contents  is  mandatory  and 
applies  to  record  evidence  attested  under  seal,  as  well  as  to  depositions  of  witnesses 
and  exhibits  requiring  identification. 

Cannon  vs.  Campbell  {Mr,  Thompson) ,  47th  C^ig 2  Ells.,  615 

Extra-official  note  on  returns,  by  county  clerk,  not  evidence. 

Where  the  vote  of  townships  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  the  township  returns 
were  unsigned,  or  did  not  show  that  the  officerH  were  sworn,  or  were  not  dated, 
and  the  only  evidence  of  these  facts  was  an  extra-official  note  made  by  the  county 
clerk  in  the  county  abstract  of  votes.  Held,  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient. 

EasUmy^  ScoU,  Uih  Ccmg C.  &  H.,  280 
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Extra-oi&eial  notei  on  papers  not  evidenoe. 

The  minutes  of  a  county  board  of  canvassers  in  Florida,  or  the  reasons  nven  by  them 
in  their  certificate  for  rejecting  the  vote  of  a  precinct,  are  not  of  such  official  char- 
acter as  to  make  them  evidence. 

Finley  vs.  WallSy  44th  Cong Smith,  376 

Cortiflcate  of  prothonotary,  to  eleetion  doeumenti,  as  evidenoe. 

The  committee  rejected  a  large  number  of  votes  upon  the  certificate  of  the  prothono- 
tary to  copies  of  all  the  election  papers  in  his  office,  such  papers  showing,  by 
comparison,  that  the  names  of  the  voters  in  (question  were  on  the  poll  lists,  but 
were  not  on  the  registration  lists,  and  there  being  no  affidavits  of  qualification  on 
file.  The  minority  denied  that  the  certificate  of  the  prothonotary  to  copies  of  the 
election  papers  on  file  in  his  office  on  a  certain  date  was  sufficient  evidence  that  no 
other  papers  had  ever  been  filed,  and  still  less  could  it  establish  the  conclusion  that 
no  such  affidavits  had  been  made  by  the  voters  at  the  polls. 

Craig  vs.  Stewart,  6fSd  Cong Stofer,  9;  19 

County  clerk  can  certify  to  copies  of  papers,  but  not  to  matters  of  fact 

Where  the  law  requires  the  oaths  of  election  officers  to  be  filed  with  the  county  clerk, 
the  certificate  of  the  clerk  is  competent  to  authenticate  copies  of  these  documents, 
but  he  should  be  examined  on  oath  to  show  ^ts  derived  from  these  documents,  or 
to  negative  their  existence. 

Goggin  vs.  GUmer,  ^8th  Cong 1  Bart.,  72 

County  clerk  can  not  certify  to  a  matter  of  fact. 

Where  the  county  clerk  certified  on  his  abstract  of  precinct  returns  that  no  poll  books 
had  been  returned  to  him  from  certain  precincts,  the  committee  held  that  this  cer- 
tificate was  not  evidence  of  the  fact.    If  it  was  a  fact  it  was  not  a  fotal  irregularity. 

Bennet  vs.  Chapman,  S4ih  Cong 1  Bart,  206 

Mnst  be  certifled  by  proper  officer. 

A  transcript  certified  by  the  prothonotary  of  one  county  can  not  be  admitted  to 
prove  the  votes  of  another. 

Fidler  vs.  Dawson,  S9th  Ccmg 2  Bart.,  132 
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Nothing  but  copies  can  be  proved  by  certificate.  > 

V  certified  computation,  and  not  a  certified  transcript  of  any  official  writing  author- 
ized by  law"  is  not  competent  evidence. 

Fuller  vs.  Dawmn,  S9th  Cong 2  Bart.,  134 

Only  facts  legally  required  to  be  certifled  to  can  be  proved  by  oertiflcate. 

**  The  law  is  entirely  settled  that  statute-certifying  officers  can  only  make  their  cer- 
tificates evidence  of  the  facts  which  the  statutes  requires  them  to  certify;  that 
when  they  undertake  to  go  beyond  this  and  certify  other  facts  they  are  unofficial 
and  no  more  evidence  than  the  statement  of  any  unofficial  person." 

Sunizler  vs.  Anderson  {majority  report) ,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  378 

Certiflcates  to  copies  of  papers  strictly  construed. 

Papers  certified  to  be  **true  copies  of  the  poll  books,  tally  paper,  and  return  of  the 
elec^tion  "  on  which  the  certificate  of  oath  of  judges  and  clerks  was  missing  or 
irregular  were  not  taken  as  evidence  that  the  same  irregularity  existed  on  the 
original  papers,  as  the  words  of  the  certificate  did  not  exclude  the  idea  that  this 
certificate  might  have  been  omitted  or  incorrectly  copied. 

KootUzYS.  Coffroth,  S9th  Cong 2  Bart.,  147 

■ 

Only  matters  required  to  be  of  record  can  be  proved  by  certificate. 

The  law  of  Florida  required  the  county  commissioners  to  strike  off  or  erase  from  the 
registry  list,  before  the  election,  the  names  of  such  persons  as  were  known  or 
should  be  proveil  to  have  died  or  ceased  to  reside  permanently  in  the  places  where 
they  were  r^stered.  Part  of  the  evidence  introduced  in  a  case  consisted  of 
copies,  certifi^  by  the  county  clerks,  of  the  registry  lists,  and  also  of  the  names 
which  had  been  struck  off  from  the  lists.  The  committee  held  that  the  names 
struck  off  had  ceased  to  be  a  part  of  the  record,  and  could  not  be  proved  by 
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certificate.  A  similar  ruling  was  made  as  to  the  words  "not  sworn  *'  found  on  the 
poll  lists  after  the  names  of  some  voters.  The  minority  held  that  as  the  names 
struck  off  were  not  obliterated,  but  were  merely  lightly  struck  through  with  a  pen 
or  had  the  word  **died,"  "removed,"  etc.,  written  after  them,  they  were  still  so 
far  a  part  of  the  record  as  to  be  capable  of  being  proved  by  the  certificate  of  the 
clerk. 

Finleyys.  Bisbee,  4Sth  Cong 1  Ells.,  94-96;  117 

Master  rollf  as  evidenee. 

The  committee  held  that  the  muster  rolls  on  file  with  the  Adjutant-General,  at 
Washington,  as  well  as  those  kept  with  the  regiment  and  those  in  the  office  of  the 
adjutant-general  of  Missouri,  were  each  oriflrirtal  copies,  and  that  sworn  copies  of  any 
of  them  were  admissible.  They  were  held  to  be  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  afje  of 
the  soldiers,  and,  when  made  ahiout  the  time  of  the  election,  of  the  persons  constitut- 
ing the  regiments,  but  not  to  be  evidence  of  residence,  and^  when  made  a  year  or  two 
before  the  election,  not  to  be  evidence  of  the  persons  forming  the  regiments. 

Knox  vs.  Blair,  S8th  Gong 1  Bart,  528 

Land  lists  in  Virginia.  ^ 

Under  the  Virginia  law,  permitting  only  freeholders  of  six  months*  standing  to 
vote,  the  land  liste  of  the  previous  year  are  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  right  of  per- 
sons to  vote,  conclusive  only  in  the  absence  of  all  other  evidence,  and  capable  of 
being  overthrown  by  other  evidence.  But  the  House  rejected  the  report  of  the 
committee,  and  seems  to  have  taken  the  list  as  conclusive. 

Taliaferro  vs.  Hungerford  {Ist  contest) ,  JMh  Cong C.  AH.,  246 

Under  the  Virginia  law,  permitting  only  freeholders  of  six  months'  standing  to 
vote,  the  land  liste  are  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  right  to  vote,  but  may  be  rebutted 
by  other  evidence. 

Taliaferro  vs.  Hungerford  {fSd  contest) j  JSth  Cong C.  &  H. ,  252 

Under  the  Virginia  law,  requiring  a  freehold  estate  as  a  qualification  for  voting,  the 
land  lists,  or  certified  copies  of  them,  are  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  qualification 
or  disqualification  of  voters  unless  disproved  by  other  evidence. 

Porterfield  vs.  Mc  Coy,  14th  Cong C .  and  H . ,  270 

Where,  under  the  Virginia  law  requiring  a  freehold  estate  in  land  as  a  qualification 
for  voting,  votes  were  attacked  because  the  names  of  the  voters  were  not  found  on 
the  .land  lists,  the  committee  received  parol  testimony  to  show  that  such  voters 
were  in  fact  qualified,  but  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  reception  of  such  testimony 
waa  not  in  accordance  with  the  rule  of  law  that  the  best  evidence  the  case  admits 
of  should  be  required.  If  this  rule  had  been  followed  and  only  documentary'  evi- 
dence admitted  a  still  larger  majority  for  petitioner  would  have  been  shown,  and 
the  rule  of  law  seems  to  have  been  relaxed  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that,  on  the 
state  of  the  case  most  favorable  to  the  sitting  member,  petitioner  would  still  have 
a  majority. 

LoyaU  vs.  Newton,  iBlst  Cong C.  and  H.,  523 

Tax  lists  in  North  Carolina,  not  conclusive. 

Where,  in  North  Carolina,  there  were  more  names  on  the  list  of  voters  than  were  on 
the  tax  list,  but  it  appeared  that  persons  had  the  right  to  vote,  under  the  State 
laws,  who  hafl  at  any  time  paid  taxes,  held,  that  the  tax  lists  were  not  conclusive 
evidence  of  what  persons  were  entitled  to  vote. 

McFarland  vs.  Purviance,  8tk  Cong C.  and  H.,  133 

Certified  copies  of  original  returns  evidence  of  their  contents  in  Mississippi. 

The  committee  comited  returns  rejected  by  the  county  commissioners  because  no  list 
of  voters  accompanied  them,  or  for  similar  irregularities.  The  certificate  of  the 
commissioners  as  to  the  number  of  votes  pff  rejected,  and  copies  of  the  original 
returns  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the  chancery  court  (in  Mississippi) ,  were  held  to  be 
sufiicient  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  returns. 

Lyncii  vs.  Chalmers^  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  357 
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Owrtiiled  eopiai  of  retnmi  not  in  offleial  cnttody  of  oertiiyiiig  ofiLoer  not  evidenM. 

A  («rtified  transcript  of  a  rejected  return,  made  and  certified  by  a  chancery  derk 
(in  Mississippi),  there  being  no  law  requiring  such  returns  to  be  kept  on  file  as 
official  recoras  by  this  officer  or  any  other,  is  not  evidence. 

Lynch  vs.  Chalmers  {minority  report) ,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  362 

Oonnty  oonrt,  in  West  Virginia,  anthorized  to  make  a  reeord. 

The  county  court  in  West  Vii^inia  has  the  power  to  make  a  record  of  its  prooeedinffs 
in  regara  to  elections.  "There  is  inherent  in  every  such  tribunal,  and  necessarily 
incident  to  ita  very  purpose  and  existence,  the  power  to  make  such  a  record  as 
will  perpetuate  and  make  available  its  legitimate  action.''  And,  aside  from  ^n- 
eral  principles,  it  appears  from  an  examination  of  the  legislation  of  West  Virgmia 
on  tne  subject  that  tne  county  court  is  more  than  a  mere  returning  board. 

Smith  vs.  Jaekgcn^  Slst  Cong Rowell,  18 

Board  of  supervisors,  in  California,  authorised  to  keep  a  record. 

The  board  of  supervisors  provided  for  by  the  statutes  of  California  is  an  official  body, 
required  to  keep  a  record,  and  this  record,  duly  certified,  imports  verity,  and  must 
stand  until  shown  to  be  incorrect. 

Wigginton  vs.  Pacheco^  45th  Cong 1  Ells.,  7 

Weight  of 

Vague  opinion  insuffloient. 

The  opinion  of  witnesses  that  a  larger  number  of  votes  are  returned  as  cast  than 
there  were  voters  present  at  the  election  is  not  sufficient  to  rebut  the  presumption 
that  the  officers  did  their  duty. 

McDuffie  vs.  Diivid9on,  50th  Cong Mobley,  697 

Evidence  sufficient  to  shift  burden  of  proof  conclusive  unless  rebutted. 

''When  the  legality  of  votes  is  assailed,  upon  notice  and  answer,  and  the  issue  formed, 
that  issue  ia  to  be  fairly  heard  and  tried  upon  evidence.  When  one  party  intro- 
duces apparently  credible  evidence,  sufficient  of  itself  to  maintain  the  issue,  the 
opposite  party  is  called  upon  to  meet  it,  and  if  he  does  not  do  it  with  the  means 
at  hand  there  can  be  but  one  reasonable  conclusion,  and  that  is  that  there  was  no 
answer  to  it." 

WaUace  vs.  McKinley  {minority  report),  4S(h  Cong Mobley,  207 

Insufficient  notice  of  election  not  proved. 

Where  there  was  proof  that  notices  were  put  up  the  day  before  the  election,  but  no 
proof  that  these  were  the  first  notices,  the  committee  held  that  the  fact  of  insuf- 
ficient notice  was  not  proved. 

Morion  vs.  Daily,  37tii  Cong 1  Bart.,  410 

Testimony  of  a  conspirator  must  be  corroborated. 

"The  testimony  of  a  conspirator  swearing  to  his  own  infamy  and  implicating  others 
in  the  same  crime  is  always  jealously  scrutinized,  and  unless  corroborated  in  mate- 
rial points  by  evidence  coming  from  uncontaminated  sources  can  not  generally  be 
received  as  sufficient  to  establish  a  litigated  fact.  And  if,  in  addition  to  this,  such 
conspirator  declines  to  submit  to  a  full,  thorouj^h,  and  seachin^  cross-examination 
upon  the  whole  subject-matter  testified  to  by  him  in  his  examination  in  chief,  this 
circumstance  casts  additional  suspicion  upon  his  testimony;  and  if  to  this  be  also 
added  the  fact  that  such  conspirator  is  at  the  time  he  so  testifies  the  paid  agent  of 
the  i)arty  producing  him  in  ascertaining  and  arranging  the  evidence  for  iiis  employer, 
this  circumstance  is  one  calculated  to  cast  additional  doubt  and  suspicion  upon  his 
testimony.  There  was  a  period  in  the  history  of  American  and  English  jurispru- 
dence when  the  paid  attorney  or  counsel  of  a  litigant  party  would  not  be  heard  to 
testify  on  behalf  of  his  client." 

Bromberg  vs.  Haralson,  44th  Cong Smith,  358 

Where  the  testimony  of  fraud  was  the  testimony  of  the  State  registrar,  testifying  that 
he  himself  procured  it  to  be  committed,  but  the  testimony  was  not  sufficiently 
corroborated  by  that  of  his  subordinates,  and  the  Federal  supervision  of  the  Con- 
gressional election  rendered  it  incre<lible  that  such  fraud  coula  have  been  commit- 
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ted  at  that  election  at  least,  a  majority  of  the  committee  held  that  the  testimony 
was  insufficient  to  establish  the  fraud.  A  minority  held  that  it  would  be  sufficient 
in  a  criminal  court  to  convict  an  accomplice  of  crime,  and  if  not  sufficient  in  this 
case  to  give  the  seat  to  the  candidate,  against  whom  the  fraud  was  committed,  it. 
was  cer^nly  sufficient  to  justfy  refusing  it  to  the  candidate  in  whose  favor  it  was 
committed. 

Sheridanvs.  Pinchback,  4Sd  Cmg Smith,  326,  337 

"Coached"  evidence  disregarded. 

Where  contestee  called  a  large  number  of  colored  witnesses  to  testify  that  they  voted 
for  him,  but  their  answers  were  uniform  and  appeared  Xo  be  ** coached,"  the  com- 
mittee disregarded  their  evidence. 

Aldrich  vs.  Underwood,  54ih  Cong Report  2006,  p.  12 

For  evidence  required  to  set  aside  a  return,  see  Return  Impeachment  of. 

For  evidence  oi  vote  when  returns  impeached,  see  Return,  when  Impeached  what 

Votes  Counted. 
For  amount  of  evidence  required  to  prove  a  vote  illegal,  see  Illegal  Votes,  and  Votes, 

Presumption  of  Legality. 
For  evidence  required  to  prove  bribery,  fraud,  intimidation,  etc. ,  see  under  these  heads: 

Suppression  of.    See  Suppression  of  Evidence. 


EXBOUTIVE. 

See  GrOVERNOR. 

EX  PABTE  AFFIDAVITS. 

See  Evidence,  J2r  Parte, 

EX  POST  FACTO  IiAW. 

See  Elective  Franchise. 

EXPULSION.  1 

To  be  inflicted  only  for  caueei  related  to  duty  of  member. 

"Neither  House  ought  to  expel  for  any  cause  unrelated  to  the  trust  or  duty  of  a 
member." 

Roberts,  66th  Cong Report  85,  p.  46 

The  right  to  expel  is  absolute. 

The  right  to  expel  a  member  is  absolute,  limited  only  by  the  condition  that  it  must 
be  exercised  by  a  two^thirds  vote.  "  The  power  of  exclusion  is  a  matter  of  law,  to 
be  exercised  by  a  majority  vote,  in  accordance  with  legal  principles,  and  exists 
only  where  a  member-elect  lacks  some  of  the  qualifications  required  by  the  Con- 
stitution. The  power  of  expulsion  is  made  by  the  Constitution  purely  a  matter  of 
discretion." 

Roberts  {minority  report),  66th  Cong Report  85,  part  2,  p.  77 

A  member  meriting  expulsion  refused  readmission  after  reelection. 

A  Kepresentative  who  had  saved  himself  from  expulsion  by  resigning  while  the  ex- 
pulsion resolution  was  pending,  and  was  reelected  at  a  special  election,  was  refused 
admission  without  referring  the  case  to  any  committee  or  hearing  further  tes- 
timony. 

Whitlemore,  4ist  Cong.     {See  Roberts,  56th  Cong. ) 


iThifl  "digest"  does  not  profcsB  to  cover  the  expulsion  cases,  and  refers  to  questions  of  expulsion 
only  as  they  come  up  incidentally  in  connection  with  contested-election  cases  proper. 
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SZTEKSION  OF  TIME  TO  TAKE  TESTIMON7. 

See  EviDENCJS,  Additional. 

FEBEKAIi  EIiEOTION  IiAWS. 

See  Election  Laws. 


Effect  of.     (See^  aUo,  Rkturnb,  Impeachment  of.) 

To  be  eliminated,  if  poislble,  without  rejection  of  returns. 

Where  contestant  proved  that  more  votes  were  cast  for  him  than  were  returned  for 
him,  and  there  were  circumstances  indicating  fraud,  the  committee  preferred  not 
to  reject  the  polls,  but  corrected  the  vote  according  to  the  proof. 

Jhylor  vs.  Reading^  41«t  Cong 2  Bart,  d67 

The  committee  held  the  law  to  be  *Hhat  where  fraud  is  shown  to  exist  the  poll  shall 
not  be  rejected  unless  it  is  impossible  to  pur^  it  of  the  fraud.''  It  being  shown 
that  very  many  illegal  votes  nad  l)een  received,  with  the  fraudulent  connivance 
of  the  judges  of  election,  and  there  being  definite  proof  that  at  least  252  of  the  votes 
shown  by  the  numbered  ballots  in  the  box  to  have  been  cast  for  contestee  were 
illegally  and  fraudulently  cast,  the  committee  deducted  these  252  votes  from  the 
vote  of  contestee.  The  minority  held  that  as  the  ballot  box  was  clearly  shown  to 
have  been  tampered  with,  the  hiallots  found  in  it  were  no  evidence  how  these  252 
I)er8ons  voted.  The  fraudulent  returns  were  no  evidence  of  the  remainder  of  the 
vote,  and  the  only  course  left  was  to  reject  the  entire  return,  and  count  only  such 
votes  as  each  party  had  proveti  aliunde. 

Ije  Moyne  vs.  Farwell,  44th  Cong Smith,  409,422 

Where  not  enough  to  affeet  the  result,  eleetion  valid. 

Where  there  was  fraud  and  bribery  on  behalf  of  contestee,  but  no  proof  connecting 
him  with  it,  or  showing  that  it  affected  enough  votes  to  change  the  result,  the 
committee  reported  for  contestee. 

EtHini  vs.  Turnery  56th  Cong Beport  198 

Distinction  between  illegality  and  firaud. 

''The  distinction  is  between  mere  ilie^lity  and  fraud  in  the  conduct  of  elections. 
The  first  does  not  deprive  the  candidate  of  any  votes  save  those  proven  to  have 
been  illegally  cast  for  him;  the  second,  by  destroying  the  value  of  the  returns  as 
evidence,  causes  the  rejection  of  the  entire  poll  and  deprives  the  candidates  of  all 
the  votes  cast  for  them,  as  well  the  legal  as  the  illegal  ones,  unless  otherwise 
proved." 

Wise  vs.  Young  (minority  report)  55th  Cong Report  772,  part  2,  p.  4 

Where  votes  firaudulently  kept  from  box,  returns  can  not  be  purged  and  must  be  rejected. 

"The  authorities  are  clear  and  complete  that  where  fraud  taints  a  return  it  cannot 
be  pui^ged,  but  must  be  rejected;  but  a  return  can  be  pursed  only  by  reiecting 
ballots  illegally  cast  or  wrongfullv  counted.  While  in  this  case  lesal  ballots 
were  unquestionably  kept  from  the  box  by  the  illegal  and  wrongful  acts  of 
persons  connected  with  the  machinery  of  the  election,  it  is  impossible  to  deter- 
mine the  number  of  these  ballots,  and  the  only  logical  and  equitable  result  is  to 
reject  such  returns." 

Murray  vs.  Elliott^  54th  Cong Report  1567 

Polls  rejected  or  returns  corrected,  according  as  discrepancy  large  or  small. 

Where  the  number  of  votes  cast  was  proved  to  have  been  much  less  than  the  number 
returned,  the  coinmittse  rejectea  the  whole  polls;  where  the  discrepancy  was 
smaller,  they  correcteil  the  returns  according  to  the  probable  state  of  the  vote. 

Robinson  vs.  Harrison,  54th  Cong Report  1121 
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Betams  rfljeoted  or  purged,  aeoording  to  amoimt  of  diiorepanoy. 

Where  tDere  were  nmny  more  voters  proved  by  their  own  testimony  to  have  voted 
for  contestant  than  were  returned  for  him,  and  the  remainder  was  less  than  the 
number  returned  forcontestee,  and  there  were  other  indications  of  fraud,  including 
the  partisan  appointment  of  election  officers,  the  committee  threw  out  the  whole 
returns  and  counted  only  the  votes  proved  aliunde.  Where  the  margin  was 
smaller,  and  might  have  been  accounted  for  by  tho  ballots  rejected  as  imperfect, 
the  committee  corrected  the  returns  according  to  the  proof. 

Wwe  vs.  Youngy  65tk  Cong Report  772 

Betams  rejected  or  purged,  aeoording  to  eireamitaiieei. 

Where  it  was  shown  by  the  testimony  of  list  takers,  corroborated  by  the  testimony 
of  the  voters  themselves,  that  many  more  votes  were  cast  for  contestant  than 
were  returned  for  him,  aiid  there  were  otiier  indications  of  fraud,  the  committee 
rejected  or  corrected  the  returns,  according  to  the  testimony  in  each  case. 

Paltenon  vs.  Carvmcky  55th  Ckmg Report  895 

Stftami  rejeeled  or  eonreeted,  aooerding  te  aoMnnt  of  diseropanoy.  i 

Where  more  votes  were  proved  to  have  been  cast  for  contestant  than  were  returned 
for  him  the  committee  rejected  or  corrected  the  returns  according  to  the  amount 
of  the  discrepancy.    The  minority  corrected  many  returns,  but  rejected  only  a  few. 

W\9e  vs.  Young,  66th  Cong Report  186 

Fraudulent  returns  rejeeted. 

Returns  which  are  tainted  with  fraud  can  not  be  made  the  foundation  of  the  title  to 
a  seat  in  the  House.  The  result  should  be  pur^|ed  of  the  fraud  if  practicable,  and 
the  poll  only  thrown  out  when  no  other  alternative  remains  but  to  give  effect  to  the 
fraud  or  to  reject  the  poll. 

AtkinKm  vs.  PendieUmy  61$t  Cong Rowell,46 

Votes  ftraudulently  added  to  returns  deducted. 

Where  it  was  proved  that  returns  and  poll  books  had  been  altered  so  as  to  show  sev- 
eral hundred  votes  for  contestee  which  had  not  been  cast,  the  committee  unani- 
mously deducted  the  votes  thus  fraudulently  added. 

Chaves  \%,  Clever,  40th  Cong 2  Bart,  467 

Votes  ftraudulently  returned  deducted. 

Where  it  was  chai^ged  that  a  lai^ge  number  of  persons  whose  names  were  marked  on 
the  check  list  as  voting  did  not  vote,  and  some  witnesses  swore  that  their  names 
were  the  same  as  those  marked  on  the  list,  and  that  they  had  not  voted,  and  k  was 
proved  that  a  large  number  of  the  persons  marked  could  not  l>e  found  in  the  ward 
oy  a  diligent  search  two  months  after  the  election,  and  that  manv  of  them  were 
not  on  the  assessor's  list^  the  committee  agreed  as  a  compromise  to  deduct  105  from 
contestee's  vote,  the  majority  holding  that  the  charges  of  fraud  were  sustained,  the 
minority  holding  that  they  were  not  sustained,  but  agreeing  to  the  compromise 
because  of  the  lack  of  testimony  explaining  the  irregularities. 

AbboU  vs.  Frosty  44ih  Cong Smith,  614, 619 

Entire  vote  excluded. 

Where,  in  a  county  in  which  votes  cast  for  one  party  had  been  notoriously  counted 
for  the  other,  and  the  voters  of  the  defrauded  party  at  this  election  therefore 
refused  to  vote,  but  many  more  votes  were  still  returned  for  contestee  than  were 
cast  for  both  parties,  the  committee  held  that  the  entire  vote  should  be  excluded. 
Contestant's  supporters  were  justifiable  in  not  voting,  and  "it  would  be  a  travesty 
upon  justice  to  permit  his  opponent  to  be  allowed  the  votes  which  were  cast  at  the 
efection  in  his  favor." 

Aldrich  vs.  RobbinSy  56th  Cong Report  327 

Fraudulent  return  set  aside. 

It  was  charged  that  the  presiding  officer  at  an  election,  after  the  legal  poll  was  closed, 
held  a  new  and  fraudulent  election.  The  House  seems  to  have  sustained  the 
charge. 

Jackson  vs.  Tfayne,  Jld  Cong C.  and  II.,  47 
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Vitiates  entire  poll. 

''When  the  result  in  any  precinct  has  been  shown  to  be  'so  tainted  with  fraud  that 
the  truth  can  not  be  deducible  therefrom/  then  it  should  never  be  permitted  to 
form  a  part  of  the  canvass.  The  precedents,  as  well  as  the  evident  requirements 
of  truth,  not  only  sanction,  but  call  for  the  rejection  of  the  entire  poll  when  stamped 
with  the  characteristics  here  shown." 

iTnoar  vs.  Blair,  S8th  Cong 1  Bart,  626 

Where  the  poll  was  opened  the  ni^ht  before  election,  at  a  different  place  from  the 
legal  one,  and  a  large  number  of  illegal  votes  received,  and  the  votes  received  the 
next  day  at  the  legal  place  were  received  in  the  same  box  unopened,  the  entire 
vote  was  rejected. 

ToddwB,  Jayne,S8th  Cong 1  Bart.,  560 

Ketan  vitiated  by  frandalent  voting. 

Where  there  was  proof  of  the  deliberate  reception  of  fraudulent  votes,  with  the  con- 
nivance and  in  part  by  the  procurement  of  the  election  officers,  and  there  was  defi- 
nite proof  of  the  frauaulent  character  of  116  votes,  but  only  30  could  be  deducted 
from  either  candidate,  there  being  no  proof  for  whom  the  others  were  cast,  "the 
committee  see  no  alternative  but  to  accept  the  return,  and  thus  sanction  the  fraud, 
or  set  it  aside  altogether.  They  can  not  doubt  that  the  latter  course  comes  within 
the  precedents  of  former  Congresses  and  of  this  committee  and  of  the  present 
House,  and  they  therefore  reject  this  return  altogether.'' 

Dew^evs.  Brooks,  SQthCong 2  Bart.,  88 

Wholesale  ftrandulent  voting;  whole  poll  ri^jeeted. 

"Two  hundred  and  forty  votes  might  have  been  illegally  cast  for  eithw candidate  in  a 
large  district  without  causing  the  loss  of  more  than  that  number  to  either,  when 
proved,  but  200  or  more  votes  can  not  be  received  by  election  officers  with  a  guiltv 
knowledge  that  they  were  ille^,  or  in  gross  violation  of  the  election  laws,  which 
they  were  bound  to  consult,  without  entailing  a  stronger  penalty.  In  such  cases 
not  only  State  courts,  but  legislatures  and  Congress  have  not  iiesitated  to  declare  the 
whole  poll  void  and  of  no  effect,  except  as  to  such  votes  as  either  party  chooses  to 
save,  by  proof  of  their  legality." 

MyersYS,  MoffeU,4l8t  Cong '. 2  Bart.,  586 

Where  many  frandnlent  votes  returned,  whole  poll  thrown  out 

Where  the  election  was  held  by  others  than  the  regularly  appointed  officers  (who 
were,  however,  selected  by  the  voters  present,  under  the  forms  of  law)  and  they 
returned  as  voting  many  more  persons  than  there  were  names  on  the  r^istry  lists 
of  qualified  voters,  and  it  was  impossible  to  purge  the  polls,  the  committee  unani- 
mously rejected  the  whole  precinct. 

SurUzlerys.  Dyer,  4 l«t  Cong 2  Bart.,  790 

» 

Whole  vote  of  a  oonntj  thrown  oat. 

Where  the  superintendent  of  registration,  for  a  money  consideration,  removed  his 
first  appointees  and  appointed  new  registering  officers  for  thepurpose  of  procuring 
a  fraudulent  registration  to  be  made,  and  these  registering  ofiicers  disregarded  the 
law  and  admitted  very  many  disqualified  persons  to  register^  so  that  the  total  reg- 
istry was  twice  as  large  as  the  registry  made  two  years  earlier  and  that  made  two 
years  later,  the  committee  threw  out  the  whole  vote  of  the  county  where  tJiese 
frauds  prevailed. 

Shields  \&.  Van  Horn,  41»t  Cong 2  Bart.,  924-929 

Whole  poll  rejected. 

The  committee  quoted  the  rule  from  Howard  vs.  Cooper  [Knox  vs,  Blair  (?)  ]  (1  Bart, 
275 ) :  "  When  the  result  in  any  precinct  has  been  shown  to  be  so  taintea  with  fraud 
that  the  truth  can  not  be  deducible  therefrom,  then  it  should  never  be  permitted  to 
form  a  part  of  the  canvass.  The  precedents,  as  well  as  the  evident  requirements  of 
truth,  not  only  sanction  but  call  lor  the  rejection  of  the  entire  i)oll  when  stamped 
with  the  characteristics  here  shown."  Tne  contestant  in  this  case  had  charged 
fraudulent  voting  in  a  precinct  where  he  nevertheless  received  a  large  majonty. 
The  proof  was  not  sufficient  to  establish  the  number  of  persons  voting  fraudulently, 
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even  if  taken  to  establish  the  general  fact,  and  the  above  rule  was  quoted  as  indicat- 
ing the  only  other  remedy;  but  as  in  this  case  the  remedy  would  be  decisive  of  the 
case  against  the  candidate  charging  fraud,  it  would  have  been  unfair  to  him  toapply  it. 

Bramberg  vs.  HaraUcm^  44th  Cong Smith,  360 

Betnm  rejected. 

"The  law  is  that  where  fraud  is  proved  to  have  been  committed  by  the  officers  of  an 
election  in  conducting  the  election,  no  reliance  can  be  placed  upon  any  of  their 
acts,  and  their  return  must  be  rejected  as  wholly  unreliable.  The  party  claiming 
under  the  election  must  prove  the  actual  vote  in  some  other  way.*' 

FirUeywa,  Walls,  44thOo7ig Smith,  389 

Vote  of  a  whole  eity  thrown  out. 

Where  the  testimony  showed  a  very  large  amount  of  repeating,  bribery,  and  intimi- 
dation in  every  precinct  of  the  city  of  Charleston,  S.  C.,  committed  by  the  friends 
of  contestee,  with  the  evident  aid  and  collusion  of  the  election  officers,  the  com- 
mittee unanimously  threw  out  the  vote  of  the  whole  city. 

BuUzyB.  Mackey,  44th  Cong Smith,  684-689 

Whole  poll  rejected. 

The  minority  (on  this  point  probably  sustained  by  a  nfajority  of  the  committee) 
rejected  a  poll  because  there  was  unlawful  interference  with  the  United  States 
supervisor,  preventing  him  from  dischai^ng  his  duties;  because  the  poll  list  was 
falsified  by  placing  on  it  fictitious  names;  bemuse  a  crowd  of  men  who  liad  already 
voted  at  another  precinct  were  permitted  to  vote  for  contestee,  while  more  than 
200  of  contestee' s  supporters,  standing  in  line  all  day,  were  prevented  from  voting 
at  all;  and  because  there  was  no  trustworthy  evidence  of  the  actual  vote  cast  or 
returned. 

Lee  vs.  RichanUon  {minority  report) ,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  547 

Where  it  was  shown  that  the  number  of  votes  returned  in  a  number  of  precincts  w^as 
lai^ly  in  excess  of  the  vote  actually  cast,  and  many  of  the  names  on  the  poll  books 
were  obviously  fictitious,  the  committee  unanimously  rejected  the  whole  vote  of 
these  precincts. 

Mamanares  vs.  Luna,  4Sih  Cong Mobley,  62 

"The  return  of  the  officers  is  prima  fack  evidence  of  the  result  of  the  election  in  the 
precinct  where  it  was  held.  Unassailed  it  is  sufficient  to  be  counted  in  the  ascer- 
tainment of  the  general  result.  It  may  be  impeached  by  anything  which  will  show 
it  to  be  untrue  in  fact  or  unworthy  of  credit  because  of  the  improper  conduct  of  the 
officers  of  the  election.  The  return  is  accepted  as  the  act  of  sworn  officers,  to  whose 
acts  confidence  is  to  be  given  upon  the  presumption  that  they  have  regarded  the 
law  and  done  their  dutjr.  But  if  they  are  shown  to  have  disregarded  the  law  and 
violated  the  statutes  which  have  been  adopted  to  preserve  the  purity  of  the  elec- 
tion, then  their  return  shall  be  rejected,  because  it  is  no  longer  entitled  to  the  credit 
which  is  given  to  acts  of  officers  who  have  done  their  duty.  The  misconduct  of  the 
officers  must  be  such  as  to  make  the  result  uncertain,  for  if,  notwithstanding  their 
irregularity,  the  true  vote  can  be  ascertained,  it  shall  be  counted.  But  where  the 
condition  of  the  poll  is  such  that  the  result  can  not  be  reached  with  reasonable  cer- 
tainty, then  the  entire  poll  must  be  rejected." 

Uurd  vs.  Romeis  {minority  report) ,  49th  Cong Mobley,  430 

Fraud  in  regard  to  one  vote  not  fatal  to  whole  poll. 

If  it  had  been  proved  that  one  of  the  judges  deposited  the  ballot  of  a  voter  in  his 
pocket  insteaa  of  in  the  box,  this  would  not  authorize  the  exclusion  of  the  entire  vote 
of  the  precinct. 

StoveUvB.  Cabell,  47th  Cmg 2  Ells.,  672 

Knowingly  produced  by  election  offlceri,  whole  vote  thrown  out. 

"While  the  committee  should  be  slow  to  throw  out  the  whole  vote  of  a  ward  or  dis- 
trict, nevertheless,  if  the  facts  and  circumstances  show  that  the  inspectors  of  the 
registry  and  election  knowingly  produced  frauds,  and  violated  the  election  laws, 
and  permitted  illegal  voting,  and  the  jwlls  can  not  be  pui^ged,  the  whole  vote  should 
be  thrown  out." 

Van  WyckvB,  Greene,  ilst  Cong 2  Bart,  641 
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Fraud  committed  by  election  officers  vitiateB  all  their  acts. 

Where  it  is  proved  that  a  given  number  of  ballots  were  tampered  with  by  the  judges, 
the  whole  vote  must  be  thrown  out  unless  there  is  the  most  satisfactory  evidence 
that  no  other  ballots  were  tampered  with. 

Hwrd  vs.  Bomeis  {minority  report) ,  4^h  Cong Mobley,  435 

Where  the  managers  of  election  stuffed  the  box,  or  permitted  it  to  be  stuffed,  *^  their 
every  act  is  tainted,  and  the  presumption  that  the  law  ordinarily  attaches  to  official 
acts,  omnia  prsssumuntur  rite  acta  esse^  is  destroyed,  and  every  act  of  these  managers 
attainted  with  suspicion  and  fraud.'' 

Smalls  vs.  EUioit  (minority  report),  60th  Omg Mobley,  730 

Evidence  of  (see  also  Evidence). 

Fictitious  names  on  poll  book  rejected. 

Where  the  names  "Oliver  Twist"  and  "Sam  Weller"  aopeared  on  the  poll  book 
the  majority  of  the  committee  took  it  as  evidence  of  fraud.  The  minority  (whose 
conclusions  were  substantially  adopted  by  the  House)  rejected  these  two  votes. 

Chapman  vs.  Ferguson,  S5th  Cong 1  Bart,  269;  272 

Fictitions  names  on  poll  book,  whole  poll  rejected. 

Where  the  voters'  names  were  recorded  on  the  poll  books  "  to  a  great  extent  alphabet- 
ically, as  if  copied  from  some  index  or  refs^istration  list,"  the* committee  rejected 
the  whole  vote  of  the  poll  on  this  evidence  of  fraud. 

Mamanares  vs.  Luna,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  63 

Ho  inhabitants  in  a  connty. 

Where  the  evidence  showed  that  a  coimty  contained  no  inhabitants  votes  returned 
from  it  were  rejected. 

Daily  vs.  Estabrook,  S6th  Cong 1  Bart. ,  303 

Unexplained  increase  in  the  vote  a  suspicions  circnmstance. 

Where  there  was  an  increase  of  about  5,000  in  the  vote  of  the  district  over  that  cast 
at  the  previous  election,  and  this  increase  was  nearlj^  all  in  eight  or  nine  precincts, 
and  was  all  in  the  vote  of  one  candidate,  there  being  no  substantial  increase  or 
d^u*easein  the  votes  of  other  candidates,  the  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that 
if  such  an  increase  had  been  due  to  anv  legitimate  cause  it  would  necessarily  have 
been  something  well  known  and  easily  proved.  The  contestee  having  failed  to 
account  for  it  in  any  way,  he  presumably  could  not;  and  the  increase,  unaccounted 
for,  was  a  very  suspicious  circumstance. 

Blair  vs.  Barrett,  S6th  Omg 1  Bart. ,  310 

More  votes  than  voters. 

Where  128  votes  were  returned  from  a  county,  but  the  evidence  showed  that  it  could 
not  contain  over  60  voters,  and  there  were  circumstances  indicating  fraud,  the  com- 
mittee deducted  68  votes  from  the  candidate  for  whom  all  the. votes  of  this  county 
were  returned. 

Daily  vs.  Estabrook,  S6th  Cmg 1  Bart.,  304 

Where  141  votes  were  returned  as  being  cast,  but  the  evidence  showed  that  there 
were  only  58  qualified  voters  in  the  precinct,  and  that  the  registration  under  which 
this  election  was  held  w^as  fraudulent,  the  committee  rejecrtea  the  return  and  threw 
out  all  the  votes  except  a  few  pro  veil  aliunde. 

Goodrich  vs.  Bullock,  5Ut  Cong Rowell,  588 

Discrepancy  between  returns  and  proved  vote  not  sufficient 

The  minority  held  "that  /raitd  when  charged,  must  be  proved,  and  that  it  never 
can  legally  he  presumed  from  mere  suspicious  circumstances,  however  strong  they 
may  be  deemed,  that  a  mere  discrepancy  between  the  number  of  votes  returned  and 
the  tally  lists,  or  the  number  that  may  afterward  l)e  proveil  to  have  been  cast,  has 
never,  in  any  judicial  or  legislative  inquiry,  been  considereil  as  evidence  of  fraud  at 
all  tending  to  affect  the  validity  of  the  election,  and  that  if  it  should  be  held  to 
have  that  effect,  no  election  could  be  sustained,  and  every  one  in  the  United  States 


716  DIGEST   OF   CONTESTED   ELECTION   CASES. 

could  be  defeated  and  destroyed/'  Where  a  number  of  voters  considerably  larger 
than  the  number  returned  for  contestant  testified  that  they  voted  for  him,  and 
there  were  circumstances  suspicious  of  fraud,  the  minority  held  that  the  returns 
should  not  be  rejected  if  the  circumstances  could  be  explained  in  a  way  consistent 
with  the  innocence  of  the  election  officers* 

Waahbum  vs.  Voorhees  {minority  report) ^  S9th  Cong 2  Bart,  70 

More  votes  retamed  for  a  candidate  than  east  for  Um. 

Any  considerable  number  of  votes  proved  for  one  candidate  in  excess  of  the  number 
returned  for  him  has  always  been  regarded  as  evidence  of  fraud  and  a  Intimate 
method  of  impeaching  the  return.  Where  191  more  votes  were  proved  to  have  been 
cast  for  a  canaidate  than  were  returned  for  him  the  committee  considered  it  ''suffi- 
cient to  exclude  the  return  from  the  count  without  further  evidence.*' 

Biibee\B.  FhUey,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  177 

Frsud  at  another  election  oorroborative  evidenoe. 

Where  the  same  election  officers  at  an  election  only  a  month  later  were  guilty  of  most 
flagrant  fraud  in  returning  large  numbers  of  vot^  never  in  fact  cast,  the  committee 
considered  this  fact  in  corroboration  of  the  evidence  indicating  intentional  fraud  at 
the  election  in  contest 

Myers  VB.  Moffett,  4^81  Qmg 2  Bart.,  568 

Poll  not  rtjeeted  unless  fraud  clearly  proved  against  offioers. 

"To  vitiate  a  poll  and  justify  the  rejection  of  the  returns  of  an  election,  the  testi- 
mony  ought  to  be  clear  and  convincing  in  its  character.  It  must  establish  fraudu- 
lent conduct  on  Uie  part  of  the  officers,  or  some  of  them,  at  least,  charged  with  the 
duty  of  conducting  the  election,  certifying  the  result,  or  making  the  returns.'* 

Abbott  vs.  Frost  {minority  report) j  44th  Cong Smith,  624 

Must  be  speciiloally  proved. 

Fraud  must  be  specifically  proved,  and  will  not  be  presumed  at  one  poll  because 
proved  at  another. 

Buchanan  vs.  Manning,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  296 

Proved  at  some  precincts,  may  be  presumed  at  others. 

"There  being  a  conspiracy  to  defraud,  there  being  proof  of  fraud  at  a  number  of  pre- 
cincts,'' and  the  illiterate  character  of  the  minority  inspectors  leaving  opportunity 
for  unlimited  fraud  at  other  precincts,  "and  there  being  no  proof  by  contestee  of 
good  faith  in  the  election,  it  should  be  set  aside." 

Buchanan  vs.  Manning  {minority  report) ,  47th  Cong 2  EUs.,  337 

Frauds  at  prior  elections  do  not  excuse  failure  to  make  full  proof  in  regard  to  elec- 
tion in  question. 

"Frauds  at  prior  elections  and  the  obstructions  to  the  taking  of  testimony  in  prior 
election  contests  may,  and  often  do,  throw  light  upon  the  political  situation  in  a 
community,  but  can  not  be  taken  as  an  excuse  for  not  attempting  earnestly  in  sub- 
sequent contests  to  comply  with  the  rules  of  evidence.  Every  election  must  rest 
upon  its  own  merits." 

Threet  vs.  Clarke^  Slst  Cong ..-. Rowell,  180 

Hot  presumed  without  evidence. 

Where  14,000  names  had  been  erased  from  the  registry  under  the  law,  and  it  was 
charged  that  there  was  a  conspiracy  to  use  the  outstanding  certificates  in  these 
names  as  the  basis  for  illegal  voting  and  repeating,  but  there  was  no  evidence  that 
any  such  certificate  was  so  used,  the  committee  refused  to  presume  that  it  was  done. 

Rornain  vs.  Meyer,  66th  Cong Report  1521,  pp.  7-9 

May  be  proved  by  circumstances  pointing  to  it. 

"Let  it  be  remembered  that  fraud  can  rarely,  if  ever,  be  proved  by  direct  evidence, 
and  that  the  rule  is  that  whenever  a  sufficient  number  of  independent  circum- 
stances which  point  to  its  existence  are  clearly  established,  a  prima  facie  case  of 
its  existence  is  made,  and  that  if  this  case  is  not  met  by  explanation  or  contradic- 
tion it  becomes  conclusive." 

Noyes  vs.  Rockwell  {minoriiy  report,  sustained  by  Ifie  House),  6^d  Cong . .  .Stoier,  43 
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Cireumitantial  evidenee  eitabliihM  prima  faeie  oaM. 

"Fraud  can  rarely,  if  ever,  be  proved  by  direct  evidence,  and  the  rule  is  that  when- 
ever a  sufficient  number  of  circunistances  which  point  to  its  existence  are  clearly 
established,  a  prima  focie  case  of  its  existence  is  made,  and  if  this  case  is  not  met 
with  explanation  or  contradiction  it  becomes  conclusive." 

MitchellwB.  Wal8h,54lh  Cong , Report  1849 

Betums  false  and  contestant  not  represented  on  board. 

Where  it  was  proved  that  many  more  votes  were  returned  from  the  contested  pre- 
cincts than  were  cast,  that  names  of  persons  not  votine  were  on  the  poll  lists,  and 
that  contestant  was  not  represented  on  the  election  boards,  the  committee  held 
that  the  fraudulent  character  of  the'  returns  was  established. 

Ooodwyn  vs.  Cobbj  64th  Cong Report  1122 

Ballot  box  out  of  sight  of  voter. 

The  returns  of  a  precinct  where  the  boxes  were  so  placed  that  the  voter  could  not 
see  whether  his  ballot  was  deposited  or  not,  and  there  were  many  other  indications 
of  fraud,  were  rejected,  and  only  votes  proved  aliunde  counted. 

Aldrieh  vs.  Undenvood,  54th  Cong Report  2006,  pp.  6-9 

Many  snspicions  and  illegal  acts. 

The  votes  of  one  parish  and  three  wards  of  another  were  thrown  out  on  the  ground 
that  '^  the  watchers  appointed  by  the  Republicans  were  refused  admission  to  the 
polling  places  bv  the  Democrats.  Republicans,  mostly  colored  men  and  legal 
voters,  who  would  have  voted  for  contestant,  were  refused  the  riffht  of  suffrage; 
tally  sheets,  lists  of  voters,  and  poll  books  were  altered  and  forara;  ballot  boxes 
were  stuffed  with  fraudulent  ballots,  and  many  other  illegal  acts  done  in  the  inter- 
est of  contestee  and  against,  contestant." 

Coleman  vs.  Buck^  64th  Cong Report  768 

Snspicions  reversal  of  colored  vote. 

Where  it  was  in  evidence  that  most  of  the  colored  voters  were  Republicans,  but  in 
the  precincts  in  this  case  in  which  the  Republican  party  had  been  denied  proper 
representation  on  the  election  boards,  most  of  them  were  returned  as  voting  the 
wnole  Democratic  ticket,  the  committee  characterized  this  fact  as  *' suspicious," 
and  said:  *^  Unless  some  reason  for  this  is  shown,  it  will  certainly  add  great  strength 
to  the  presumption  of  fraud  arising  from  the  selection  of  ignorant  judg^,  and  force 
us  to  the  conclusion  that  the  vote  returned  from  these  contested  districts  did  not 
represent  the  actual  vote  cast  by  the  voters." 

Patterson  vs.  Carmacky  66th  Cong Report  896,  p,  8 

Testimony  of  watchers  that  vote  less  than  returns. 

The  testimony  of  persons  who  were  present  at  the  polls  all  day  and  kept  count  or 
tally  of  the  numoer  who  voted  or  could  have  voted,  which  number  was  much  less 
than  the  number  returned  as  voting,  was  received  among  other  evidence  to  show 
that  the  returns  were  fraudulent. 

The  minority  held  that  the  ballots  themselves  were  the  ''best  and  only  admissible 
evidence." 

Aldrieh  vs.  RobbinSy  64th  Cong Report  572 

Poll  list  stnffed  alphabetically. 

Where  the  first  200  names  on  the  poll  list  were  in  alphabetical  order,  the  names 
imme<]iately  following  them  were  those  of  the  voters  who  voteil  first  in  the  morn- 
ing, and  the  poll  list  was  stuffed  throughout  with  the  names  of  persons  who  did 
not  vote  and  in  many  cases  did  not  exist,  the  committee  found  these  returns  tainted 
with  fraud  and  rejected  them,  and  as  there  was  no  other  proof  of  the  vote,  threw 
out  the  polls. 

Van  Horn  vs.  Tarsneyy  64th  Cong Report  355 

Poll  lilts  alphabetically  stnllbd. 

Where  the  poll  lists  contained  many  more  names  than  the  number  shown  to  have 
voted,  and  the  extra  names  were  m  direct  alphabetical  order  or  in  simple  alpha- 
betical alternations  or  groups,  the  committee  threw  out  the  returns  as  fraudulent. 

Aldrieh  vs.  Plowman,  66th  Cong Report  284 
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Betorns  absurdly  large  and  poll  lists  alphabetically  stuifbd. 

Where,  throughout  a  whole  city,  the  returns  were  "absurdly  lai^ge,"  many  more 
being  returned  as  votinj?  than  voted,  the  extra  votes  Bometiines  bein^  placed  on 
the  poll  lists  in  alphabetical  order,  or  composed  of  ^<:titiou8  o*"  nonregistered  per- 
sons, or  persons  proved  not  to  have  voted,  the  committee  tiiiew  out  the  whole 
vote,  but  counted  such  votes  as  were  proved  aliunde. 

Wine  vs.  Young,  66th  Cong Report  186 

More  votes  cast  for  contestant  than  returned. 

Returns  from  precincts  where  it  was  proved  that  more  voters  voted  for  contestant 
than  were  returned  for  him  were  rejected,  and  only  the  votes  proved  aliunde 
counted. 

Aldrich  vs.  Underwood,  54th  Cong .Report  2006 

More  votes  cast  for  contestant  than  returned  for  him. 

Where  it  was  proved  that  more  votes  were  cast  for  contestant  than  were  returned  for 
him,  this  fact  was  held  to  impeach  the  returns  from  the  precincts  in  which  it  was 
proved. 

Aldrich  vs.  Robbins,  64th  Cong '. Report  572 

More  votes  returned  than  cast. 

Where  the  returns  in  a  large  number  of  precincts  showed  a  very  large  vote,  practi- 
cally all  for  contestee,  when  the  evidence  showed  that  a  much  smaller  number  of 
votes  was  cast,  that  many  of  the  names  on  the  poll  lists  were  the  names  of  dead, 
absent,  or  fictitious  persons,  and  others  the  names  of  persons  who  did  not  vote,  the 
committee  held  that  fraud  was  established. 

Aldrich  vs.  Robbins,  64th  Cong Report  672 

FREEHOLD  TITLE 

As  qualification  for  voting  iii  Yii^inia.    See  Qualifications  of  Electors. 

CK>VEBNOB  (see  also  Prima  Facie  Bight,  Credentials,  and  Vacancy). 

Powers  not  to  be  delegated. 

The  power  of  the  governor  to  fix  the  time  of  election  can  not  be  delegated  to  anyone 
else. 

McKemie,  S7th  Cong : 1  Bart. ,  461 

Grafflin,  S7th  Cong 1  Bart.,  464 

Can  not  by  the  words  of  his  writ  of  election  limit  the  time  for  which  members  shall 
serve. 

Where  the  govemcjr  issued  a  writ  of  election  to  fill  a  vacancy  caused  by  the  calling 
of  Congress  in  special  session  l>efore  the  regular  day  of  election,  and  specified  in 
the  writ  that  the  meml)er  elected  should  serve  only  for  the  called  session,  the  com- 
mittee held  that  this  limitation  was  in  excess  of  the  governor's  powers,  but  that  it 
might  l)e  regarded  as  mere  surplusage,  and  did  not  mvalidate  the  writ.  If  there 
were  no  other  grounds  on  which  the  election  was  illegal,  if  the  members  were 
electe<l  at  all  they  were  elected  for  the  whole  unexpired  term  of  the  Congress. 
This  decision  was  su8taine<l  by  the  House,  but  at  the  next  session  it  was  rescinded. 

Gholson  and  Claibomey  25th  Cong 1  Bart.,  9 

The  Territoral  governor  exceeded  his  powers  in  fixing  the  time  for  a  special  election. 

The  organic  law  of  Kansas  Territory  provided  that  the  first  election  should  l^e  held 
at  a  time  fixed  by  the  governor,  subsequent  elections  to  be  held  at  times  fixed  by 
the  legislature.  The  election  law  passed  by  the  legislature  contained  no  provisions 
for  special  elections  to  fill  vacancies.  The  governor  issued  a  proclamation  fixing 
the  time  for  an  election  to  fill  the  vacancy  caused  by  the  unseating  of  Mr.  Whitfield. 
The  connnittee  held  that  the  governor  fiad  exceeded  his  powers,  and  that  the  elec- 
tion was  void  for  this  reawDu  among  others.  The  minority  held  that  the  governor 
acted  within  the  spirit  of  the  law.  The  House  did  not  directly  act  upon  the  merits 
of  the  case. 

ReederYB,  Whitfield  (second  case),  S4th  Cong 1  Bart.,  215-222 
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His  deciiion  in  regard  to  time  and  place  of  election  to  fill  vacancy  to  be  followed. 

•*By  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  *  *  *  the  governor  is  constituted  the 
tribunal  to  determine  when  and  where  to  order  an  election  to  fill  a  vacancy,  and 
where  the  laws  by  which  he  is  to  be  guided  aie  doubtful  his  decision  ought  to  be 
followed  by  Congr^.  This  course  is  founded  upon  precedent,  upon  the  respect 
due  to  State  authority,  and  upon  that  public  }X)licy  which  requires  a  full  represen- 
tation of  the  States." 

Pool  vs.  SkxnneTf  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  67 


HOUSEKEEPEBS. 

What  ark.     {See  Qualifications  op  Electobs.  ) 

HOUSE  OF  BEFBESENTATIVES  (see  also  Committee  on  Elections,  Be- 

tums,  Deleg'ate,  and  Membership). 

Hot  a  oontinnonf  corporation. 

The  House  of  Representatives  is  not  a  continuous  corporation,  but  each  House  has  a 
separate  and  inaependent  existence,  which  begins  wnen  it  first  meets  and  organizes. 

Hammond  vs.  Herrickf  Joih  Cong C.  and  H.,  294 

Acts  as  a  judicial  body. 

"The  House,  in  judging  of  elections,  haa  no  discretion  to  exercise.  It  acts  in  a  judi- 
cial character,  and  the  only  thing  to  be  adji\dicated  is  this:  Who  has  received  a 
majority  of  the  votes  of  the  electors  in  the  district,  polled  at  the  time,  in  the 
manner,  and  at  the  platies  prescribed  by  law?*' 

Miller  vs.  Thomi>wn^  Slst  Cong 1  Bart.,  127 

Confined  to  elections,  qualifications,  and  returns. 

"  In  adjudicating  upon  any  case  of  a  contested  election,  the  House  can  only  deter- 
mine whether  such  election  has  been  held  in  accordance  with  existing  l^al  pro- 
visions, whether  the  qualifications  of  the  person  elected  are  such  as  the  Constitu- 
tion requires,  and  whether  the  return,  have  been  l^ally  made." 

Perkins  vs.  Morrison^  Slst  Cong 1  Bart.,  144 

Laws  of  the  respectiye  States  should  be  its  ruljD  of  action. 

"Although  the  House  of  Representatives,  by  virtue  of  the  fifth  section  of  the  first 
article  of  the  Federal  Constitution,  are  made  the  judges  of  the  election  returns  and 
qualifications  of  its  members,  yet  this  power  is  not  plenary,  but  is  subordinate  to 
the  second  and  fourth  sections  of  the  same  article,  the  first  of  these  sections 
providing  that  the  electors  of  the  members  shall  have  the  qualifications  requisite 
tor  the  most  numerous  branch  of  the  State  legislature;  the  fourth  section  empower- 
ing and  authorizing  the  legislature  in  each  State  to  prescribe  the  places,  times,  and 
manner  of  holding  elections  for  Senators  and  Representatives — such  regulations 
being  subject  to  alterations  made  by  the  Congress.  By  force  of  these  provisions, 
the  House  is  compelled,  when  adjudicating  in  any  matter  affecting  the  elections, 
returns,  or  qualifications  of  any  of  its  members,  to  make  the  law  of  the  respective 
States  from  which  such  members  may  be  returned  its  rule  of  action." 

WrighiY^,  FuUer,  SM  Cong , 1  Bart,  156 

Can  not  be  estopped  by  State  law  from  investigating  legality  of  returns  and  votes. 

The  law  of  Alabama  (passed  in  1868)  empowered  the  county  canvassing  board  to 
reject  votes  and  returns  upon  proof  of  fraud  or  intimidation.  This  rejection  was  to 
be  final  unless  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  probate  court  within  ten  days.  The 
committee  held  that  the  latter  clause  was  not  binding  on  the  House.  **lt  is  not 
competent  for  the  legislature  of  a  State  to  declare  what  shall  or  shall  not  be  con- 
sidered by  the  House  of  Representatives  as  evidence  to  show  the  actual  votes  cast 
in  any  district  for  a  member  of  Congress,  much  less  to  declare  that  the  decision  of 
a  Ixjard  of  county  canvassers  rejectmg  a  given  vote  shall  e8U)p  the  House  from 
further  inquiry.  The  fact,  therefore,  that  no  appeal  waa  taken  from  the  decision 
of  the  boani  of  canvassers  *  *  *  can  not  preclude  the  House  from  going  behind 
the  returns  and  considering  the  effect  of  the  evidence  presented." 

Norris  vs.  Handleyj  4Sd  Cong Smith,  72 
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Has  powers  of  court  of  equitj  as  well  as  of  court  of  law. 

**The  House  possesses  all*  the  powers  of  a  court  having  jurisdiction  to  try  the  ques- 
tion who  was  elected.  It  is  not  even  limitied  to  the  powers  of  a  court  of  law  merely, 
but  under  the  Constitution  clearly  possesses  the  functions  of  a  court  of  equity  also.*' 
So  even  if  it  be  conceded  that  mfnisterial  officers  can  not  always  count  /or  a  candi- 
date votes  clearly  intended  for  him;  the  House  is  not  prevented  from  doing  so. 

McKenzie  vs.  Braxtan,  4^d  Cong Smith,  21 

Has  powers  of  court  in  cases  of  quo  warranto. 

The  House  i^  not  precluded  by  the  face  of  the  returns,  but  in  inquiring  into  the 
validity  of  an  election  has  all  the  power  of  a  court  in  cases  of  qiu>  warranto. 

Dean  vs.  Fieldy  4Sih  Cong 1  Ells.,  200 

The  House  not  bound  by  the  strict  rules  of  judicial  procedure. 

Neither  the  committee  nor  the  House  is  bound  by  the  usual  rules  of  evidence  in  their 
letter  and  strictness,  but  should  proceed  upon  more  liberal  principles  in  the  inves- 
tigation of  truth.  A  contested  election  is  not  to  be  regaraed  as  a  mere  private 
litigation,  but  a  great  public  inquiry,  where  the  real  parties  are  not  so  much  the 
returned  member  and  the  contestant  as  the  voters  of  the  district.  *  *  The  distinction 
claimed  to  exist  between  an  ordinary  forensic  court  and  a  legislative  assembly  is 
recognized  not  only  in  Parliament  axA  Congress,  but  in  the  courts  themselves,  and 
from  a  very  early  period." 

VaUandigham  vs.  Campbell,  36th  Cong 1  Bart.,  230 

''It  is  the  duty  of  the  committee  to  approach  as  nearly  as  possible  the  ballot  box, 
and,  by  an  examination  of  all  the  testimony,  see  that  no  legal  voter  is  deprived  ox 
his  just  right  to  the  elective  franchise. "  *  *  *  *  *  This  committee  and  the  House 
are  not  circumscribed  by  the  formalities  that  regulate  proceedings  of  a  lx>ard  of 
return  judges." 

KoarUzYB.  Coffroth,  S9th  Cong 1  Bart.,  142 

"By  the  Constitution,  in  all  matters  pertaining  to  the  election,  returns,  and  qualifi- 
cations of  its  members,  the  House  is  made  'a  law  unto  itself,'  and  has  no  other  rule 
forced  upon  it  for  the  determination  of  these  questions  than  the  sanction  of  the 
oath  of  its  members,  and  that  due  regard  for  the  rights  of  constituencies  which  the 
representatives  of  constituencies,  from  the  nature  oi  their  own  duties  and  relations, 
must  have  and  feel.  Not  that  the  technical  rules  of  the  law  applicable  to  evidence 
and  weight  of  evidence,  the  duties  of  officers,  etc.,  may  not  be  called  in  to  aid  in 
the  proper  investigation  of  a  case,  but  that  when  calleil  m  they  shall  not  be  regarded 
as  greater  than  the  rights  to  be  affected  by  their  application." 

Wallace  vs.  Simpson  {majority  report)  4l8t  Cong 2  Bart.,  566 

"It  may  [be],  and  doubtless  is,  sometimes  necessary  to  sacrifice  justice  in  a  particu- 
lar case  in  order  to  maintain  an  inflexible  legal  rule,  but  all  just  men  must  regret 
such  necessity  and  avoid  it  when  possible  to  do  so." 

McKenzie  vs.  Braxton,  4^d  Cong Smith,  21 

Courts  will  invoke  the  aid  of  technical  rules  to  prevent  gross  injustice,  but  they 
should  not  be  permitted  to  stand  in  the  way  of  equal  and  exact  justice  unless  of 
such  a  rigid  character  and  so  firmly  eml)edded  in  the  law  as  to  compel  adhesion  to 
them.  Doubts  on  such  questions  are  always  resolved  in  favor  of  justice  and 
against  wrong. 

Lovrry  vs.  White  {minority  report),  50th  Cong Mobley,  644 

"The  House  of  Representatives,  with  its  broad  and  indeed  limitless  powers  respect- 
ing the  settlement  of  con  tested -election  cases,  is  only  desirous  of  arriving  at  the 
truth.  While  it  will  not  depart  from  wise  and  well-settled  rules  of  law,  it  will  not 
hedge  itself  about  with  technical  rukis  which  do  manifest  wrong." 

Mitchell  \B.  Walsh,  64th  Cong Report  1849 

Hot  bound  by  technical  rules,  but  should  follow  precedents. 

"The  House  is  the  exclusive  judge  of  the  qualifications,  elections,  and  returns  of  its 
own  members.  In  the  exercise  of  this  prerogative  it  is  not  bound  by  the  technical 
rules  of  judicial  procedure,  nor  even  by  its  own  precedents.    These  may  be  per- 
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Buasive,  and,  in  so  far  as  they  embody  the  wisdom  of  experience,  enlighten  the 
mind  and  contribute  to  right  conclusions.  *  *  *  And  if  we  are  wise  and  patri- 
otic we  will  be  aided  by  rules  whose  soundness  has  been  tested  by  experience.'' 

Bisbee  vs.  Finley  (minority  report)^  47ih  Cong 2  Ells.,  203 

Will  keep  in  view  its  own  precedents. 

"The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  makes  each  House  of  Congress  the  exclusive 
judge  of  the  qualifications,  election,  and  returns  of  its  own  members.  In  making 
the  inquiry  involved  m  this  constitutional  provision  the  House  will  carefully  keep 
in  view  the  customs  and  precedents  which  nave  heretofore  prevailed  in  such  mat- 
ters. The  prime  object  in  all  such  cases  is,  if  possible,  to  ascertain  who  waa  the 
people's  choice  at  the  election  in  question.  This  can  only  be  accurately  ascer- 
tained by  giving  close  and  fair  attention  to  all  the  surroundings,  facts,  and  circum- 
stances connected  with  the  case  under  consideration." 

English  vs.  Hilborn,  oSd  Cong Report  614,  p.  9 

Powers  plenary  and  absolute. 

"The  powers  of  Congress  m  regard  to  the  elections  of  its  members  are  plenary  and 
absolute.  Congress  may  reject  supervisors'  returns  and  accept  those  of  the  precinct 
inspectors,  or  if  it  sees  fit  it  may  reject  the  precinct  returns,  and,  from  the  evidence 
of  the  voters  or  from  any  other  outside  testimony  that  it  deems  trustworthy,  may 
determine  how  the  vote  of  a  district  was  actually  cast.  There  is  no  limit  whatever 
to  the  pow^er  of  Conipjress  in  regard  to  the  evidence  by  which  it  may  seek  to  deter- 
mine the  vote  of  a  district." 
McDuffie  vs.  Davidson  (miiwriiy  report) ,  50th  Cong Mobley,  599 

Has  plenary  power  to  consider  any  evidence  it  chooses. 

Under  the  plenary  powers  conferred  upon  the  House  by  the  Federal  Constitution  to 
determine  the  election  of  its  own  members,  it  possesses  the  undoubted  power  to 
determine  a  contest  on  any  evidence  which  in  its  opinion  establishes  fraud. 

McDuffie  vs.  Turpin  (minority  report) ^  52d  Cong Stofer,  102 

Will  go  behind  all  returns. 

*'  The  House,  by  its  c^nstitutetl  agents,  will  go  behind  all  certiiicates  and  returns  to 
inquire  into  and  correct  all  mistakes  in  elections  brought  to  its  notice  by  a  contest 
legally  made." 

Gooding  vs.  WUson  (minority  report)^  4^d  Cong Smith,  84 

May  inquire  into  result  of  first  election  after  a  second  has  been  held. 

Where  a  majority  was  required  to  elect,  and  neither  candidate  appearing  to  receive 
a  majority  at  the  first  election,  the  governor  ordered  a  new  elation,  at  which  the 
sitting  member  was  elected,  but  the  petitioner  claimed  to  have  been  elected  at  the 
first  election;  Heldf  that  it  was  a  question  which  might  be  inquired  into  by  the 
House. 

Washburn  vs.  Ripley,  21st  Cong C.  and  H.,  682 

May  investigate  election  of  Territorial  legislature  which  passed  the  law  under  which 
the  Congressional  election  was  held. 

Where  the  contestant  claimed  that  the  law  under  which  the  election  was  held  was 
invalid  because  the  Territorial  legislature  by  which  it  was  passed  was  not  elected 
by  the  people  of  the  Territory,  but  was  impose<i  upon  them  by  an  armed  invading 
force,  the  committee  reported  that  the  public  importance  of  the  question  demanded 
an  investigation  by  the  House.  The  minority  held  that  to  investigate  the  election 
of  memliers  of  a  Territorial  legislature  would  be  assuming  a  jurisdiction  not  pos- 
sesseil  by  the  House,  and  establishing  a  dangerous  precedent.  The  House  ordered 
the  investigation  and  subsequently  vacated  the  seat. 

Rmlervs.  Whitfield  [fin^t  case),  34th  Cong 1  Bart.,  186-204 

Can  not  inquire  into  validity  of  adoption  of  State  constitution. 

The  constitution  of  a  State  having  l:)een  recognized  by  all  the  departments  of  the  State 
government  and  by  Congress  as  the  established  constitution  of  the  State,  it  was 
held  that  it  was  too  late  for  the  House  to  inquire  into  the  validity  of  the  proceed- 
ings by  which  it  was  adopted. 

Birch  vs.  Van  Horn,  40th  Omg 2  Bart,  207 

H.  Doo.  510 46 
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ILLEGAL  VOTES. 

When  Inquired  Into  (but  Kec  QiALiKifATioNs  ok  Klbltoiw). 

Whether  inqnired  into,  where  election  by  ballot 

The  committee  expressed  a  doubt  as  to  the  propriety  of  investigating  the  qualifica- 
tions of  electors  where  the  votinjf  was  by  ballot;  l)ut  as  the  testimony  presented 
was  in  any  case  insufficient  to  establish  the  chaiiffes,  they  did  not  decide  the  question. 

Reed  vs.  Cosdeii,  17th  Cong C.  and  H.,  368 

Will  not  be  inquired  into,  where  election  by  ballot. 

Where  the  election  was  by  ballot  the  committee  held  that  they  would  not  inquire 
into  the  qualifications  of  electors,  for  if  tlie  right  of  secrei-y  implied  in  an  election 
by  ballot  is  to  he  preserved,  the  voters  can  not  be  compelled  to  disclose  for  whom 
they  votetl,  and  without  such  disclosure  it  would  be  vain  to  inquire  into  their  qual- 
ifications with  a  view  to  purge  the  polls. 

Easton  vs.  Sc<At  (rommitfee  overruled  by  IfouHe),  14ih  Cmnj C.  and  H.,  276 

What  Are  (wc  (dso  Qi-alikications  of  Electors). 

AlienB  and  nonreiidents. 
The  votes  of  aliens  and  nonresident-s  reject^Hl. 

BiddJe  and  Richard  vf?.  Wingj  19th  Cony 0.  and  II.,  512 

How  Proved  {»ee  al»o  Votes,  PRB8r.MPTioN  of  Lecjalitv  of,  Burden  of  PRr)OF,  and 

Evidence.  ) 

Eeceived  by  election  officers,  must  be  shown  illegal  beyond  a  reasonable  donbt. 

"Before  a meml)er  is admitt€*d  to  a  seat  in  the  House  something?  like  the  judji^ment  of 
a  court  of  compet/ent  jurisdiction  has  been  i)ronounced  upon  the  right  of  each 
voter  whose  vote  has  l)een  receive<l,  and  in  order  to  overturn  this  judgment  it  must 
he,  as(.*ertained  affinnatively  that  the  judgment  was  erroneous.  Prima  facie  it  is  to 
be  taken  that  none  but  the  votes  of  qualified  voters  have  been  received  by  ofllcers 
whose  sworn  duty  it  was  to  reject  all  others."  This  principle  was  unanimously 
adopted  by  the  committee.  The  majority  held  further:  "It  is  not  sufficient  that 
there  should  exist  a  doubt  as  to  whether  the  vote  is  lawful  or  not;  but  conviction 
of  its  illegality  should  be  reac^hed,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  reasonable  doubt,  before 
the  committee  are  authorized  to  deduct  it  from  the  party  for  whom  it  was  received 
at  the  polls."        . 

Xrtr  Jersey  cane,  ^6th  Cong 1  Bart. ,  24 

"It  is  not  sufficient  to  doubt  the  illegality  of  a  vote,  but  conviction  of  its  illegality 
should  be  reached  to  the  exclusion  of  all  rea.»<onable  doubt."  (New  Jersey  case, 
(quoted  with  ai)proval  in — ) 

Wallace  vs.  McKinley,  48th  Cong Mo>)ley,  188 

"A  vote  oiK.'e  legally  cast  can  not  l)e  st»t  aside  except  upon  proof  so  strong  as  to  i)ro- 
duce  the  certain  moral  conviction  that  the  said  vote  was  illegal.  The  bunlen  of 
prcKif  is  on  the  i>arty  as.^ailing  the  vote." 

/>'  Moyne  vs.  Farwell^  44th  Cong Smith;  414 

"  It  is  to  Ix'  presuiiunl  that  the  judges  of  election  did  their  duty  and  received  no  ille- 
gal votes.  If  they  failed  to  do  their  duty,  it  must  l)e  proved."  Where  suggi^tions 
a<"cording  to  which  a  man  may  have  Ikh^ii  a  legal  voter  were  not  negatived  by  the 
evidence  it  was  presumed  they  could  not  l)e,  and  the  vote  allowed  to  stand. 

- 1  rcher  vs.  ^ Ulen,  :i4th  (  hng Report  137,  p.  1 1 

Evidence  mnst  be  clear  and  satisfactory. 

The  rule  stated  in  the  New  Jersey  case  (1  Bart.,  25)  that  a  vote  receive<l  by  the  elec- 
tion officers  can  not  1h»  thrown  out  unless  it  is  prpved  illegal  l)eyond  a  reascmable 
doubt  goes  too  far.  "The  true  rule  is  l)elieve<i  to  Ix^  one  which,  while  it  may  not 
re<iuire  the  exclusion  of  all  reasonable  doubt,  does  reijuire  clear  and  satisfactory 
proof  of  fraud  or  mistake  before  the  legal  presumption  in  favor  of  the  correcrtness 
of  the  acts  of  sworn  officers  shall  Ix*  nullifie<l." 

Baronihcrg  vs.  Jfaralson,  44ih  ( ong Smith,  358 
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Eeoeived  by  election  officers,  presumed  to  be  good  until  the  contrary  clearly  shown. 

'*The  rights  of  citizens  who  have  been  admitted  to  vote  can  only  l^e  impeached  by 
direct  and  positive  testimony;  such  evidence  of  disqualification,  of  identity  of  per- 
son, and  of  the  act  of  voting;  as  is  clear  and  unmistakable.  It  never  could  be  toler- 
ated that  men  should  be  disfranchised  upon  suspicion  and  inference  merely." 

Wright  vs.  FuUer  (tninority  report  fnislained  by  the  House) j  S2d  Cong Report 

136,  part  2,  p.  5. 

Evidenoe  which  satisfies  and  convinces  the  mind. 

"Evidence  which  might  have  been  sufficient  to  put  the  voter  to  his  explanation  if 
challenged  at  the  polls  is  not  deemed  sufficient  to  prove  a  vote  illegal  after  it  hfts 
been  admittefi.  *  *  *  After  a  vote  has  been  admitted  something  more  is 
required  to  prove  it  illegal  than  to  throw  doubt  upon  it.  There  ought  to  be' proof 
which,  weigned  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  evidence,  satisfies  an<l  convmces  the  mind 
that  a  mistake  has  been  made  and  which  the  House  can  rest  upon  as  a  safe  prec- 
edent for  like  cases." 

Gooding  vs.  Wihon^  4^d  Chng Smith,  82 

Proof  of  identity  required. 

The  committee  unanimously  adopted  as  a  rule  of  decision  '*  That  when  a  name  is  found 
on  the  poll  book  proof  tliat  an  individual  of  that  name  resides  in  the  county,  who  is 
a  minor,  is  not  sufficient  to  strike  the  name  off  the  poll  l)ook,  and  that  some  ^roof, 
direct  or  circumstantial,  other  than  finding  the  name  on  the  poll  book,  will  be 
required  of  the  vote  having  been  given  by  such  minor  in  the  county  or  precinct 
where  the  vote  is  assailed." 

Letcher  vs.  Moore,  23d  Cong C.  and  H.,  760,  826 

Must  be  specifically  proved. 

**The  committee  consider  that  in  order  to  unseat  a  meml^er  of  this  House  who  has 
the  regular  certificate  of  election  and  who  is  conceded  to  have  re<*eived  a  maiority 
of  several  hundred  votes  of  the  votes  received  and  counted,  they  should  be  aole  to 
report  whose  votes  were  excluded  that  ought  to  have  been  counted;  that  it  would 
not  do  for  the  committee  or  for  the  House  to  say  that  out  of  2,500  rejected 
voters,  all  of  whose  names  are  unknown,  they  are  satisfied  that  enough  were 
legal  voters  and  ought  to  have  been  counted  to  give  the  contestant  a  majority." 

Burch  vs.  Van  Horn,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  211 

When^  voters  set  out  with  the  avowed  purpose  of  casting  illegal  votes  and  were  given 
tickets  for  the  contestee  by  their  foreman,  but  they  could  not  be  traced  to  any 
particular  poll  or  identified  by  name,  the  committee  held  that  there  was  no  way 
to  deduct  their  votes. 

Knox  vs.  BImr,  S8th  Cottg 1  Bart. ,  530 

Wlicre  it  was  certain  that  illegal  votes  were  c^st,  but  definite  proof  was  not  ma<le  as 
to  their  number,  the  committee  said:  "The  presumption  is  always  in  favor  of  the 
legality  of  a  vote  which  has  been  admitted  by  the  proper  officers;  and,  since  all 
elections  in  Kentucky  are  rira  voce,  and  since  the  record  shows  how  each  person 
votes,  it  would  not,  we  think,  be  too  much  to  require  (Hmtestant  to  prove  the  want 
of  residence  of  such  persons  as  he  claims  illegally  voted  for  contestee." 

Ban^ei^  vs.  Adams^  4Ist  Cong 2  Bart.,  770 

Where  the  contestee  alleged  that  the  registry  lists  of  a  county  contained  the  names 
of  many  disqualifie<l  j>ersons,  and  there  was  some  general  evidence  in  support  of 
this  claim,  the  majority  (not  sustained  by  the  House)  held  that  he  should  have 
prove<l  the  disqualification  of  each  individual  voter,  so  that  the  i)olls  might  be 
purged. 

Siritzh'r  vs.  Dyer  ( majority  report) ,  4l»t  Cong 2  Bart. ,  789 

Votes  can  not  lye  de<lucted  for  illegality  unless  the  evidence  establish  the  names  of 
the  illegal  voters  and  their  individual  political  affiliations.  General  evidence  of  the 
politi(^al  affiliations  of  a  class  and  that  a  certain  number  not  individually  named 
voted  illegally  is  not  sufficient. 

(J  Ferrall  vs.  Paul  {minority  rejxrrt ) ,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  156 
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Votei  not  rejected  on  donbtfal  evidenoe. 

It  was  charged  that  1 ,000  persons  had  voted  for  contestee  who  were  not  residents  of 
the  county.  There  was  "testimony  tending  to  prove  that  9  colored  men  voted 
at  the  election  who  were  not  bona  fide  residents  of  the  county  of  Dallas.  The  evi- 
dence shows  that  at  some  period  before  the  election  they  had  resided  in  adjoining 
counties.  But  these  parties  took,  when  challenged,  the  requisite  oath  of  residence 
to  entitle  them  to  vote,  and  upon  the  proof  it  would  be  unsafe  to  hold  that  they  were 
not  legally  entitled  to  vote  as  they  did.** 

Bromherg  vs.  Haralson^  44th  Cong Smith,  365 

Merely  conflicting  testimony  ininfflcient 

The  committee  refused  to  reverse  the  decisions  of  the  selectmen  ^in  Maine)  in  regard 
to  the  residence  and  qualifications  of  voters  upon  merely  conflicting  tesumony. 

A  nderson  vs.  lie^d,  47th  C(mg 2  Ells. ,  286 

Appearanoe  of  voters  not  sufficient  evidenoe  of  minority. 

Where  bystanders  testified  that  certain  persons  had  voted  who  appeared  to  be  leas 
than  21  years  of  age,  but  each  of  the  voters  made  affidavit  before  voting  that  he 
was  of  age,  the  testimony  was  held  to  be  "too  vague  and  uncertain  to  justify 
*    *    *    striking  off  any  vote  as  having  been  cast  by  a  minor." 

Bromberf  vs.  Haralson,  44ih  Cong Smith,  365 

The  mere  statement  oi  a  witness  that  an  elector  is  a  minor  or  nonresident  is  not  suf- 
ficient.    The  witness  must  give  facts  to  justify  his  opinion. 

Lowe  ye.  Wheeler,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  76 

Negative  testimony  to  show  nonresidenoe. 

The  committee  unanimously  adopted  as  a  rule  of  decision  **that  no  name  be  stricken 
from  the  polls  as  unknown  upon  the  testimony  of  one  witness  only  that  no  such 
person  ia  known  in  the  county,  and  that  where  a  man  of  like  name  is  known, 
residing  in  another  county,  some  proof,  direct  or  circumstantial,  other  than  find- 
ing such  a  name  on  the  poll  book,  will  be  required  of  his  having  voted  in  the 
count}^  or  precinct  where  the  vote  is  assailed.'*  The  House  went  further  than  the 
committee,  and  restored  some  votes  rejected  by  the  committee  upon  stronger  testi- 
mony than  that  above  declared  to  be  insufficient. 

Letcher  vs.  Moore,  23d  Cong C.  and  H.,  749, 825, 844 

Where  the  proof  that  inmates  of  the  poorhouse  who  had  voted  had  been  sent  to  the 
poorhouse  from  other  townships  than  the  one  in  which  it  was  situated  and  where 
they  voted  was  negative,  consisting  of  the  testimony  of  public  officers  and  old  res- 
idents that  they  knew  no  such  persons,  it  was  held  to  l3e  admissible,  and  in  this 
case  suflficient. 

Le  Moyne  vs.  Farwell  {minority  report),  44th  Cong Smith,  424 

The  testimony  of  witnesses  residing  in  a  precinct  that  they  are  not  acquainted  with 
certain  persons  whose  names  are  found  on  the  poll  list  as  voting  may  be  sufi&cient 
to  establish  non residence  in  country  precincts,  but  not  in  a  crowded  city. 

Hurd  vs.  Romeis,  49th  Cong Mobley,  424 

The  evidence  of  persons  well  acouainted  in  a  precinct  that  they  are  not  acquainted 
with  i)ersons  who  appear  on  the  poll  list  as  voting  is  competent,  and  makes  out  a 
prima  facie  case  of  non  residence.  The  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  party  claiming 
the  benefit  of  the  votes  to  prove  them  legal. 

Hurd  vs.  Romeis  {minority  report) ,  49th  Cong Mobley,  450 

Where  canvassers  had  been  sent  through  the  district  to  verify  the  registration  lists, 
and  had  returned  long  lists  of  persons  as  "not  found,'*  and  subptjenas  for  these 
persons  had  also  l)een  returned  as  not  found,  the  committee  quoted  McOrary,  section 
356,  on  the  admissibility  of  such  testimony,  but  pointed  out  that  there  was  other 
testimony  of  undoubtm  competency  showing  the  same  state  of  facts. 

Moore  vs.  Funston,  53d  Cong Report  1164,  pp.  3-7 
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Conviet;  record  of  conyiction  rnuft  be  produced. 

Where  voteH  are  alleged  to  }ye  illegal  beoause  of  the  conViction  of  the  voter  of  crime, 
"the  record  of  conviction  is  thel)e8t  evidence  and  the  only  evidence  to  be  accepted 
bv  the  Houwe,  unlets  the  loss  or  destruction  of  that  record  is  shown." 

Lowv?  vs.  Wheeler,  47th  (\m<f 2  Ells. ,  76 

In  the  absence  of  proi)er  evidence  of  conviction  and  punishment,  an  elector  is  not 
disqualified  on  account  of  the  alleged  committal  of  crime. 

(larrison  vs.  Mayo,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  59 

Convicts;  record  of  conviction  and  proof  of  identity  necessary. 

Where  votes  are  rejected  for  conviction  of  crime,  a  copy  of  the  record  of  conviction 
should  l)e  produce<l,  and  also  evidence  of  the  identity  of  the  person  offering  to  vote 
with  the  person  convicted.  It  is  not  enough  that  the  voter  nas  the  same  name  a£ 
one  of  the  names  found  on  a  list,  prepar^  by  a  politic>al  committee,  known  as  a 
** convicts'  list.'* 

BinUe  vh.  FinUij,47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  J74 

Convicts;  record  of  conviction  snfllcient. 

It  is  sufficient  Uy  prcKiuc^  the  record  of  (conviction  to  establish  that  a  voter  was  a 
convict. 

Worthitigloti  vs.  Post,  SOth  Cong Mobley,  649 

Convict,  in  Ohio;  certificate  of  pardon  must  have  been  issned. 

Where  a  convict  is  not  permitted  to  vote  without  a  pardon  from  the  governor  Hn 
Ohio),  which  pardon  the  governor  is  require<i  to  issue  on  the  presentation  of  a 
certificate  of  good  conduct,  and  a  convict  presented  such  certificate,  but  neglected 
to  wait  for  the  issuance  of  the  pardon,  field  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  vote. 

OtmpMl  vs.  Moreyj  4^h  Cong Mobley,  227 

Affidavit  of  voter  competent  to  prove  his  vote. 

The  affidavit  of  a  voter  taken  before  competent  authority,  in  pursuance  of  regular 
and  sufficient  notice,  may  be  read  in  evidence  to  prove  his  title  to  vote. 

Porterpld  vs.  AfcCoy,  14th  C</iig C.  and  H.,  270 

Large  proportion  of  votes  to  population  not  always  proof  of  illegal  voting. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  number  of  votes  polle<l  is  an  unusually  large  proportion  of 
the  whole  population  is  not  in  a  frontier  country  and  in  new  railnwd  U^wns  any 
evidence  of  illegal  voting. 

Bothhi  vs.  MaginniKj  4^h  ( hug Mobley,  378 

Coal-mine  pay  roll  as  evidence  of  nonresidence. 

As  to  the  value  of  a  coal-mine  pay  roll  as  evidence  of  the  length  of  residence  of 
employees,  see  the  case  of 

Cooifc  vs.  (\Ut8,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  243-283 

For  a  discussion  of  the  weight  of  coal-mine  pay  rolls  and  the  like  evidence  of  the 
length  of  residence  of  voters,  see 

Mcfrinnis  vs.  Alderson,  Slut  Cong Rowell,  631-678 

How  they  were  cast  must  be  proved  by  the  ballots,  if  preserved. 

Where  many  votes  were  claimed  to  be  illegal  (under  the  Pennsylvania  registration 
law),  because  rec|uired  proof  of  qualification  was  not  presented  at  the  jkjIIs,  and 
the  testimony  of  the  voters  themselves  was  taken  to  show  how  they  voted,  the 
committee  held  this  evidence  to  Ix*  inadmissible,  being  secondary.  The  ballots, 
having  l)een  preserved,  should  have  been  intnxluced.  * '  It  is  a  well-established  j)rin- 
ciple  that  the  l)allot  of  a  voter  which  has  l)een  safely  preserved  by  some  authorized 
custodian  is  the  best  evidence  as  to  how  or  for  whom  he  voted,  and  must  be  pro- 
duced, and  that  the  testimony  of  the  voter  himself  is  secondary  and  inadmissible.'' 
"But  while  the  committee  adhere  to  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  of  the  voters 
was  inadmissible,  and  to  the  uniform  current  of  decisions  that  where  the  ballots 
cast  at  an  election  are  required  to  be  so  numbered  as  to  enable  them"  to  be  identi- 
fied, and  they  have  been  safely  preserveii  by  some  l^al  custodian,  they  must  be 
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produced  as  the  best  evidence,  and  ^he  testimony  of  the  voters  is  secondary  and 
inadmissible,  yet  it  has  been  consi(iere<l  proper  to  report  the  names  of  such  voters 
who  cast  illegal  votes,  and  who,  as  shown  by  their  own  testimony,  voted  for  the 
contestee."  (The  number  thus  shown  was  insufficient  to  overcome  coutestee's 
majority. ) 

Greevy  vs.  SciiUj  o2d  Cong Stofer,  157 

How  Kliminatei)  (i«^f ///;»o  Rktukns,  when  Set  Asii>k  what  Votes  Counted). 

Three  methods  duciiMed. 

Where  the  last  legal  opportunity  for  registration  was  ten  days  before  election,  and 
contestee  askeil  that  a  number  of  precmcts  be  thrown  out  because  voters  were  per- 
mitted to  register  on  the  day  of  election  antl  vote,  the  majority  refused  to  throw 
out  the  precmcts,  but  dedactetl  the  votes  to  the  number  of  55,  proportionally  from 
the  candidates.  The  minority  stated  the  number  as  90,  and  stated  arguments  in 
favor  of  throwing  out  the  whole  vote  of  the  precincts  where  they  were  cast,  and 
of  deducting  them  all  from  contestant,  who  had  received  the  highest  number  of 
votes  in  these  precincts,  but  did  not  decide  between  these  courses,  and  waived 
the  whole  cjuerftion  in  arriving  at  the  result.  On  the  whole  case,  which  involved 
other  questions,  the  House  agreed  with  the  minority. 

PkiU  vs.  Goode,  44th  Cong Smith,  G56,  682 

Deducted  from  candidate  for  whom  cast. 

Where  it  appeared  from  the  return  tliat  votes  were  given  by  persons  whose  names 
were  not  on  the  tax  lists,  and  who  were  not  within  the  description  of  such  elect- 
ors* sons  as  were  permitted  by  the  law  of  Pennsylvania  to  vote  without  l)eing  on 
the  tivx  lists,  their  votes  were  deducted  from  the  vote  of  the  candidate  for  whom 
thev  were  cast. 

Richards,  4th  Cong C.  and  H. ,  99 

Votes  cast  by  unqualified  persons  deducted  from  the  total  votes  of  the  candidates  for 
whom  they  were  respectively  cast. 

Clopton  ( Bassett  vs.  Clopton) ,  4fh  Cong C.  and  H.,  101 

Votes  having  been  cast  on  both  sides  by  persons  not  qualified  to  vote,  they  were 
deducted  from  the  votes  of  the  candidates  respectively,  and  the  seat  given  to  the 
petitioner,  who  had  a  majority  of  the  n»mainder. 

Moore  vs.  jAimn^  8th  Cong C.  and  H.,  128 

If  colored  votes  subtracted  from  Eepublican  poll,  then  white  votes  from  Democratic. 

Where  contestant  proved  many  coloreil  votes  illegal,  and  offered  general  evidence 
that  the  colored  votes  were  cast  forcontestee,  the  committee  held  that'white  illegal 
votes  should  be  subtracted  from  contestant's  vote  if  colored  illegal  votes  were  to 
1x3  subtracted  from  contestee.     The  minority  subtracted  only  the  colored  votes. 

Williams  vs.  Settle,  53d  Cong Report  337,  parts  1  and  2 

Deducted  ftrom  candidates  pro  rata. 

"In  purging  the  polls  of  illegal  votes,  thegeneral  rule  is  that  unless  itis  shown  for  which 
candidate  they  were  cast,  they  are  to  be  deducted  from  the  whole  vote  of  the  elec- 
tion division,  and  not  from  the  candidates  having  the  highest  number.  Of  course, 
in  the  application  of  this  rule,  such  illegal  votes  would  be  deducted  proportionately 
from  both  candidates,  according  to  the  entire  vote  returned  for  eiich  "  (quoted  from 
McCrary,  sec.  298).  This  was  stated  to  be  the  rule  to  be  applied  when  it  could  not 
be  shown  for  whom  illegal  votes  were  cast,  but  in  this  case  it  was  applied  to  pre- 
cincts where  it  could  have  been  shown  but  was  not. 

Fiideg  vs.  WaiU,  44th  Cong Smith,  373 

Where  contestee  objected  to  any  proof  of  illegal  votes  in  a  precinct  because  it  was  not 
alleged  in  the  notice  for  whom  the  illegal  votes  were  cast,  the  committee  held  that 
**a  poll  may  be  purged  of  illegal  votes  without  it  being  proved  for  whom  they  are 
cast."  Votes  being  proved  to  be  illegal,  they  were  deducted  from  the  candidates 
pro  rata, 

Finley  vs.  Walls,  44th  Cong Smith,  371 
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Deducted  from  candidate  for  whom  cast,  and  remainder  deducted  pro  rata. 

If  illegal  votes  are  shown,  and  there  is  proof  as  to  which  candidate  received  a  part 
of  them  these  should  first  be  de<lucted  from  his  vote,  and  the  remainder  then 
deducteil  pro  rata. 

Lovje  vs.  WJieeler  {minority  report] y  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  142 

Either  deducted  pro  rata  or  disregarded. 

In  the  al)sence  of  proof  as  to  how  illegal  votes  were  cast  they  shouhl  either  he 
allowed  to  stand  or  dedutited  from  all  the  (candidates  ji^ro  rata. 

Html  va.  Romeisy  49lh  Cong Mobley ,  425 

Ought  not  to  be  deducted  pro  rata. 

"  We  maintain  that  the  true  rule  is,  when  illegal  votes  have  been  cast,  to  purge  the  poll 
by  first  proving  for  whom  they  were  thrown,  and  thus  preserve  the  true  vote;  if 
by  the  use  of  due  diligence  this  can  not  be  done,  and  the  result  is  still  left  in  doubt, 
then  to  throw  the  \yoi\  out  entirely.  We  think  this  is  a  safer  rule  to  maintain  the 
purity  of  the  ballot  box  than  the  other  one,  which  apportions  the /Vaur/  between 
the  parties.  This  rule  ought  to  be  applied  in  all  cases  where  the  fraudulent  vote 
is  considerable  and  permeates  the  whole  poll,  and  not  in  cases  where  it  is  scattering 
and  inconsiderable.  In  those  cases  it  may  be  justly  inferred  that  the  result  would 
not  be  affe(!ted  by  retaining  the  poll  unpurged." 

Ciirtin  vs.  Yocum  {minority  report j  adopted  hy  the  Hmise)^  46th  Crmg 1  Ells.,  424 

Deducted  from  m^ority  candidate  in  each  precinct. 

Where  illegal  votes  are  proved,  but  it  is  not  shown  for  whom  they  were  cast,  they 
should  l^  deducted  from  the  majority  candidate  in  each  precinct.  **It  is  on  this 
theory  only  that  the  election  can  be  avoided  where  there  are  enough  illegal  votes 
to  affect  tliie  result." 

Ilurd  vs.  Romeis  {minority  report) ^  49tJi  Cong Mobley,  462 

Where  no  proof  for  whom  cast,  no  remedy. 

Where  87  illegal  votes  were  cast  at  a  precinct,  but  there  y  as  no  proof  of  fraud  or 
which  candidate  received  anv  of  the  votes,  the  minority  held  that  the  return  must 
stand  and  that  no  votes  could  be  deducted. 

Myers  vs.  Moffett  {minority  report),  41st  Cong 2  Bart. ,  585 

.  Where  they  can  be  purged,  the  poll  not  rejected. 

Where  more  than  half  the  votes  cast  in  a  precinct  were  illegal,  but  from  the  evidence 
it  was  possible  to  tell  the  largest  numoer  that  could  have  been  illegal  and  for 
whom  they  were  cast,  the  committee  rejected  these  votes  and  (counted  the  rest. 
Todd,  vs.  Jayney  SSth  Cong 1  Bart.,  559 

**  The  rule  is  well  settled  that  the  whole  vote  of  a  precinct  should  not  be  thrown  out 
on  account  of  illegal  votes  having  been  cast,  if  it  be  practicable  to  ascertain  the 
number  of  illegal  votes  and  the  person  for  whom  cast,  in  order  to  reject  them  and 
leave  the  legal  votes  to  l)e  counted.  Legal  votes  are  not  to  be  thrown  out  in  onler 
to  get  rid  of  illegal  votes  unless  necessity  requires  it  as  the  only  means  of  prevent- 
ing the  consummation  of  a  fraud  upon  the  ballot  box." 

Barnes  vs.  Adarns,  41»t  Cong 2  Bart.,  770 

Election  not  vitiated  by. 

Where  it  appeared  that  a  very  large  number  of  illegal  votes  was  probably  cast,  but 
no  more  than  might  have  been  expected  in  an  unsettled  frontier  country,'  but  there 
was  definite  proof  as  to  only  a  few  and  no  proof  that  more  were  likely  to  have 
been  cast  for  one  candidate  than  another,  and  nothing  connecting  any  candidate 
with  procuring  them  to  be  cast,  the  election  was  allowed  to  stand. 

Burleigh  and  Spink  vs.  Armstrong,  4£d  Cong Smith,  91 

If  election  invalidated,  it  ii  only  in  particular  polls. 

**If  the  rule  contended  for  by  contestant  is  adopted  [to  declare  an  election  void  where 
so  many  illegal  votes  were  crast  as  to  render  the  result  uncertain]  we  maintain  it 
must  be  applied  to  the  polling  precincts  where  contestant  all^?es  the  fraud  occurred. 
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Tlien  each  party  is  left  to  prove  his  vote  by  calling:  the  voters  in  the  rejected  pre- 
cincts. If  they  do  not,  they  must  stand  on  the  vote  of  the  other  unchallen^;^  pre- 
cincts, and  can  not  l)e  heard  to  complain  of  their  own  negligence. 

Curtin  vs.  Yocum  (minority  report,  adopted  Inj  the  Ilotise),  4(>th  Cong 1  Ells.,  424 

Eejeotion  of  whole  poll  to  be  avoided  if  posiible. 

The  exclusion  of  an  entire  })oll  is  the  very  last  resort,  and  it  must  never  be  done 
where  there  is  any  rational  means  by  which  the  illegal  votes  can  be  eliminated. 
This  rule  was  approved  by  both /Majority  and  minority,  but  they  differed  as  to  the 
possibility  of  purging  the  poll  in  this  case. 

Le  Moyne  vs.  Fanvell,  44th  Cong. .'. Smith,  411, 422 

Whole  poll  thrown  out. 

Where  in  two  precincts  very  many  voters  whose  names  were  not  on  the  assessment 
lists  were  permitted  to  vote  without  requiring  of  them  the  proof  of  (lualification 
prescribed  by  the  law  of  Pennsylvania  in  such  cases,  and  there  was  no  proof  for 
whom  most  of  these  votes  wei^  cast,  the  committee  threw  out  the  whole  vote  of 
both  precincts. 

Myern\^.  MoffeU,  4Jst  Cong 2  Bart.,  667 

Election  ihonld  be  declared  void. 

Where  illegal  votes  sufficient  to  affect  the  result  are  shown,  but  there  is  no  proof  as 
to  how  they  were  cast,  the  election  should  be  declared  void. 

Hurd  vs.  Romeis  ( Mr.  Green)  4^th  Cong Mobley,  428 

In  case  of  doubt,  better  to  order  a  new  election. 

The  rule  that  where  ill^al  votes  are  proved,  but  it  is  not  shown  for  whom  thev  were 
cast,  they  shall  be  ** deducted  proportionately  from  l)oth  candidates  according  to 
the  entire  vote  returned  for  eacn,"  **is,  perhai)8,  the  best  rule  that  can  be  adopted 
in  such  a  case.  It  is  manifest,  however,  that  it  may  sometimes  work  a  great  hard- 
•ship,  for  the  truth  might  be,  if  it  could  be  shown,  that  all  the  illegal  votes  were 
cast  for  one  of  the  candidates,  while  it  is  scarcely  to  be  presumed  that  they  would 
ever  be  divided  between  the  candidates  in  exact  proportion  to  their  whole  vote. 
But  the  rule  that  would  deduct  them  all  from  either  one  of  the  candidates,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  as  to  how  the  illegal  votes  were  caat,  is  much  more  unreasonable 
and  dangerous.  The  above  rule  's,  perhajx**,  the  safest  one  to  l)e  adopted  in  a 
court  of  justice,  where  there  is  no  power  to  onler  a  new  election,  and  where  gi-eat 
injury  would  result  frt)m  declaring  the  ofhce  vat^ant.  But  it  is  manifest,  as  we 
have  already  said,  that  it  might  work  a  great  hardship.  And  in  a  legislative  iKidy, 
having  the  power  to  order  a  new  election,  it  is  safer,  in  the  opinion  of  your  com- 
mittee, and  more  conducive  to  the  ends  of  justice,  to  order  sucn  new  election  than 
to  reach  a  result  b/  the  application  of  such  a  rule." 

The  minority  held  that  the  votes  should  l)e  deducted  pro  rata. 

F'mley  vs.  Bisltee,  4*'>th  (\mg 1  Ells.,  98, 118 

Required  Evidence  op  Qitaltfication  not  PRf)DrcEr>  at  the  Polls. 

Not  registered,  and  no  record  of  other  proof  of  qnalifloation,  rejected. 

Where  names  were  found  on  the  poll  books  [in  Pennsvlvania]  which  were  not  found 
on  the  assessor's  list,  and  there  were  no  reasons  for  the  reception  of  the  votes 
marked  after  these  names,  as  was  required  bv  law,  to  show  that  they  had  made  due 

Eroof  of  (qualification,  the  committee  held  the  votes  to  l)e  illegal.     The  minority 
eld  that  it  was  a  mere  immaterial  omission  by  the  election  ofhcers. 

Wrigla  vs.  FSiUer,  SM  Cong.A  Bart.,  159,  and  Report  No.  18«,  1st  st^ss.  32d  Gong. 

Unregistered  voters  (in  Florida)  mnst  be  shown  to  have  taken  the  full  oath  required. 

The  law  of  Florida  provided  that  voters  must  l)e  n»gistere<i  at  least  six  days  before 
the  election.  The  registering  officers  had  authority  to  strike  from  the  list  the 
names  of  persons  whom  they  knew  of  their  own  knowledge  or  ascertained  by 
testimony  to  have  ceased  to  be  entitled  to  vote.  A  voter  whose  name  had  thus 
been  erased  would  be  entitled  to  vote  on  making  oath  l)efore  the  officers  of  ele<*tion 
that  his  name  had  been  improperly  stricken  f  n)m  the  lists,  and  also  taking  the  oath 
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required  of  challenged  voters.  A  large  number  of  persona  had  been  permitted  to 
vote  whose  names  were  not  found  on  the  list  in  the  hands  of  the  judges  at  the 
polls.  They  each  took  an  oath,  but  there  was  testimony  which  the  committee 
field  to  be  sufficient  to  prove  that  it  was  the  oath  required  of  challenged  persons, 
without  the  addition  prescribed  for  persons  whose  names  were  not  on  the  registry 
lists.  There  wa«  proof  that  a  large  number  of  these  voters*  names  actually  did 
appear  on  the  ori^nal  registry  lists,  though  not  on  the  copies  in  the  hands  of  the 
juages.  The  committee  deducted  only  those  whose  names  were  not  shown  to  be 
on  the  original  lists,  but  a  part  of  those  signing  the  majority  report  expressed 
their  opinion  that  all  should  have  l)een  deducted  who  were  not  found  on  the  copy 
of  the  list  in  the  hands  of  the  judges,  whether  found  on  the  original  list  or  not. 

Mnley  vs.  Walls,  44th  Omg Smith  367-391. 

Must  be  shown,  in  Florida,  never  to  have  been  registered. 

Under  the  constitution  and  laws  of  Florida  no  person  was  permitted  to  vote  who  had 
not  been  registered,  but  a  voter  whose  name  was  not  found  on  the  registry  list  in 
the  hands  of  the  election  officers  might  vote  on  taking  the  oath  rwjuired  of  chal- 
lenged persons,  and  also  making  oath  that  he  had  been  registered  and  that  his 
name  had  been  improperly  stnick  off  from  the  registry  list.  It  was  proved  that  a 
lar^e  number  of  persons  had  voted  whose  names  were  not  on  the  registry  lists. 
Evidence  which  the  committee  held  to  be  inadmissible  was  also  offered  to  show 
that  they  had  never  been  registered.  The  committee  held  that  the  admissible  testi- 
mony only  showing  that  they  were  not  registered  at  the  time  of  the  election  it  was 
not  sufficient  to  overcome  the  presumption  arising  from  the  reception  of  their  votes, 
it  being  presumed  that  they  had  been  registered  and  wrongly  struck  from  the  list, 
and  that  they  had  taken  the  required  oaths. 

F'mley  vs.  Bishee,  V>lh  Cong 1  Ells.,  92-96 

Votes  of  qualified  electors,  received  withont  required  proof  of  qualification,  legal. 

Under  the  constitution  of  Florida  foreign-born  persons  were  permitted  to  vote  under 
the  same  conditions  as  native  citizens  upon  presenting  to  the  officers  of  election 
certified  copies  of  their  naturalization  papers  or  declarations  of  intention.  The 
election  officers  were  forbidden  to  receive  their  votes  without  the  presentation  of 
such  certificates.  A  number  of  foreign-lwm  persons  voted  at  the  election  with- 
out i)resenting  the  required  certificates.  None  of  their  votes  were  challenged  and 
they  were  not  reiiuested  or  required  by  the  offic^ers  of  elec'tion  to  produce  any  papers. 
The  evidence  showed  that  all  but  seven  of  them  had,  in  fact,  been  naturalize<1  and 
could  have  pro<luced  the  legal  certificates  if  it  had  been  re<iuired  of  them.  The 
conunittee  found  that  the  fact  of  naturalization  or  declaration  of  intention  waa  the 
onlv  additional  (puiUficfttion  recjuired  by  the  constitution  of  foreign-born  ^)er8ons, 
anti  that  the  nnjuirement  of  the  production  of  certificates  was  a  mere  directory 
re(iuirement  as  to  mode  of  proof.  This  (construction  of  the  constitution  was  the 
more  certain  l)ecan8e  it  was  evidently  implied  in  the  acta  of  the  legislature  passed 
in  pursuance  of  it.  These  votes  having  been  received  by  the  officers  of  election, 
the  presumption  was  that  the  voters  were  qualified.  The  omission  to  present  the 
required  proof  of  qualification  could,  at  most,  only  shift  the  burden  of  proof  to  the 
party  clamiing  their  votes  to  show  that  they  were  in  fact  qualified.  This  had  been 
done  as  to  alllmt  seven,  and  with  these  exceptions  the  votes  were  counted. 

Finley  vs.  liubee,  4Sth  Cong 1  Ells.,  89-92 

In  Pennsylvania  law  requiring  certain  affidavits  and  vouchers  from  nonregistered 
voters  directory  merely. 

Under  the  constitution  Of  Peimsylvania,  which  provides  the  qualifications  of  voters 
and  i>ermits  the  legislature  to  enact  a  registration  law,  "but  no  elector  shall  be 
(leprivod  of  the  privilege  of  voting  by  reason  of  his  name  not  being  registered," 
the  committee  held  that  "the  foregoing  clause  of  the  constitution  is,  in  our  judg- 
ment, a  limitation  on  the  {)ower  of  the  legislature  of  the  State,  and  it  can  not  pass 
a  registry  law  whereby  a  voter  shall  be  deprived  of  suffrage,  if  otherwise  qualified, 
by  reason  of  nonregistration.  This,  it  seems  to  us,  was  the  very  purpose  of  the 
clause."  If  the  election  law  is  so  construe<l  as  to  hold  the  elector  re.^ponsible  for 
the  neglect  of  the  election  officers,  or  to  deprive  him  of  his  vote  for  nonregistra- 
tion, though  otherwise  qualified,  it  is  repugnant  to  this  clause  of  the  constitution. 
But  l)y  construing  the  law  as  directory  its  constitutionality  can  be  maintained. 

(Mrt'm  vs.  Yocum  (minority  reporl,  adopted  by  the  Hoxjute),4^th  Cong.  A  Ells.,  419,  420 
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In  Pennsylyania  if  election  officen  fail  to  require  of  nnregif  tered  voteri  the  affidayite 
required  by  law  the  votei  not  illegal  if  otherwiee  qualified. 

"  We  rejjard  section  10  of  the  election  law  of  Pennsylvania,  supruy  so  far  as  it  requires 
a  qualified  elector  to  produce  his  own  affidavit  and  that  of  a  voter  of  his  election 
district  to  his  qualifications,  directory  merely,  and  in  the  nature  of  a  law  to  author- 
ize the  board  of  election,  on  the  day  of  election,  while  it  is  being  held,  to  correct 
the  registry  lists  theretofore  furnished  them  bv  the  county  commissioners,  by  add- 
ing the  names  of  qualified  voters  thereto  who  may  have  l^eeu  unintentionally 
omitted.  The  registry  lists  an<l  poll  lists  will  then  agree.  It  is  the  dutv  of  the 
election  officers  to  comply  with  this  law.  It  is  imperative  on  them,  and  if  they 
fail  they  subject  themselves  to  the  penalties  provided  in  section  12  of  the  registry 
law.  But  to  allow  a  nonregistered  voter  to  vote  without  requiring  him  to  comply 
with  the  law,  if  he  is  otherwise  qualified,  is  quite  a  different  question.  If  he  refuses 
to  comply,  on  being  requeste^l,  then  it  is  clearly  the  duty  of  the  officers  to  refuse 
his  vote,  because  he  refuses  to  obey  a  reasonable  regulation  pres(;ribed  bv  the  legis- 
lature, and  he  hurts  no  one  but  himself.  But  if  he  is  allowed  to  vote  witliout  lx*ing 
required  to  file  the  affidavit,  and  is  otherwise  qualified,  his  vote  is  not  an  illegal 
one.  The  officers  of  election  have  simply  failed  to  take  and  preserve  the  evidence 
which  the  law  requires  of  them;  but  the  failure  on  their  part  to  take  and  preserve 
this  evidence  does  not  reach  the  qualification  of  the  voter.  Nor  do  we  believe  the 
courts  will  hold  any  such  doctrine,  for  it  would  be  equivalent  to  holding  the  evi- 
dence of  a  fact  superior  to  the  fact  itself." 

Curtin  vs.  Yocum  {minority  report ^  adopted  by  the  House) ^  46th  Coiig...\  Ells.,  420 

The  minority  applied  to  the  case  of  foreign-born  voters  who  did  not  present  their 
certificates  of  naturalization  at  the  polls  the  rules  adopted  by  the  House  in  the 
case  of  Curtin  vn.  Yocum,  and  held  tliat  the  votes  (!Ould  not  f)e  deducted  in  the 
absence  of  proof  of  actual  disqualification. 

Bisbee  vs.  Finley  (minority  report) ^  47th  Cong .'. .  .2  Ells.,  237 

Affidavits  of  unregistered  voters  certified  but  not  signed. 

Where  affidavits  of  unregistere<l  voters  were  not  signed  by  the  affiants,  but  were 

properly  certified  by  the  officer  l3efore  whom  they  were  taken,  the  committee  unan- 

■  imously  held  them  to  be  sufficient;  but  when  there  was  no  jurat  attached,  and  they 

did  not  appear  to  have  been  sworn  before  any  officer,  they  were  unanimously  Reld 

to  be  fatally  defective. 

Ije  Moyne  vs.  FarweUj  4Hh  Cong •. Smith,  412, 422 

Absence  of  affidavits  in  prothonotary^s  office  no  evidence  that  they  were  not  filed  with 
the  election  officers  by  the  voters. 

"The  rule  of  law  is  that  a  public  officer  is  presumed  to  do  his  duty,  the  contrary  not 
appearing.  Under  the  law  there  were  several  acts  required  to  be  done  by  the  offi- 
cers. The  first  one  was  to  ascertain  whether  a  person  offering  to  vote  was  regis- 
tered; if  he  was  not,  to  recjuire  an  affidavit  of  himself  and  also  of  a  registered  voter 
to  certain  facts;  to  see  that  it  was  subscribed  and  swoni;  to  take  and  keep  it  till 
the  election  was  over,  and  then  to  return  it  to  the  prothonotary's  office,  with  certain 
other  papers.  To  show  that  the  last  act  was  not  performed  does  not  show  that  the 
rest  were  left  undone,  or  that  proof  of  failure  in  this  one  particular  is  proof  of  a  failure 
in  all.  It  doubtless  does  overcome  the  presumption  as  to  the  particular  act,  but  we 
doubt  whether  it  can  be  extended  any  further.  We  are  not  ready  to  assent  to  the 
proposition  that  because  the  election  officers  failed  to  return  the  required  affidavits 
to  the  office  of  the  prothonotary  therefore  they  must.be  presumed  not  to  have 
fetjuired  them  at  all." 

Curtiti  vs.  Yocum  {minority  report^  adopted  by  the  Houm)^  46th  Cong I  Ells.,  421 

In  Pennsylvania  law  requiring  affidavits  of  nonregistered  voters  mandatory,  but  law 
for  filing  these  affidavits  directory. 

It  was  held  by  a  portion  of  the  committee  that  the  provision  of  the  Pennsylvania 
ele<'tion  law  requiring  certain  affidavits  of  unregistered  voters  was  mandatory,  but 
that  the  provision  requiring  these  affidavits  to  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  protnono- 
tary  was  directory.  It  is  to  he  strongly  presumed  that  the  officers  of  election  have 
not  committed  the  crime  of  allowing  unregistered  {)ersons  to  vote  without  requiring 
the  necessarv  affidavits,  and  this  presumption  is  not  to  l)e  overcome  without  evidence 
ami  merely  by  a  remote  inference  from  the  fact  that  no  such  affidavits  are  on  file  in 
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the  prothonotary'a  office.  And  especially  is  contestant  not  to  be  permitted  to  take 
advantage  of  tlie  absence  of  these  affidavits  when  the  evidence  tends  to  show  that 
theaffidavits  were  in  existence,  and  contestant  by  his  own  act  procured  their  destruc- 
tion and  prevented  them  from  being  put  in  evidence. 

Ourtin  vs.  Yocum  {2d  viinorUy  report) y  4(>th  (hng 1  Ells.,  435-438 

Begifltratioxi  law  of  PennsylTania  mandatory. 

"  The  authorities  are  uniform  to  the  effect  that  all  statutes  are  mandatory  which  can 
not  Ik*  disregard tni  without  ignoring  the  legislative  intent."  Under  this  principle 
the  provisions  of  the  election  law  of  Pennsylvania  requiring  the  presentation  of  cer- 
tain affidavits  by  unregistered  voters  are  not  directory  merely,  but  mandatory. 
"The  will  of  the  legislature  can  not  be  carried  out  unless  this  provision  of  the 
statute  is  complied  with,  and  to  disregard  it  is  to  disregard  one  of  the  safeguards 
which  the  law-making  power  of  Pennsylvania  deemed  ne<'essary  for  the  protection 
of  thet)allot." 

(\irtin  vs.  Yocum  ( majority  report }j  46th  Cong 1  Ells. ,  428 

The  evidence  of  qnaliflcation  required  by  law  must  be  produced  on  the  day  of  election, 
and  can  not  be  afterwards  produced. 

*'It  is  a  fundamental  principle  as  firmly  established  as  any  rule  of  law  that  votes 
must  be  cast  as  the  law  directs,  and  if  the  law  recjuires  the  voter  to  produce  certain 
specified  evidence  of  that  right  before  he  can  cast  his  vote,  and  he  fails  tp  produce  that 
evidence,  such  vote,  if  cast,  is  ill^al  and  void.  *  *  *  The  principle  must  likewise 
l>e  maintained  that  the  production  of  this  evidence  at  the  trial  will  not  change  the 
legal  status  of  the  voter,  and  thus  make  these  votes  in  question  legal  votes.  *  *  * 
The  principle  is  self-evident.  Voting  is  a  single  act  commanded  to  l^e  performetl 
within  a  particular  time,  on  a  particular  day,  and  in  confonnity  with  law;  there 
can  not,  therefore,  be  a  valid  performance  of  the  retjuirements  of  the  law  at  a  period 
subsequent  to  the  day  on  which  alone  the  law  commanded  the  act  to  be  i)erformed.** 

Bisbee  vs.  Fxnley^  47th  Cony 2  Ells.,  175 

Law  requiring  affidavits  of  unregiitered  voters  only  partly  mandatory. 

"Where  a  registry  law  requires  the  production  of  an  affidavit  by  an  unregistered 
elector  as  the  condition  for  his  voting  it  is  mandatory  to  a  certain  degree  and  for  a 
certain  purpose.  -  It  is  mandatory  so  far  as  to  recpiire  good  faith  in  its  observance 
and  to  prevent  its  willful  evasion.  But  the  whole  scope  and  purpose  of  such  a  law 
is  to  defeat  fraud,  subterfuge,  and  evasion,  and  to  enable  every  lawful  and  quali- 
fied voter  to  vote  and  have liisvote  counted  in  a  canvass  purged  of  all  illegal  votes. 
Tlie  moment  the  o|x?ration  of  the  registration  defeats  itself,  ofHjrates  to  defraud  the 
legal  eltH'-tor  and  defraud  him  of  his  vote,  it  not  only  ceases  to  \ie  mandatory,  but 
is  quoad  hoc  void.  *  *  *  But  the  statute,  in  so  far  as  it  provides  what  declara- 
tions shall  be  set  forth  in  the  affidavits,  is  directory  merely." 
The  minority  (Mobley,  072)  held  the  law  to  be  mandatory  in  b<ith  respects. 

CampMl  vs.  Weaver,  49th  Cony Mobley,  461, 463 

Affidavits  in  substantial  compliance  with  law  sufficient. 

Votes  were  attacked  on  the  ground  that  the  affidavits  presented  by  the  voters  in  lieu 
of  registration  were  not  sufficient  under  the  law  of  Illinois.  The  committee  found 
most  of  them  lo  be  in  substantial  compliance  with  the  laws,  but  rejected  five  votes 
where  the  affidavits  had  not  been  filled  out  at  all — "  were  in  fact  blank  affidavits." 

Worthington  vs.  Post,  50th  ( hng Mobley,  653 

Can  not  be  made  legal  at  a  subsequent  investigation. 

"Under  the  [Pennsylvania]  act  of  January  30,  1874  (P.  L.,  31),  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
elector  whose  name  is  not  on  the  registrv  list  to  produce  the  require<.l  affidavits  at 
the  time  he  offers  to  vote.  Election  oflicers  can  not  waive  such  production.  A 
vote  received  without  such  affidavit  is  illegal,  and  can  not  l)e  made  legal  at  a  sub- 
stxjuent  investigation  in  the  courts"  [castas  cited]. 

Craig  vs.  Ste^cart,  6Jd  Cong Stofer,  9 

The  minority  expressed  a  "<loubt'*  of  this  ruling,  but  <lid  not  definitely  dissent. 

Craiq  vs.  Stewart  (minority  report) y  /iM  < hng Stofer,  16 
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Ballots  marked  by  election  offioen,  without  required  oath  of  disability,  oounted. 

Where  voters  were  assisted  by  the  election  officers  to  prepare  their  ballots  without 
taking  the  oath  of  disability  provided  for  by  law  [in  Illinois],  but  did  informally 
ask  for  the  assistance  and  were  known  or  believed  by  the  judges  to  be  entitled  to 
it,  the  committee  counted  their  votes.  The  minority  rejected  them.  The  House 
adopted  the  resolutions  proposed  by  the  minority  on  the  whole  case,  but  on  this 
point  appears  to  have  agreed  with  the  majority. 

Rinaker  vs.  Downing^  64th  Cong Report  1400 

Not  oouniDd. 

The  minority  held  that  the  law  was  mandatory.  Under  the  old  ballot  laws  such 
provisions  could  be  more  liberallv  construed,  but  **  under  the  Australian  ballot 
system  secrecy  is  not  merely  permitted,  it  is  enforced;  it  is  not  solely  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  voter,  but  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  as  well.  A  compulsory  secrecy 
unknown  to  former  systems  of  voting  is  a  fundamental  and  essential  element  oi 
this  ballot  law." 

Rinaker  vs.  Dmmiing  (minority  report) y  54th  Omg. . .  Report  1400,  part  2,  pp.  5-10 

Ballots  marked  by  electioii  officers,  without  required  oath  of  disability,  not  counted. 

'*  Ballots  voted  by  electors  who  were  assisteii  in  marking  their  ballots  without  having 
first  made  the  affidavit  of  disability,  as  provided  by  said  statute  [of  Illinois],  are 
not  legal  and  should  not  be  counted." 

Steward  \h.  Chxldt^,  5Sd  Cong Report  1741,  p.  3 

Votes  rejected. 

Under  a  mandatory  statute  requiring  the  production  at  the  polls  of  specified  evidence 
of  payment  of  poll  tax  as  a  prerequisite  for  voting,  the  committee  rejected  the  votes 
of  voters  who  had  in  fact  paid  the  tax  and  were  Known  to  the  judges,  by  other  evi- 
dence than  that  specified  m  the  law,  to  have  paid  it.  The  minority  counted  the 
votes. 

Thrasher  vs.  Enloe,  SSd^dmg Report  842,  pp.  4,  11 

INCOMPATIBIiE  OFFICE. 

See  Qualifications  of  Rbprbsbntatives. 

nroiANS. 

Their  right  to  vote. 

Under  the  law  for  the  government  of  the  Territory  of  Michigan,  providing  that 
** every  v^hite  male  citizen,*'  possessing  certain  qualifications,  might  vote,  held  that 
the  right  of  half-breed  Indians,  possessing  the  lepil  qualifications,  depended  on 
their  mode  of  life  and  the  society  to  which  they  belonged.  One  of  them,  who,  by 
his  manner  of  living  and  place  of  al)ode,  was  assimilated  to  the  great  body  of  the 
civilized  community,  and  who  had  never  belonged  to  any  Indian  tribe,  could  vote; 
but  one  who  belonged  to  an  Indian  tribe  or  was  ^'uncivilized  in  his  deportment 
and  not  approaching  the  manner  of  other  citizens"  could  not  vote. 

Biddle  and  Richard  vs.  Wing^  J9th  Cong C.  &  H.,  511 

Votes  of  tribal  Indians  rejected. 

Where  Indians,  at  their  owji  pueblo,  without  authority  from  the  probate  judge, 
organized  an  election,  appointed  their  own  chiefs  to  conduct  it,  and  made  their 
returns  direct  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Territory,  instead  of  to  the  probate  judge,  the 
committee  threw  out  the  votes. 

Lane  vs.  Gallegon,  SSd  Cong 1  Bart,  165 

INDIAN  BESEBVATIONS. 

Whether  trespassers  on  "half-breed  lands"  entitled  to  vote. 

The  committee  held  that  trespassers  on  **  half-breed  lands  "  (similar  to  Indian  reser- 
vations in  some  rc?apect8)  were  entitled  to  vote.  The  House  refused  to  sustain  the 
committee,  the  decision  turning,  appiarently,  chiefly  on  this  point. 

Rennet  vs.  Chapman^  S4ih  Cong 1  Bart.,  208 
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Inhabitenta  of,  have  no  right  to  vote. 

Votes  cast  in  a  precinct  situated  in  the  Pawnee  Indian  Reservation,  which  by  the 
law  of  Congress  was  not  a  part  of  Nebraska  Territory,  were  excluded  by  the  com- 
mittee. 

Daily  vs.  Estabrook,  S6th  Cong 1  Bart.,  303 

Basidents  on,  can  not  vote. 

The  committee  rejected  votes  cast  by  residents  on  the  Pawnee  Indian  Reser\'ation, 
which  was  under  the  law  no  part  of  Nebraska  Territory,  but  counted  votes  cast  by 
residents  of  the  '' half-breed  land,*'  which  was  not  an  ordinary  Indian  reservation. 

ifortonvs.  Daily,  S7th  Cong 1  Bart,  404,  410 

Yotof  oaft  in,  illegal. 

Elections  held  on  Indian  reservations  in  the  Territory  of  Dakota  held  to  be  ille^l, 
the  organic  act  on^nizing  the  Territory  excepting  from  its  territory  those  Indian 
reservations  which  under  existing  Indian  treaties  could  not  be  made  a  part  of  any 
State  or  Territory  without  the  consent  of  the  tribes. 

Burleigh  and  Spink  vs.  Armstrong,  4^d  Cong Smith,  90 

Where  not  set  aside  by  treaty,  votes  cast  in  them  legal. 

(Jnder  the  provision  of  th^  oiiganic  act  of  the  Territory  of  Dakota,  excluding  from 
its  limits  lands  not  permitted  by  treaties  with  Indian  tribes  to  be  included 
within  the  limits  of  any  State  or  Territory  without  the  consent  of  the  tribe,  the 
committee  held  that  **  It'does  not  apply  to  any  ^rtion  of  the  Territory  upon  which 
Indians  may  happen  to  live,  but  only  such  portions  as  are  held  by  particular  trib^, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  treaties  defining  boundaries,  and  stipulating  the  exclusive 
jurisdiction  to  be  exercised  by  the  tribes  holding  them."  Votes  cast  in  a  precinct 
in  territory  largely  inhabited  by  Indians,  but  not  under  such  a  treaty,  the  votes 
not  being  shown  to  be  otherwise  illegal,  were  counted  by  the  committee. 

Todd  vs.  Jayne,  SSth  Cong 1  Bart.,  563 


INEIilGIBIIiITT  (see  also  (iualiflcations  of  Bepresentatives) . 

Ineligibility  of  majority  oandidate  gives  no  title  to  minority  candidate. 

The  ineligibility  of  the  candidate  receiving  the  highest  number  of  votes  gives  no 
title  to  the  candidate  receiving  the  next  highest  number.  (A  very  full  discussion 
of  the  English  rule  and  the  reasons  for  its  inapplicability  in  this  country  will  be 
found  in  triis  ciise.) 

Smith  vs.  Broim,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  400-405 

The  ineligibility  of  the  majority  candidate  gives  no  title  to  the  candidate  receiving 
the  next  highest  number  of  votes. 

Jones  vs.  Mann,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  475 

The  majority  of  the  committee  announced  their  opinion  that  the  ineligibility  of  a 
majority  candidate  ought  to  involve  the  election  of  the  randidate  receiving  the 
next  highest  number  of  votes,  but  they  yielded  their  conviction  to  the  authority 
of  contrary  precedents. 

WaU/ice  vs.  Simpson  (majority  report),  41st  Cong 2  Bart.,  552 

Ineligibility  of  member-elect  gives  no  claim  to  the  candidate  receiving  the  next 
hignt^^t  number  of  votes. 

Maxwell  vs.  Cannon,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  190 

Ineligibility  of  the  sitting  member  gives  to  the  minority  candidate  no  title  to  the 
seat. 

Canmm  vs.  Campbell,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  613-619 

Ineligibility  of  the  sitting  member  gives  no  title  to  the  candidate  having  the  next 
highest  number  of  votes,  even  in  the  case  of  a  representative  from  Indiana,  though 
the  rule  in  the  State  of  Indiana  is  different. 

Lowry  vs.  White,  60th  Cong Mobley,  638 
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Whether  ineligibility  of  majority  candidate  gives  title  to  minority  candidate. 

The  law  of  Georgia  provided  that  where  the  majority  candidate  was  ineligible  the 
election  should  go  to  the  candidate  having  the  next  highest  number  of  votes.  The 
committee  expressed  some  doubt  whether  such  a  law  could  apply  to  the  elections 
of  members  of  Congress,  but  refrained  from  deciding  the  question,  it  not  being 
necessarj'  to  the  determination  of  the  case. 

Christy  vs.  Wimpy,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  466 

Ineligibility  of  majority  candidate  onght  to  give  election  to  minority  candidate. 

Mr.  Cessna  rei)erted  that  where  a  majority  candidate  was  notoriously  ineligible  under 
the  fourteenth  amendment,  votes  cast  for  him  ought  to  be  treated  as  nullities, 
and  the  election  adjudged  to  the  (aindidate  receiving  the  next  highest  number  of 
votes.    The  House  sustained  the  report,  but  probably  on  other  grounds. 

Wallace  vs.  Simpson,  41st  Cong 2  Bart.,  732 

Where  notice  of  ineligibility  of  majority  candidate  presumed  minority  candidate 
elected. 

Where  votes  are  cast  for  an  ineligible  candidate  whose  ineligibility  is  such  that  the 
electors  are  bound  to  know  and  take  notice  of  it,  such  votes  are  nullities,  and  the 
eligible  candidate  ret^eiving  the  highest  number  of  votes  is  elected. 

Wood  vs.  Peters  {Mr.^enneU) ,  4^h  Cong Mobley,  121 


INHABITANT. 

See  also  Qi:.\lification8  of  Representatives. 

Definition  of. 

The  word  "inhabitant"  comprehends  those  who  are  ^^  bona  fide  memh^T^A  of  the  State, 
subject  to  all  the  requisitions  of  its  laws  and  entitled  to  all  the  privileges  and 
advantages  which  they  confer." 

Bailey,  18th  Cong C.  and  H.,  415 

What  constitutes. 

Claimant  had  been  for  many  years  a  resident  of  Virginia,  but  a  few  years  l)efore  the 
election  he  moved  to  Ohio,  and  voted  there  once  or  twice.  Some  months  before 
the  election  he  returned  to  his  previous  residence  in  Virginia,  with  his  family,  and 
remained.  The  committee  held  him  to  be  an  inhabitant  of  Virginia  and  eligible 
to  Congress. 

Upton,  37th  Cong / 1  Bart.,  369 

Difllsrence  between  inhabitant  and  citisen. 

**The  word  inhabitant  (•om[)rehends  a  single  fact,  locality  of  existence;  that  of  citizen 
a  combination  of  civil  privileges,  some  of  which  may  l)e  enjoyed  in  any  of  the 
States  in  the  Union.  The  word  citizen  may  properly  Ix^  construed  to  mean  a  mem- 
ber of  a  political  society;  and  although  he  might  be  absent  for  years,  and  cease  to 
be  an  inhabitant  of  its  territory,  his  rights  of  citizenship  may  not  be  thereby  for- 
feited, but  may  be  resumed  whenever  he  may  choose  to  return;  or,  indeed,  such 
of  them  as  are  not  interdicted  by  the  re<|uisition  of  inhabitancy  maybe  considered 
as  reserved." 

Bailey,  18th  Cong (■.  and  H., 415 

Inhabitancy  in  State  lost  by  (Government  employment  at  Washington. 


meanmg 
and  hence  not  eligible  to  Congress. 

^ailey,  18th  < bng C.  and  H.,  411 

A  foreign  minister  does  not  lose  his  inhabitancy. 

A  citizen  having  been  elected  to  Congress  while  holding  the  office  of  minister  to  Sjmin, 
but  having  resigned  the  latter  office  before  Mareh  4,  the  committee  rei)orted: 
"The  capacity  in  which  he  acted  excludes  the  idea  that,  by  the  performance  of 
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his  duty  abroad,  he  ceased  to  be  an  inhabitant  of  the  United  States;  and,  if  so, 
inasmuch  as  he  had  no  inhabitancy  in  any  other  part  of  the  Union  than  Georg^ia, 
he  must  be  considered  as  in  the  same  sStuation  as  before  tlie  acceptance  of  the 
appointment." 

F(/rgyth,  18th  Cong C.  and  H.,  497 

The  case  of  ministers  of  the  United  States  residing  at  a  foreign  court  presents  no 
analogy  to  that  of  persons  in  the-domestic  service  of  the  Government  at  Washington. 
The  former  retain  their  inhabitancy  in  their  respective  States;  the  latter  do  not. 

Baileyy  18th  Cong O.  and  H.,  418 

Voting  ciUsenship  not  necessary. 

A  member  of  Congress  must  l)e  an  inhabitant  of  the  State  from  which  he  is  elected, 
but  he  need  not  have  a  voting  citizenship. 

Bayley  vs.  Barbour,  47th  Cmg 2  Ells. ,  679 

Hot  a  mere  sojonmer. 

"To  be  an  in/ia6i7a7i/ within  the  meaning  of  this  section  of  the  Constitution,  if  ife 
does  not  mean  resident  or  cilizen,  certainly  means  more  than  sojourner."  The  tem- 
porary sojourn  of  claimant  in  North  Carolina,  for  the  purpose  of  l)eing  private  sec- 
retary to  a  military  governor,  held  not  to  constitute  him  an  inhabitant. 

Pigott,  S7th  Cong 1  Bart.,  464 

INSPECTOBS. 

See  Officers  of  Election. 


nrriMTDATiON. 

What  Is. 

f 

A  cannon  near  the  polls  not  intimidation. 

Where  a  cannon  was  drawn  in  apolitical  procession  the  night  before  election,  and  on 
election  day  it  was  in  a  place  in  front  ot  the  polls,  where  it  had  customarily  been, 
and  it  was  fired  twice  on  election  day,  but  in  sport  and  without  ball,  and  not  at 
times  when  voters  were  approaching  the  polls,  the  circumstance  was  held  to  be 
without  significance. 

JMtyle  vs.  Harris  (miuoritfj  report),  S/ith  Cong Report  538,  p.  46 

Coarse  and  threatening  language  not  sufficient. 

Where  the  polling  place  wa«  fixed  in  an  unusual  and  inconvenient  place,  and  coarse 
and  threatening  language  was  used  against  persons  intending  to  vote  for  contest- 
ant for  the  purpose  of  intimidating  them,  the  committee  "can  not  for  such  rea- 
sons recommend  the  throwing  out  of  the  whole  vote  of  such  precinct." 

Chaves  vs.  Clever,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  468 

Inflammatory  language,  not  affbcting  the  result,  immaterial. 

Where  it  was  shown  that  the  canvass  wan  a  heated  one,  and  much  inflammatory 
and  denunciatory  language  used,  by  the  contestee  and  others,  in  regard  to  colorea 
voters  who  would  vote  the  Demot*ratic  ticket,  and  that  thretj  or  four  voters  were 
intimidated  thereby,  it  was  held  that  this  did  not  constitute -such  a  condition  of 
violence  and  intimidation  as  to  affect  the  result. 

Bromberg  vs.  Haralson,  44th  Cong Smith,  366 

Voluntary  withdrawal  of  voters,  without  sufficient  justiflcatiox^  not  fatal. 

Where  there  was  considerable  violence  and  excitement  at  a  poll,  and  colored  voters 
attempting  to  vote  early  in  the  day  were  forciblv  prevented,  but  by  10  or  II  o'clock, 
under  the  advice  of  one  of  their  leaders,  they  (Iisperse<l  and  did  not  again  attempt 
to  vote  at  that  poll,  there  l)eing  no  display  of  violence  sufficient  to  justify  this  course, 
a  majority  of  the  committee  did  not  think  the  evidence  sufficient  to  justify  the  rejec- 
tion of  the  poll,  esix^cially  as  under  the  law  (of  South  Carolina)  these  voters  could 
have  voted  at  any  other  poll  in  the  county. 

Lee  vs.  Richardson,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  521 
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<( 


Social  and  religious  oBtracism.  • 

It  need  not  be  that  there  is  at  the  time  of  voting  the  presence  of  threats,  or  of  force, 
or  the  present  fear  of  actual  bodily  hurt.  The  genius  of  free  institutions  demands 
that  the  mind  as  well  as  the  body  shall  be  free  to  exercise  the  elective  franchise  as 
the  voter  may  see  fit.  The  fear  of  bodily  harm,  the  fear  of  social  ostracism,  the 
fear  of  religious  wrath,  if  brought  to  bear  uj>on  the  body  of  voters,  or  if  exercised 
to  any  great  extent,  mar  the  purity  and  destroy  the  freedom  of  elections,  and  if  it 
be  so  general  as  to  affect  the  result,  or  if  from*  it  the  real  result  can  not  be  ast-er- 
tained  from  the  returns,  the  election  is  void." 

Richardmn  vs.  Rainey^  45th  Cong 1  Ells.,  233 

Hximberiiig  of  ticketi  not  intimidation. 

Where  it  was  shown  that  some  colored  voters  voted  numbered  Democratic  tickets 
(the  tickets  generally  not  being  numbered),  but  it  was  not  shown  that  they  did 
not  do  80  voluntarily,  the  committee  held  that  the  fact  w^aa  not  proof  of  intim- 
idation. 

FinleywB,  Bisbee,  4Sth  Cong 1  Ells.,  103 

Citisen  not  bound  to  fight  his  way  to  the  window. 

**The  committee  holds  that  a  citizen  has  a  right  to  a  free  and  unmolested  approach 
to  the  ballot  box,  and  is  not  bound  to  fight  his  way  to  a  polling  window,  especially 
when  to  do  so  he  must  come  into  conflict  with  i)ers()n8  who  claim  to  be  officers  of 
the  law,  the  tnithfulness  of  which  claim  he  has  no  means  of  negativing,  and  that 
a  candidate  whose  supporters  have  done  all  in  their  power  to  make  voters  believe 
that  they  would  suffer  injury  if  they  attempted  to  vote  can  not  l>e  heard  to  say 
that  the  intimidated  voters  should  not  have  believed  the  threats  made  to  them." 

Mudd  vs.  Compto7ij  Slsi  Cong Rowell,  158 

Disturbance  before  opening  polls,  not  fatal. 

Where  there  was  a  disturbance  before  the  opening  of  Uie  polls,  but  the  election 
itself  was  orderly  and  there  was  no  intimidation,  the  returns  were  allowed  to 
stand. 

KobiJisfm  vs.  Harrison  J  54th  Cong Report  1121 ,  p.  2 

Must  be  snoh  a  display  of  force  as  to  intimidate  men  of  ordinary  firmness. 

A  poll  can  not  be  rejected  for  intimidation  unless  there  was  such  a  display  of  force  as 
ought  to  have  intimidated  men  of  ordinary  firmness. .  In  a  case  where  the  violent 
interference  with  the  voting  was  such  as  might  easily  have  l)een  overcome  by  the 
voters,  but  they  abstained  from  trying  tf)  vote,  under  the  orders  of  their  leader,  for 
the  purpose  (as  the  minority  thought)  of  making  out  a  case  of  intimidation  that 
would  c^use  the  rejection  of  the  m>ll,  thereby  making  a  gain  for  the  candidate 
favored  by  them,  the  minority  held  that  the  poll  should  not  l>e  rejected. 

Mudd  vs.  Compton  (miiwrily  report) ^  oUt  Cong Rowell,  169 

Need  not  be  snch  as  would  overpower  the  will  of  voters  of  reasonable  courage. 

Coercive  methods  do  not  operate  alike  on  all  voters.  Regard  should  always  be  had 
to  the  mental  and  physical  organization  and  environment  of  the  particular  voters 
concerned.  The  oppressive  acts  need  not  Ijesuch  as  would  overpower  the  will  of 
voters  of  reasonable  courage,  otherwise  the  weak  and  ignorant  would  he  disfran- 
chised. Neither  is  physical  violence  the  sole  criterion,  nor  should  the  examina- 
tion l)e  limited  to  acts  committed  at  the  very  time  of  the  election.  Preceding 
occairrences  often  give  significance  and  momentum  to  recent  acts. 

liaioil  vs.  Boainer  (M  case) ,  S4fh  Cong Report  2808,  p.  26 

Interference  by  negro  policeman  insufficient. 

Where  a  negro  policeman  forcibly  interfered  with  negro  workers  and  ticket  distribu- 
ters for  the  Democratic  ticket  and  there  was  some  evidence  that  colored  voters 
were  thereby  intimidateti,  the  committee  held  that  the  intimidation  was  not  suflS- 
cient  to  throw  out  the  poll. 

Moore  vs.  Punston,  53d  Cong Report  1164,  p.  8 
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When  Inquired  Into. 

The  committee  will  not  inquire  into  the  reaaons  why  votes  were  not  oast. 

Where  it  was  charged  that  voters  were  prevented  from  voting  by  intimidation,  the 
committee  said:  **The  committee  are  of  opinion  that  the  duty  assigned  to  them 
does  not  impose  on  them  an  examination  of  the  causes  which  may  have  prevented 
any  candidate  from  getting  a  sufficient  number  of  votes  to  entitle  him  to  the  seat. 
They  consider  that  it  is  only  required  of  them  to  ascertain  who  had  the  greatest 
number  of  le^ai  votes  actually  at  the  election.  *  *  *  The  inspectors  of  elec- 
tion are  constituted  judges  of  the  qualifications  of  the  electors,  and  exercise,  from 
necessity,  a  discretionary  power.  If  they  err  and  reject  a  legal  vote,  or  an  elector 
from  any  cause  should  fail  in  presenting  his  vote  for  their  reception,  the  nature  of 
the  (tase  precludes  it  from  entering  into  the  consideration  of  the  general  result  of 
the  election,  unless,  indeed,  corruption  should  appear  sufficient  to  destroy  all  con- 
fidence in  the  purity  and  fairness  of  the  whole  proceeding.  It  is  properly  a  ques- 
tion between  those  officers  and  the  injured  party." 

Biddk  and  Riclmrd  vs.  Wing,  19ih  Cong C.  and  H.,  506 

How  Proved. 

Hearsay  and  general  reputation  insufficient 

**It  would  seem  that  if  over  two  thousand  electors  were  deterred  from  voting  by 
violence,  threats,  or  intimidation,  some  of  these  electors  could  l)e  found  to  come 
forward  and  swear  to  the  fact.  Your  committee  think  that  it  would  establish  a 
moat  dangerous  precedent  to  allow  a  fact  of  this  character,  so  easily  established  by 
the  direct  and  positive  testimony  of  so  many  witnesses,  to  be  proven  solely  by 
hearsay  and  general  reputation.  We  have  not  forgotten  nor  overlooked  the  fact 
tliat  the  same  state  of  tnin^  which  would  make  men  afraid  to  vote  for  a  particular 
party  might  also  make  it  difficult  to  secure  testimony  in  behalf  of  that  party.  But 
in  many  parts  of  the  district  where  testimony  was  taken  there  is  no  pretense  that 
witneasea  were  intimidated;  and,  besides,  if  the  contestant  had  shown  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  House  that  witnesses  needed  the  protection  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment in  order  to  be  safe  in  testifying  fully  and  freely,  that  protection  would  have 
l)een  afforded  at  any  cost.  *  *  *  There  can  lie  no  doubt  that  testimony  of  this 
character  [hearsay  and  general  reputation]  ought  to  be  held  insufficient  of  itself  to 
establish  the  fact  of  intimidation.  It  ought  at  least  to  be  corroborated  by  other 
facts,  such  as  the  unexplained  failure  of  large  numbers  of  those  alleged  to  have 
been  intimidated  to  vote  before  the  House  could  safely  act  upon  it." 

Norris  vs.  Handley^  4^d  Cong Smith,  75 

The  evidence  of  at  least  some  of  the  persons  intimidated  shoald  be  produced. 

"  Where  it  is  alleged  that  a  large  number  of  i)ersons  have  been  deterred  from  voting 
by  violence  or  intimidation  the  testimony  of  these  persons  should  be  produced,  or 
at  least  some  of  them.    The  opinions  and  impressions  of  others  are  not  sufficient." 

Donnelly  vs.  Wanhbum  (minority  report)  46lh  Cong 1  Ells.,  502 

Smalls  vs.  Tillman  {minorily  report)  47th  Cong 2  Ella.,  490 

Effect  of. 

In  oases  of  doubt  the  returns  should  stand. 

**  It  may  be  difficult  to  determine  what  precise  amount  of  disorder,  obstruction,  and 
even  violence  among  bystanders  adjacent  to  the  polls  should  be  deemed  sufficient 
to  vitiate  the  election.  *  *  »  ]f  the  state  of  facts  proved  leave  it  doubtful 
whether  on  the  whole  the  poll  should  be  retained  or  rejected,  your  committee  are 
of  opinion  that  they  will  best  avoid  the  establishment  of  bad  precedents  by  giving 
effect  to  the  returns  in  all  cases  of  doubt." 

Hoxmrd  vs.  Cooper^  36ih  Cong 1  Bart.,  281 

Mere  personal  altercations  will  not  vitiate  poll. 

''A  mere  fight  or  series  of  fights,  even  if  the  election  officers  should  be  involved  in 
them,  is  no  ground  for  throwing  out  the  vote  of  the  pre.cinct  at  which  such  fight- 
ing took  place.    There  must  be  an  organized,  concerted  design  to  intimidate  and 
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overawe  in  order  to  justify  the  disfranchisement  of  the  whole  community  of  a  pre- 
cinct, ward,  or  county;  a  mere  accidental  conflict  between  two  or  more  persons  is 
not  sufficient.     This  is  well  settled  by  Congressional  prec^ents." 

Biair  vs.  Barrett  (minority  report) ,  Ist  sess.  S6lh  Cong Report  No.  5d3,  p.  56 

Will  not  vitiate  election  where  proceedings  not  snspended. 

The  minority  (whose  conclusions  were  substantially  adopted  by  the  House)  held  that 
allegations  based  upon  'intimidation  of  voters"  did  not  contain  any  ground  upon 
which  the  election  could  be  declared  void  if  they  were  proved,  and  the  statements 
upon  the  subject  made  in  Biddle  and  Richard  vs,  Wmg  (C.  and  H.,  507)  were 
quoted  with  approval.  "Let  us  once  establish  the  precec^nt  that  Representatives 
are  to  be  unseated  and  the  will  of  the  people,  especially  when  expressed  by  large 
majorities,  overruled,  because  of  violence  at  the  polls,  and  while  it  will  put  all  our 
city  elections  in  the  power  of  the  riotous  and  rowdy,  it  will  inaugurate  a  new 
rule  as  to  future  cases  as  unsound  in  principle  as  it  will  l)e  bitter  in  its  fruits.'* 

Whyte  vs.  Harris  (minority  report),  S5th  Cong ,. 1  Bart.,  263,  266 

Where  election  not  arrested  and  result  not  changed,  election  not  vitiated. 

The  committee  held  that  in  order  to  void  an  election  for  violence  it  must  be  shown 
either  that  the  violence  actually  arrested  the  election,  or  that  voters  were  pre- 
vented from  voting,  whose  votes,  if  cast,  would  be  sufficient  to  change  the  result. 

Harrison  vs.  Davis,  S6th  Cong 1  Bart,  345 

Proceedings  not  interrnpted,  and  violence  some  time  before  election,  result  should 
stand. 

**To  invalidate  or  make  void  an  election  on  the  ground  of  riot  and  intimidation,  it 
must  appear  that  the  proceedings  at  the  election  were  interrupted  and  the  ascertain- 
ment of  the  result  prevented  thereby."  Where  the  violence  was  several  days 
before  the,  election,  the  election  should  not  be  held  void  merely  because  many 
voters  pretended  that  they  were  afraid  to  vote. 

Hunt  vs.  Sfieldon  (minority  report) ,  4ist  Cong 2  Bart.,  714 

Violence  before  the  election,  not  affecting  the  result,  immaterial. 

Where  there  had  been  riots,  violence,  and  threats  before  the  election,  but  a  truce  was 
declared  on  the  day  of  election,  and,  though  both  parties  came  to  the  polls  armed, 
there  was  no  violence  at  the  polls  and  substantially  the  full  vote  of  ooth  parties 
was  cast,  the  committee  refused  to  reject  the  poll. 

Barnes  vs.  Adams,  41st  Cong 2  Bart.,  763 

Small  number  of  votes  intimidated,  these  rejected,  but  poll  retained. 

Where  a  small  and  known  number  of  voters  were  intimidated  to  vote  for  contestee  in 
a  precinct  where  in  any  event  he  would  have  had  a  considerable  majority,  the 
return  should  not  be  rejected.  Were  their  number  uncertain  the  return  would  be 
excluded,  and  if  a  sufficient  number  were  so  intimidated  as  to  overcome  the  major- 
ity of  contestee  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  retain  his  seat. 

Bowen  vs.  Buchanan,  51st  Cong Rowell,  198 

Must  be  shown  to  have  affected  the  result. 

Where  there  was  considerable  testimony  to  show  violence,  intimidation,  and  ballot- 
box  stuffing,  but  it  was  vague  and  general,  and  on  the  most  favorable  construction 
of  the  testimony  it  was  impossible  to  identify  specifically  enough  votes  affected  to 
overcome  more  than  half  the  majority  of  contestee,  the  election  was  held  not  to  be 
invalidated. 

Jones  vs.  Mann,  40th  Cong 2  Bart,  474 

Where  there  had  }>een  disturbances  and  a  collision  l)etween  a  colored  procession  and 
certain  white  men  the  night  l)efore  election,  but  there  was  no  evidence  to  show 
what  persons,  if  any,  were  deterred  from  voting  and  what  efforts  they  made  to 
vote,  and  a  full  vote  appeared  to  have  been  cast,  the  committee  refused  to  reject 
the  vote  of  the  precinct. 

Nildack  vs.  Walls,  4^d  Cong Smith,  105 
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In  considering  the  question  of  intimidation,  the  first  inquiry  is:  How  manv  voters 
failed  to  vote?  Although  there  may  liave  l)een  efforts  to  intimidate,  and  although 
outrages  may  have  been  committed  with  this  view,  vet  if  these  efforts  were  una- 
vailing and  those  who  were  sought  to  be  intimidated  did  in  fact  vote,  there  is  an 
end  of  controversy. 

Xorris  vs.  Handleyf  4^d  Cong Smith,  76 

Where  intimidation  shown,  burden  on  other  party  to  show  result  not  affected. 

**  Where  intimidation  is  practiced  over  men  sufficient  in  number  to  affect  the  result 
the  burden  of  proof  is  devolved  upon  him  in  whose  interest  the  intimidation  is 
done  to  show  that  the  intimidation  did  not  affect  the  result.  If  this  proof  be  not 
made  the  intimidation  is  so  interwoven  with  the  vote  that  it  is  impossible  to  sepa- 
rate with  reasonable  certainty  the  good  from  the  bad  vote,  and  the  whole  precinct 
must  be  rejected." 

Hurd  vs.  Romeis  (minority  report)^  49th  Cong Mobiey,  444 

Violent  ejection  of  election  officer  wonld  vitiate  poll. 

Where  a  person  claiming  to  be  an  election  officer  was  forcibly  ejected  b^  the  police, 
the  committee  held  that  if  he  had  been  a  duly  appointed  officer  this  fact  wouhl 
have  vitiated  the  election.  But  it  appearing  that  under  the  law  he  was  not  entitknl 
to  act  at  this  poll,  and  that  he  had  nad  notice  of  the  law,  they  did  not  reject  the 
poll. 

Myers  vs.  Moffett^  4ist  Cong 2  Bart.,  569 

Where  snch  as  would  intimidate  men  of  ordinary  firmness,  whole  poll  rejected. 

**The  committee  would  not  hesitate  to  decide  that  where  there  was  such. violence  and 
bloodshed  as  would  intimidate  men  of  ordinary  firmness,  and  where  a  sufficient 
number  of  voters  to  have  changed  the  result  were  kept  from  the  polls  by  reason 
of  this  intimidation,  it  would  he  as  fatal  to  the  i)oll  as  if  the  election  board  had 
been  controlled  bv  violence." 

Wallace  vs.  ShnpHoriy  4^^  Cong 2  Bart.,  742 

Whole  vote  thrown  ont. 

Where  there  was  rioting  and  violence  at  a  poll,  and  voters  wishing  to  vote  for  con- 
testant were  intimidated,  and  the  United  States  supervisors  were  interfertxl  with, 
all  with  the  aid  and  connivance  of  the  election  offit^ers,  the  whole  vote  was  rejected. 

BisbeevB.  Finley,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  190 

When  the  evidence  shows  conclusively  that  violence,  threats,  and  intimidation  have 
been  used  to  affect  the  result  at  a  precinct  the  whole  vote  will  be  rejected. 

Smalls  vs.  Elliottf  60th  Cong Mobiey,  680 

Entire  precinct  not  thrown  ont  if  legal  votes  can  be  proved. 

**It  is  well  settled  that  the  vote  of  an  entire  precinct  shall  not  be  thrown  out  unless 
it  be  impossible  to  make  proof  as  to  the  number  of  legal  votes  cast  in  such  precinct.*' 
Where  mtimidation  is  alleged  the  number  intimidated  should  l>e  at  least  approxi- 
mately shown,  or  some  sufficient  reason  given  for  not  making  such  pn)of. 

Xorns  vs.  Ilandley,  4^d  Cong Smith,  77 

Whole  connty  thrown  ont. 

W^here  violence  was  prevalent  throughout  a  county,  the  canvass  and  count  of  the 
vote  involved  in  inextricable  confusion  an<l  fraud,  and  the  record  illegally  sup- 
pressed, the  returns  from  the  county  were  thrown  out. 

.    SmallsYS,  Tillman,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  435 

Where  registration  of  a  county  controlled  by  intimidation,  whole  connty  thrown  ont. 

Where  the  evidence,  as  foun(i  by  the  <'ommittee,  showed  that  in  the  county  on  which 
the  majority  of  contestant  depended  '*  there  was  no  just  and  reasonable  ground  to 
fear  personal  violence  or  injury  in  consequence  of  appearing  to  make  a^id  support 
objections  to  registration,  but  that  it  was  against  the  general  and  public  opinion  of 
the  county  that  persons  who  had  not  committed  disloyal  acts  should  be  disfran- 
chised merely  on  the  score  of  opinions  and  sympathies,  and  that  probably  many 
persons  did  refrain  from  making  objections  rather  than  encounter  this  general 
sentiment,"  and  also,  **that  a  large  number  must  have  been  registered  who  were 
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disqualified  by  reason  of  having  sympathisied  with  those  engaged  in  rebellion, " 
hut  the  specific  evidence  did  not  show  enough  illegal  votes  cjst  to  overcome  the 
majority  of  contestant,  the  committee  recommende<l  that  contestant,  who  had  a 
majority  if  this  county  were  counted,  be  seated.  One  member  of  the  committee 
contended  that  there  was  a  worse  state  of  affairs  than  tliat  described  by  the  com- 
mittee, and.  that  whoever  applied  for  registration,  qualified  or  disqualified,  was 
registered,  and  that  the  large  majority  of  the  votes  cast  in  the  county  were  by  dis- 
qualified persons.  The  House  agreed  with  this  conclusion,  and  refused  to  seat 
contestant. 

Switzler  vs.  AiidersoUj  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  374-396 

A  whole  election  may  be  vitiated  by  intimidation. 

Where,  in  precincts  casting  five-sixths  of  the  vote  of  the  district,  the  proof  showed 
that  "in  some  to  a  much  greater  extent  than  others,  but  in  all  to  a  most  cul- 
pable extent,  violence,  tumult,  riot,  and  general  lawlessness  prevailed;  that  as  a 
consequence  the  reception  of  ille^l  votes  and  the  rejection  of  legal  vot^,  the  acts 
of  disturbance  and  assault  committed  on  peaceable  citizens,  and  the  intimidations 
so  predominated  as  to  destroy  all  confidence  in  the  election  as  l>eing  the  expression 
of  the  free  voice  of  the  people  of  that  Congressional  district,"  the  committee  recx>m- 
mended  that  the  election  be  set  aside.  The  minority  found  that  the  violence  was 
less  than  claimed,  and  held  also  that  an  election  should  not  be  set  aside  for  violence 
when  it  had  been  nevertheless  possible  to  hold  the  election  and  declare  the  true 
result  of  the  votes  as  cast.    The  House  laid  the  whole  question  on  the  t^ble. 

IVhijte  vs.  Harris,  SSih  Cong 1  Bart , ,  262 

•Where  intimidation  prevalent  in  more  than  half  the  district,  whole  election  void. 

*'The  minority  can  only  elect  where  the  majority,  with  full  opportunity  and  facility  to 
vote  as  they  choose,  unrestrained  and  untrammeled  by  undue  influence,  refrained 
through  apathy  or  neglect  from  voting.  But  when  undue  influence,  terrorism, 
intimidation,  or  illegal  influences  have  been  brought  to  bear  ujx)n  the  great  mass  of 
the  voters,  and  they  have  been  influenced,  and  have  voted  subject  to  these  influ- 
ences, although  the  full  and  accurate  extent  of  such  influence  caanot  be  arrived 
at,  the  entir'^  election  should  he  voided,  although  a  minority  may  have  voted  free 
f^m  such  iiiriuences,  and  for  this  reason:  The  entire  people  in  such  case  evinced 
a  desire  to  vote.  The  right  of  the  majority  to  rule  is  fundamental.  In  such  a  case 
the  will  of  the  majority  is  defeated,  not  from  amthy,  but  from  undue  inj^uence. 
The  true  reme<ly  is  to  void  the  election,  remove  the  undue  influences,  and  give  the 
majority  that  opportunity  to  rule  which  is  its  undoubted  right." 

Where  there  were  Federal  troops  present,  and  other  influences  which  the  committee 
held  to  be  intimidating,  in  four  counties  casting  the  majority  of  the  votes  in  a  dis- 
trict, but  not  in  the  other  four  counties  casting  a  minority  of  the  votes,  the  com- 
mittee held  that  the  election  was  void. 

Richardson  vs.  Rainey,  4^th  Cong 1  Ells.,  272 

Besnlt  obtained  by  intimidation  reversed,  and  contestant  seated. 

Where  contestee  received  by  tl»e  returns  a  majority  of  4,291,  but  5,700  persons  were 
prevented  by  violence  and  intimidation  from  voting  for  contestant,  the  committee 
stated  this  as  one  of  three  grounds  for  the  seating  of  contestant.  Contestant  was 
seated. 

Wallace  vs.  Simpsonj  4ist  Cong 2  Bart.,  744 

Whether  intimidated  votes  to  be  counted  as  if  cast. 

If  intimidation  were  shown,  and  the  numlx?r  of  persons  intimidated  satisfactorily 
proved,  "it  would  be  our  duty  either  to  count  the  persons  intimidated,  as  if  they  haci 
voted  according  to  their  wishes,  or  throw  out  the  entire  precinct.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  determine  here  which  would  be  the  proper  course." 

Xorriit  vs.  Ihindb'ij,  4Jd  Cotg Smith,  78 

Votes  suppressed  by  intimidation  counted  as  if  cast. 

Where  vot(»rs  had  attempted  to  vote  for  the  sitting  member,  and  had  been  prevented 
by  violence  and  intimidation,  the  conmiittee  counted  the  votes  of  those  in  regard 
to  whom  there  was  definite  nroof.  It  was  contended  that  the  only  remedy  was 
the  rejection  of  tlie  poll,  but  tne  committee  said:  "This  remedy  in  the  present  case 
would  onlv  add  to  the  injury,  inasmuch  as  the  sitting  member  received  a  majority, 
and  this  sliows  the  necessity  for  some  other  remedy.    This  is  to  be  found  in  the 
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rule,  which  is  well  8ettle<i,  that  where  a  legal  voter  offers  to  voh^  for  a  particular 
candidate,  and  uses  due  diligence  in  endeavoring  to  do  so,  and  is  prevented  by 
fraud,  violence*,  or  intimidation  from  depositing  his  ballot,  his  vote  should  l>e 
counted." 
NiMackvs,  WulU,  4t^d  Cong •. Smith,  104 

« 

Votes  prevented  from  being  oast  by  intimidation  ean  not  be  eonnted. 

*'  No  principle  in  the  law  of  elections  can  be  regarded  as  better  settled  than  that  no 

candidate  can  l)e  held  to  have  been  elected  to  office  by  the  votes  which,  whatever 

the  cause,  were  not  in  fact  cast  for  him."     If  the  charges  of  intimidation  had  l)et»n 

sustained  it  ought  to  unseat  contestee,  but  would  not  justify  the  seating  of  contestant. 

Smalls  vs.  Tillman  {minority  report) ,  47ih  Cong 2  Ells. ,  489 

Votes  lost  by  intimidation  not  eonnted,  but  whole  poll  rejected. 

Where  175  voters,  who  testified  that  they  would  have  voted  for  contestant,  were  pre- 
vented from  voting  by  intimidation,  the  committee  refused  to  count  their  votes, 
but  rejected  the  entire  vote  of  the  poll  where  they  attempted  to  vote. 

Mudd  vs.  Compton^  5l8t  Cong Rowell,  156 

CJOERCION    OK    EmPLOVEEH    AND    DePE.VDENTS. 

Mere  existence  of  mmors  not  snlBcient. 

Where  it  was  asked  that  the  returns  of  precincts  where  the  employees  of  a  certain 
corporation  voted  be  rejected,  on  account  of  the  coercion  allege<i  to  be  exercise<i  by 
the  said  corporation  over  the  votes  of  its  employees,  but  the  proof  only  showed 
that  there  was  a  prevalent  impression  that  it  was  necessary  to  vote  a  certain  ticket 
in  onier  to  be  employed  by  the  company,  and  <lid  not  show  definitely  how  many 
votes  were  affected  by  the  prevalent  impression,  nor  implicate  any  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  corporation,  except  by  showing  that  tickets  were  (li^»tribute<l  at  the  polls 
by  one  of  them,  the  committee  neld  that  these  circumstances  were  insufficient  to 
(»use  the  rejection  of  the  vote  of  these  precincts. 

Bowen  vs.  Buchanan,  5l8t  Cong Rowell,  197 

Vagne  mmor  insni&oient. 

"A  common  report  *that  men  would  lose  their  job'  if  they  did  not  vote  as  their 
superiors  directed,"  and  the  like  vague  mmors,  "hardly  constitute  such  an  over- 
throw of  men's  wills  and  detenninations  as  can  l)e  taken  notice  of  by  the  law." 

Anderson  vs.  Reed,  47th  Cong • 2  Ells. ,  286 

Mere  existence  of  a  rumor  insufficient;  its  trnth  must  be  shown. 

Where  it  was  charj^  that  the  employees  of  a  laiye  corporation  were  illegally 
infiueuce<l  by  their  employers  to  vote  for  contestee  under  fear  of  dischanre,  but 
the  testimony  consisted  chiefly  of  evidence  of  the  existence  of  rumors  of  the  use 
of  such  a  system  of  coercion,  the  committee  said:  '*  It  is  necessary  for  us  to  ascer- 
tain and  determine  from  the  evidence  the  irvXh  of  these  mmors,  and  not  their  bare 
exixtence,  as  they  may  have  been  entirely  unfounded  and  untrue.  The  charge  that 
such  a  system  prevailed  at  the  time  of  the  election  in  controversy  must  be  estab- 
lished l)y  com|)etent  proof,  rendered  by  sworn  witnesses,  personally  cognizant  of 
the  facts  upon  which  the  charge  is  based.  *  *  *  It  is  our  duty  to  reject  all  the 
evi<lence  tnat  has  been  offered  relative  to  the  existence  of  the  rumors  to  which  we 
have  alludeil,  as  it  is  clearly  incompetent,  and  we  must  for  the  same  reason  discanl 
all  endence  relating  to  voluntary  statements  made  bv  persons  not  under  oath  or 
witnesses,  as  all  such  hearsay  evidence  is  inadmissible.^'  In  this  caae  the  only  evi- 
dence remaining  after  the  exclusions  under  the  above  rule  went  to  show  that  three 
I)ers(>ns  who  had  been  discharged  in  a  perio<i  of  eighteen  years  lx»lieve<l  that  they 
were  discharged  for  political  reasons.  There  was  other  evidence  that  they  were 
discharged  for  drunkenness,  and  many  emplovet»s  testified  that  no  such  system  of 
coercion  existed.     The  committee  unanimousfy  refused  to  sustain  the  charge. 

Duffy  vs.  }fam7i,  4^th  Cong .1  Ells.,  364 

Mere  expression  of  a  wish  not  intipiidation. 

It  is  not  intimidation  for  an  overseer  merely  to  express  a  wish  that  his  men  should 
vote  as  he  did,  unaccompanieil  by  any  threats,  express  or  implied,  of  discharge. 
'*This  claim  would  overthrow,  if  allowed,  all  lal>or  to  secure  votes  for  one  party 
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or  anotlier.  If  one  may  not  ask  a  voter  to  vote  his  ticket,  he  may  not  make  a 
political  speech,  publish  a  political  newspaper,  or  dare  to  express  an  opinion  in  the 
presence  of  voters.'* 

Page  vs.  Pirce  {minority  report) y  49th  Cong Mobley,  511 

Mmt  be  shown  to  be  saccesiful. 

Where  it  is  alleged  that  voters  were  intimidated  by  their  employers,  "the  burden 
is  on  the  contestant  to  prove  that  the  attempt  was  effectual.  To  justify  the  dis- 
franchisement of  an  entire  precinct  on  this  ground  there  ought  to  be  some  evidence 
to  show  its  influence  on  the  election.'* 

Hurd  vs.  RomeiSy  49th  Cong Mobley,  425 

Frisoners  and  paupers  coerced;  votes  rejected. 

Where  prisoners  were  taken  from  jail  and  pauixirs  from  the  poorhouse  and  coerced 
into  voting  for  contentee,  their  votes  should  be  rejected. 

English\3.  Peelle^  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  169 

Discharge  of  employee  not  always  ugnstiflable. 

Where  there  was  conflicting  evidence  that  a  few  mill  hands  may  have  voted  for 
contestee  for  fear  of  discharge,  the  committee,  in  disallowing  the  claim  to  reject 
the  returns,  remarked  also:  *'  We  can  conceive  how  an  ardent  and  active  politician 
among  employees  in  a  factory  could  become  obnoxious  and  merit  his  dis<.;harge 
apart  irom  his  support  of  any  candidate." 

Watson  vs.  Black,  5Sd  Cong Report  1147,  p.  6 

Military  Interference. 

Election  not  vitiated. 

Where  United  States  troops,  under  the  command  of  the  brother  of  the  sitting  mem- 
ber, violently  interfered  with  the  freedom  of  an  election,  the  committee  recom- 
mended that  the  election  be  set  aside,  but  the  House  overruled  the  committee. 

Trigg  vs.  I^eslon,  3d  Cong C.  and  H.,  78 

The  committee  recommended  that  the  election  be  declare<i  void  because,  in  a  part  of 
the  district,  the  militia  of  the  State  "swsunied  to  determine  who  should  and  who 
should  not  vote,  and  for  whom  votes  should  be  cast,  and  by  threats,  violence,  and  by 
various  modes  of  intimidation  so  far  interfered  with  the  elei^tion  as,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  committee,  to  render  the  election  a  nullity." 

The  minority  found  that  no  such  condition  of  violence  was  proved,  and  that  no  evi- 
dence was  presented  except  as  to  five  of  the  fifteen  counties  of  the  district,  and 
against  only  eight  precincts  m  those  five  counties.  The  House  agreed  with  the 
minority,  and  refused  to  vacate  the  seat. 

Bruce  \a.  Loan^  38th  Cong ....1  Bart,  482-520 

Hot  considered  where  result  evidently  not  affected. 

Where  there  were  some  irregularities,  and  military  interference  was  alleged,  but  it 
appeared  that  contestee  received  the  votes  of  a  large  majority  of  all  the  voters  in 
the  district,  the  committee  did  not  consider  the  propriety  of  the  military  orders 
complained  of,  or  their  effect,  jw  in  any  case  the  contestee  was  elected. 

McIIenry  vs.  Yeaman,  S8th  Cong 1  Bart.,  551 

Peaoefal  presence  of  individual  soldiers  not  intimidation. 

\Vhere  there  were  six  to  ten  soldiers  at  a  polling  place,  but  so  far  as  appeared  they 
were  legal  voters  and  had  a  right  to  he  there,  and  they  were  not  there  as  an  organ- 
ized scjuad,  but  had  stacked  their  guns  at  a  distance,  and  the  only  persons  who 
were  deterred  from  voting  by  their  presence  were  certain  deserters  wno  were  hid- 
ing from  arrest,  the  committee  held  that  the  charge  of  military  interference  was 
not  sustained. 

Koontz  vs.  Coffrothy  39th  Cong 2  Bart.,  149 
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Election  not  vitiated  by  mere  presence  of  a  few  soldiers. 

Where  it  was  shown  that,  a  small  squad  of  United  States  soldiers  was  stationed  in  a 
town,  and  on  election  day  were  near  the  polls,  **but  the  evidence  failed  to  show 
any  disorderly  or  threatening  conduct  on  their  part,  and  it  was  apparent  that  no 
man  of  ordinary  firmness  was  or  could  have  been  thereby  intimidated  from  voting," 
the  committee  held  the  charge  of  intimidation  not  to  be  sustained. 

Bromberg  vs.  Haralsan,  44ih  Cong Smith,  363 

Where  a  large  part  of  the  vote  prevented  from  being  cast,  whole  vote  rejected. 

In  one  county  a  large  part  of  the  colored  vote  failed  to  be  cast.  The  town  where  the 
election  was  held  was  occupied  by  an  armed  and  organized  force.  Pickets  were 
stationed  on  all  the  roads  leading  to  the  town,  and  no  one  was  allowed*  to  enter 
without  a  pass.  Witnesses  asserted  that  voters  were  allowed  to  come  and  so  in 
peace,  and  that  the  negroes  were  urged  to  vote;  but  they  did  not  vote,  and  the 
committee  said,  "It  is  clear  that  they  abstained  from  doing  so  for  reasons  which 
most  men  would  consider  good  and  sufficient."  The  report  does  not  definitely 
state  whether  the  vote  should  be  rejected  or  not,  but  Mr.  McCrary,  the  author  of 
the  report,  states  in  his  treatise  on  elections  (§419)  that  "the  committee  were  of 
opinion  that  this  was  not  a  free  and  fair  election,"  and  bases  the  decision  on  the 
ground  of  military  interference. 

Giddings  vs.  Clarkj  4^d  Cong Smith,  97 

Presence  of  troops  intimidation. 

The  committee  condemned  the  sending  of  Federal  troops  to  South  Carolina  in  1876, 
and  found  that  they  were  sent  there  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  election  by 
intimidation.  The  question  whether  the  presence  of  troops  at  or  near  the  polls, 
without  the  commission  of  any  overt  act  by  them,  was  in  itself  such  intimidation 
as  to  void  the  election  was  discussed  by  the  committee,  and  the  opinion  seems  to 
have  been  that  such  presence  does  of  itself  constitute  intimidation  and  voids  the 
election;  but  the  committee  recommended  that  the  election  be  declared  void 
after  discussing  intimidation  practiced  in  other  ways  as  well.  The  minority  held 
that  the  use  of  the  military  as  a  polite  force  to  keep  the  peace  was  proper,  and  that 
no  intimidation  having  been  practiced  or  threatened  by  the  soldiers  the  election 
was  valid.  Whatever  mtimidation  was  practiced  was  chiefly  in  the  interest  of  con- 
testant. Only  some  twenty  votes  were  shown  to  have  been  attempted  to  be 
intimidated  in  the  interest  of  contestee,  and  in  these  cases  it  was  unsuccessful.  As 
contestee's  returned  majority  was  over  1,500,  this  could  not  affect  the  result  or  the 
validity  of  the  election. 

Richardson  VB,  Rainey,  46th  Cong 1  Ella.,  224-288 

IBBEGT7LABITIES. 

General  Principles  {see  also  Laws  Mandatory  and  Directory). 

Positive  commands  of  tlie  law  must  be  obeyed. 

"The  committee  are  sensible  that  trivial  errors,  committed  by  the  officers  conducting 
elections,  resulting  perhaps  from  a  misconstruction  of  a  doubtful  passage  of  a  law, 
ought  not  to  depnve  any  class  of  citizens  of  representation.  Still  it  must  be  mani- 
fest that,  to  preserve  the  election  franchise  pure  and  unimpaired,  the  positive  com- 
mands and  requirements  of  the  law,  in  respect  to  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of 
holding  elections,  ought  to  be  observed."  Statutes  directing  tne  manner  of  holding 
elections  are  as  imperative  as  those  directing  the  time  and  place;  but  the  House 
refused  to  concur  in  findings  based  on  a  strict  construction  oi  the  above  principles. 

Taliaferro  vs.  Hungerford  (second  contest) ,  ISih  Cong C.  and  H. ,  251 

Violation  of  statute  intended  to  protect  purity  of  election,  on  a  matter  within  con- 
trol of  voter,  fatal. 

"A  statute  in  relation  to  such  irregularities  as  want  of  uniformity  in  size,  color, 
texture,  or  appearance  of  ticket,  or  something  of  that  character,  under  the  control 
of  those  clotned  with  the  power  and  duty  of  providing  tickets,  would  and  should 
be  construed  as  directory.  But  an  irregularity  in  contravention  of  a  statute 
intended  to  protect  the  purity  of  the  ballot  box  against  frauds,  which  irregularity 
is  within  the  control  of  the  voter  himself,  must  not  be  tolerated.  A  statute 
applied  to  such  irregularities  is,  by  the  courts,  and  of  right  should  be,  construed  as 
mandatory." 

Sullivan  vs.  Fetton^  50th  Cong Mobley,  763 


744  DIGEST   OF   CONTESTED   ELECTION    CASES. 

Not  afPeoting  the  result,  immaterial. 
Errors  relating  to  form  rather  than  suljstance,  and  not  affecting  the  result,  held  to  be 
immaterial. 
Pcxrterfield  \8.  McCoy,  14th  Omg C.  and  H.,  269 

Substantial  compliance  with  the  law  only  required. 

"Our  election  laws  must  necessarily  l)e  administered  by  men  who  are  not  familiar 
with  the  construction  of  statutes;  and  all  that  we  have  a  right  to  expect  are  good 
faith  in  their  acts  and  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  law." 

IngersoU  vs.  Naylor^  26th  Cong 1  Bart,  35 

Violation  of  directory  statutes  immaterial. 

"Elections  should  not  be  set  aside  for  want  of  mere  form  for  innocent  or  uninten- 
tional irregularities.  On  the  other  hand,  all  the  mandatory  ])rovi8ions  of  the  law 
must  be  observed,  or  the  election  can  not  and  should  not  be  sustained." 

Reid  vs.  JuLian,  4ist  Cong 2  Bart.,  830 

"It  is  an  established  principle  of  law  in  cases  of  contested  elections,  not  only  in 
Congress,  but  in  the  States  of  this  Union,  that  wherever  there  has  been  a  neglect 
on  the  part  of  the  returning  officers  or  the  canvassing  officers  to  comply  literally 
witli  the  merely  directory  provisions  of  the  statute,  such  neglect  shall  not  work 
injury  to  anybody;  that  the  votes  shall  be  received  and  counted;  that  the  parties 
shall  have  the  benefit  of  them  for  whomsoever  they  are  cast.  In  every  case  of 
contested  elections  the  one  great  question  to  l)e  determined,  the  one  point  of 
supreme  importance  to  be  ascertained  by  the  House,  sitting  as  judges,  is,  Who 
received  the  majority  of  votes  of  the  legal  electors  of  the  district;  whom  do  the 
people  want  to  represent  them;  for  whom  have  the  majority  of  voters  legally  cast 
their  votes?  The  fact  that  some  officers  may  have  made  an  artificial  or  somewhat 
informal  return  should  not  affect  the  substantial  interests  of  the  parties  to  that 
election." 

Iluyit  vs.  Sheldon  {minority  report),  41«t  Cong 2  Bart.,  538 

Irregnlar  election  permissible  in  extraordinary  cases. 

"In  extraordinary  cases,  and  where  it  appears  that  in  no  other  way  can  the  actual 
will  of  the  voter  be  ascertained,  a  resort  to  methods  not  technically  in  accordance 
with  statutory  direction  may  be  justifiable,  and  upon  proof  that  a  full,  fair,  and 
honest  election  has  been  held  by  those  only  who  are  qualified  voters,  under  these 
circumstances  the  returns  from  such  an  election,  when  duly  proved,  may  be  con- 
sidered and  counted.  None  of  those  guards  provided  by  statute  to  secure  honest 
results  should  be  neglected;  but  when  statutory  provisions  designed  to  protect 
qualified  voters  in  the  exercise  of  their  legal  rights  are  made  use  of  with  deliberate 
purpose  to  suppress  the  will  of  the  majority,  such  action  will  be  reganled  as  fraudu- 
lent." 

McDuffie  vs.  Turpin,  51st  Cong Rowell,  290 

May  weaken  prima  facie  force  of  retnms. 

"Mere  irregularities  in  the  conduct  of  the  election,  where  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
legally  expressed  will  of  the  voter  has  been  suppresse<l  or  changed,  are  insufficient 
to  impeach  officially  declared  votes.  But  a  succession  of  unexplained  irregulari- 
ties and  disregard  of  law  on  the  part  of  intelligent  officials  removes  from  the  bal- 
lot box  and  the  official  returns  that  sacred  character  with  which  the  law  clothes 
them,  and  makes  less  cpnclusive  evidence  sufficient  to  change  the  burden  upon  the 
party  who  maintains  the  legality  of  the  official  count." 

Langston  vs.  Venahle,  Slst  Cong Rowell,  437 

Votes  not  to  be  lost  by  mistake  of  returning  officers. 

"The  committee  will  forbear  from  exhibiting  arguments  to  prove  that  votes,  fairly 
and  honestly  given,  ought  not  to  be  lost  or  set  a.^ide  for  any  mistake  of  any  of  the 
returning  officers.  It  is  conceived  to  be  entirely  unnece^fsary  to  prove  that  what 
has  been  the  uniform  decision  of  the  House  of  Representatives  ever  since  the 
formation  of  the  (Tovernment,  in  such  cases,  has  been  correct." 

Colden  vs.  Sharpej  17th  Cong C.  and  II.,  371 
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Miscellaneous  Informalities. 

At  first  election  in  Hew  Mexico. 

Where,  at  the  first  election  held  in  New  Mexico,  there  were  numerons  iire^larities 
in  the  election,  the  committee  held  that  allowances  were  to  be  made,  and,  as 
there  was  no  proof  of  fraud,  disr^arded  the  irregularities. 

IxtTie  vs.  GallegoSf  SSrd  Cong 1  Bart.,  164 

Betnmi  rejected  for  techincsl  reaaons  connted. 

Where  returns  were  rejected  by  the  county  canvassers  for  techincal  reasons,  the 
committee  counted  them. 

Smtzler  vs.  Dyery  4l8t  Cong 2  Bart.,  791 

Betnms  not  sealed,  not  signed,  etc. 

Where  there  were  marked  irregularities  in  the  returns  from  a  majority  of  the  pre- 
cincts in  a  county,  such  that  the  county  clerk  testified  that  no  one  could  make 
out  a  correct  return  from  them,  some  of  them  not  being  sealed,  some  of  them  not 
signed  or  certified,  some  of  them  not  showing  that  the  oath  had  been  taken,  and 
most  of  them  not  showing  in  what  Stale  or  county  the  election  was  he|d,  or  for 
what  office  the  votes  cast  for  contestant  and  contestee  were  given,  the  committee 
regarded  the  irregularities  as  very  great,  but  as  it  was  not  necessary  to  the  deci- 
sion of  the  dase  did  not  rule  on  the  question  of  their  rejection. 

Bell  vs.  Snyder,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  258 

Where  no  harm  done,  immaterial. 

Where  there  were  three  ballot  boxes  at  e^ch  precinct,  where  complaifat  w^as  made 
that  they  were  so  placed  that  the  United  States  supervisors  could  not  watch  them 
all,  where  some  ballots  were  handled  by  unauthorized  i)er8ons,  and  some  officers 
of  election  were  momentarily  absent,  but  no  harm  was  done,  the  committee  ( under 
a  directory  statute)  held  all  these  irregularities  immaterial. 

WcUson  vs.  Blacky  63d  Cong Report  1147,  pp.  2-5 

Held  not  to  jnstifjr  rejection  of  returns. 

Precincts  rejected  by  county  canvassers  because  certain  judges  or  inspectors  of  elec- 
tion were  not  sworn,  registration  books  were  not  kept  open  thirty  days,  some  of 
the  officers  absented  themselves  for  a  brief  time,  parties  otner  than  officers  handU^i 
the  ballots,  the  officers  of  election  began  to  count  the  votes  before  the  polls  closed, 
or  an  officer  of  election  was  a  candidate  for  another  office,  were  counted  by  the 
committee,  it  appearing  that  no  harm  had  been  done. 

Williams  vs.  SelUcy  oSd  Cong - Report,  337 

Sundry  informalities  immaterial. 

The  following  irregularities  were  held  to  be  violations  of  directory  provisions  of  the 
law,  and  not  to  vitiate  the  election  or  returns:  "A  failure  of  one  or  more  precinct 
officers  to  take  the  oath  of  office  prescribed  by  law;  a  failure  of  one  or  more  of  the 
precinct  officers  to  file  the  official  oath  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state;  a  failure 
to  appoint  a  clerk  of  election  according  to  law;  a  failure  of  the  precinct  officers  to 
organize  as  a  board;  a  failure  to  keep  a  poll  list  aircording  to  law;  a  failure  to  open 
the  polls  at  the  hour  fixed  bv  law;  a  failure  of  the  clerk  to  take  the  oath  of  office 
prescribed  by  law;  the  fact  that  a  ballot  box  contained  more  than  one  opening;  the 
circumstance  that  but  one  United  States  supervisor  attended  the  election;  an 
adjournment  of  the  polls  during  the  day;  a  failure  to  keep  a  tally  list;  a  failure  to 
count  the  ballots  immediately  after  the  close  of  the  poll;  a  failure  to  administer  the 
oath  prescribed  by  law  to  the  electors;  the  fact  that  the  poll  lists,  ballot  boxes,  and 
statements  of  results  were  not  delivered  to  the  county  canvassers  by  the  chairmen 
of  the  precinct  boards;  the  refusal  of  the  county  canvassers  to  entertain  and  decitle 
upon  protests  presente<i  by  electors;  the  fact  that  the  election  was  conducted  by 
two  instead  of  three  precinct  officers;  and  the  fact  that  the  county  canvassers  oi^ened 
the  ballot  boxes  when  they  canvassed  the  votes." 

Richardson  vs.  Raineyy  4Sth  Cong 1  EUs.,  229 

Exhibiting  open  tickets  too  near  the  polls. 

Where  the  law  had  been  violated  by  exhibiting  open  tickets  within  100  feet  of  the 
polls,  the  committee  held  that  while  the  violators  of  the  law  might  be  punished 
the  vote  of  the  poll  ought  not  to  be  thrown  out. 

Wigginton  vs.  Pacheco,  46th  Cong 1  Ells.,  14 
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Ballots  issTied  too  near  the  polls. 

Fifty-three  ballota  marked  with  a  red  pencil  were  rejected  by  the  committee  on  this 
ground,  and  on  the  ground  that  they  were  issued  to  the  voters  within  100  feet  of 
the  polling  place,  in  violation  of  the  mandatory  statute  of  California,  and  that  the 
voters  were  Dribed. 

Sullivan  vs.  Feltoriy  50th  Cong Mobley,  755 

Indications  op  Fraud  (see  alw  Fraud,  and  Returns,  Impeachment  op). 

Gross  disregard  of  law  rendering  returns  onreliable. 

**  While  it  is  well  established  that  mere  neglect  to  perform  directory  requirements  of 
the  law,  or  performance  in  a  mistaken  manner,  where  there  is  no  bad  faith  and 
no  harm  has  accrued,  will  [not]  justify  the  rejection  of  an  entire  poll,  it  is  equally 
well  settled  that  where  the  proceedings  are  so  tarnished  by  fraudulent,  or  neghgenf, 
or  improper  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  officers,  as  that  the  result  of  the  election  is 
rendered  unreliable,  the  entire  returns  will  be  rejected,  and  the  parties  left  to  make 
such  proof  as  they  may  of  votes  legally  cast  for  them." 

Covode  vs.  Foster^  4Ist  Cong 2  Bart.,  602 

Gross  irregularities,  affecting  reliability  of  result. 

Thu  committee  rejected  the  vote  of  a  poll  on  the  ground  that  the  result  was  rendeied 
unreliable  by  the  following  circumstances:  During  part  of  the  day  a  hat  was  used 
for  a  ballot  box;  the  judge  in  charge  of  the  hat  was  drunk  and  disorderly,  and  the 
other  officers  were  more  or  less  under  the  influence  of  liquor;  outsiders,  some  of 
them  intoxicated,  were  admitted  to  the  room,  where  they  could  have  tampered 
with  the  ballots;  an  unsworn  outsider  acted  as  clerk  during  the  count;  there  was 
an  excess  of  6  ballots  in  the  box,  and  it  appeared  that  throughout  the  day  chal- 
lenges by  one  party  were  systematically  ignored  and  many  votes  w^ere  ad'mitte<l 
without  due  precautions  to'te.st  their  legality.  The  minority  held  that  none  of 
these  circumstances  were  sufficient  of  themselves  to  vitiate  the  poll,  and  they  could 
have  no  more  effect  when  all  combined.    The  House  sustained  the  majority. 

Cmode  vs.  Foster,  4M  Cong 2  Bart.,  603-605 

Gross  disregard  of  law,  indicating  fraud. 

Where  a  poll  had  been  thrown  out  by  the  probate  judge  for  fraud  and  irregularities, 
the  committee  sustained  its  rejection  on  the  ground  of  the  following  irregularities 
and  indications  of  fraud:  The  election  was  practically  r? re/  voce,  the  judge  crying 
each  vote  as  it  was  cast,  in  violation  of  law;  the  election  officers  were  not  sworn; 
the  ballots,  which  should  have  been  delivered  by  the  voters  in  x>er8on,  were 
handled  and  written  upon  by  an  unsworn  outsider;  the  legal  poll  books  were  not 
used,  but  loose  sheets  of  pa{)er,  and  there  were  192  ballots  in  the  box  not  num- 
bered and  in  excess  of  the  names  on  the  poll  book. 

Otero  vs.  Gallegos,  S4lh  Qmg 1  Bart,  180-184 

In  Registration  (i<ee  aho  Registration). 

Gross  irregularity  in  making  up  registration. 

Where  the  registering  officers  of  a  precinct  were  not  residents,  as  required  by  law, 
and  the^'  permitted  the  registry  to  l)e  made  up  chiefly  by  an  unsworn  clerk,  in 
entire  disregard  of  the  requirements  of  the  law  and  with  no  precautions  to  confine 
it  to  the  legal  voters,  and  as  a  result  there  was  a  large  and  unexplained  increase  in 
the  vote,  the  committee  rejected  the  precinct. 

Dodge  vs.  Brooks,  39th  Cong 2  Bart.,  81-85 

Use  of  an  alphabetised  copy  of  registry  list,  made  by  outside  parties. 

The  committee  held  that  the  use  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  voting  of  a  more 
perfectly  alf)habetized  copy  of  the  registry  list  than  the  regular  certified  copy, 
made  at  the  request  of  the  judges  by  private  persons,  and  not  verified  except  Dy 
counting  the  names,  did  not  vitiate  the  election. 

Hoganvs.  Pile,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  282 
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TTse  of  wrong  registry  list  and  reception  of  illegal  votes. 

Where  the  aesessor  registered  a  number  of  persons  on  the  ** additional  list"  without 
the  personal  application  required  by  law,  and  failed  to  furnish  the  election  officers 
the  required  certified  copy  of  the  list,  and  they  therefore  used  a  list  which  had 
been  posted  up  in  a  bar  room  for  a  month,  and -'otes  were  received  from  voters 
whose  names  were  not  found  on  this  list,  without  requiring  of  them  the  affidavits 
prescribed  by  law,  the  committee  rejected  the  poll. 

Covode  vs.  Foster,  41«t  Cong 2  Bart. ,  /605-608 

Original  registry  list  used,  instead  of  certified  copy. 

An  election  should  not  be  vitiated  because  of  the  failure  of  an  assessor  to  perform  a 
part  of  his  duty.  Where  the  assessor  performed  all  of  his  dut^  except  furnishing 
a  certified  copy  of  the  list,  and  the  election  officers  used  the  onginal  list  instead  of 
a  copy,  the  election  should  stand. 

Covode  vs.  Foster  {minority  report)^  41st  Cong 2  Bart.,  616-618 

No  legal  registration  and  gross  irregularities. 

Where  there  was  no  legal  registration  in  a  precinct,  the  election  officers  were  not  resi- 
dents of  the  precinct,  as  required  by  law,  and  there  were  very  many  serious  irregu-.i 
larities,  it  was  rejected  by  the  committee,  and  only  the  votes  proved  aliunde  counte<l. 

Reid  vs.  Julian,  41st  Cong ■. 2  Bart,  830 

In  North  Carolina,  election  invalid  if  registration  at  wrong  time  and  place. 

Under  a  mandatory  law  (in  North  Carolina)  that  "no  registration  shall  be  had, 
except  at  the  times  and  places  hereinafter  provided,"  the  committee  held  that  the 
returns  from  precincts  in  which  this  law  was  not  complied  with  should  be  rejected. 

Pearson  vs.  Crawford,  56ih  Cong Report  199,  p.  4 

Harmless  irregularities  disregarded.  • 

In  one  county  the  registration  list  was  verified  by  only  one  commissioner,  instead  of 
by  the  board,  in  another  it  was  written  instead  of  printed,  and  there  were  minor 
irregularities  in  a  third,  but  the  committee  held  that  none  of  these  irregularities 
were  fatal  under  the  Georgia  law. 

Felton  vs.  Maddox,  54th  Cong Report.  1743 

"  Place  of  birth  "  not  specifically  recorded. 

Under  the  statute  of  North  Carolina  requiring  the  registration  to  specify  as  near  "as 
may  be"  the  ** place  of  birth "•  of  each  elector,  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  had 
decided  that  a  registration  specifying  only  the  State  of  birth  was  invalid.  The  com- 
mittee accepted  the  decision,  but  argued  that  the  proof  in  this  case  was  insufficient 
to  establish  the  irregularity.  The  minority  applied  the  decision  and  held  all  votes 
cast  on  such  registrations  illegal. 

WHliams  vs.  Settle,  53d  Cong Rejwrt  337,  jmrts  1  and  2 

In  Hours  op  Holding  Election  (see  aho  Election,  Time  op  Holding). 

Polls  opened  too  late,  and  by  wrong  officers,  fatal. 

Where  the  polls  were  not  opened  until  three  hours  after  the  time  required  by  law, 
the  committee  held  that  the  burden  of  proof  was  on  the  party  who  sought  to 
uphold  the  election  to  show  that  the  result  was  not  affected.  This  not  having 
been  affirmatively  shown,  and  it  appearing,  in  addition  **that  the  requisite  num- 
ber of  inspectors  did  not  officiate;  that  those  who  did  officiate  were  not  sworn; 
and  that  but  one-half  of  the  registered  vote  at  that  precinct  was  polled,"  the  com- 
mittee held  that  the  vote  of  the  poll  must  be  rejected.  The  minoritv  held  that 
the  delay  in  opening  the  polls  having  been  necessary  in  order  to  comply  With  the 
provisions  of  the  law  in  regard  to  appointing  new  judges  in  place  of  the  absent 
judges,  and  no  impression  having  been  given  out  that  no  election  would  be  held, 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  electors  to  remain  until  the  polls  were  opened.  The  other 
irregularities  complained  of  were  not  mentioned  in  the  notice  of  contest  and  could 
not  oe  considered.  If  they  were  considered  they  would  not  overthrow  the  return, 
as  the  officers  were  at  least  dejacfo  officers,  whose  acts  affecting  the  public,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  or  suggestion  of  fraud,  were  valid. 

YeaUsy^,  Martin,  46th  Cong 1  Ells.,  386,  397 
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Votes  rejected. 

Votes  received  before  the  election  board  was  organized  or  complete,  as  required  by 
law,  were  excludtni  from  the  count  bv  the  committee. 

GronTf  vs.  aScuII,  52d  Cong Stofer,  161 

Adjournment  before  completing  canvass  not  fatal. 

Where  the  inspectors  violated  the  law  in  adjourning  Ixjfore  completing  the  canvass 
of  votes,  such  'adjournment  does  not  vitiate  the  poll  unless  it  is  shown  to  have 
afforded  facilities  for  fraud  or  that  during  it  the  box  was  concealed  and  tampered 
with. 

Bisbee  vs.  Finley  (minorily  report)^  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  215 

Brief  adjournment  at  noon  does  not  justify  counting  vote  which  might  have  been  cast 
during  time  of  adjournment. 

Where  the  polls  were  closed  for  a  short  time  at  noon,  and  a  person  {lassing  the  polls 
at  the  time,  with  his  family  and  goods  in  a  wagon,  in  the  a^'t  of  moving  out  oi  the 
county,  failed  to  vote  on  account  of  the  closing  of  the  ix)11h,  held,  that  "he  was  not 
entitled  to  vote,  but  if  he  had  been,  the  circumstances  attending  his  case*  wore  not 

'   such  as  to  justify  us  in  counting  his  vote." 

Campbell  vs.  Morey,  48th  Cong Mobley,  227 

Blight  interruption  immaterial. 

The  law  of  South  Carolina  providing  that  the  polls  shall  be  ke])t  oi)en  without  inter- 
ruption being  dire<'tory  merely,  an  interruption  of  a  few  minutes  which  did  not 
affect  the  result  should  not  void  the  election. 

Smalls  vs.  Elliott  {minorily  report)^  50th  Cong Mobley,  717 

Adjournment  for  dinner,  discrepancy  of  votes,  etc.,  not  fatal. 

Where  there  was  a  discrepancv  of  4  votes  between  the  ballots  and  the  poll  book,  the 
inspectors  were  not  properly  sworn,  the  poll  was  adjourned  for  dinner  and  the 
ballot  box  concealeii  from  public  view,  and  the  election  was  o])ened  and  closed 
later  than  the  legal  hour,  but  there  was  no  proof  of  actual  fraud,  the  committee 
allowed  the  poll  to  stand,  after  purging  it  of  illegal  votes.  But  a  part  of  those  who 
signed  the  majority  report,  were  in  favor  of  rejecting  it  entirt»ly. 

Finley  \s.  Walls,  44th  Cong .....Smith,  378,  391 

Adjournment  for  dinner,  box  not  sealed,  etc.,  not  fatal. 

Where  one  of  the  inspectors  was  not  sworn,  the  box  was  not  sealed  during  the  ad- 
journment for  dinner,  and  the  key  was  in  the  possession  of  an  outsider,  the  count 
of  the  votes  was  irregular,  and  the  l)allot  box  was  returnetl  unsealed  by  the  same 
outsider,  all  in  violation  of  law,  the  committee,  while  condemning  the  irregu- 
larities, did  not  reject  the  poll. 

Finley  YB,  mdU,  44th  Cong Smith,  :i81 

Adjournment  for  dinner,  with  no  other  suspicious  circumstances. 

The  conduct  of  judges  of  election  in  adjourning  for  dinner  and  leaving  the  ballot  box 
unsealed  and  unguarde<l  is  highly  reprehensible.  *'It  is  of  the  highest  importance 
that  the  ballot  box  should  be  guarded  and  protected  in  the  most  careful  manner; 
that  all  the  provisions  of  law  made  for  the  secrurity  of  the  ballot  should  l)e  strictly 
obeyed.  There  should  not  be  the  least  opi)ortunity  for  tampering  with  the  ballots. 
It  is  certainly  a  serious  question  whether  such  an  irregulanty  as  this  ought  not  to 
vitiate  the  election."  But  the  mere  fact  of  adjournment  for  dinner  would  not  l)e 
sufficient  to  vitiate  an  election;  the  contestant  in  this  c&ae  had  not  charged  fraud, 
there  was  no  evidence  that  the  box  ha<i  l)een  tampered  with,  and  some  negative 
evidence  that  it  was  not,  and  the  committee  <lid  not  reject  the  returns,  but  they 
held  that  they  **  would,  w^ere  there  any  facts  tending  to  show  that  the  ballot  box 
ha<l  l)een  tampered  with,  have  decided  to  reject  the  returns." 

a>:r  vs.  Strait,  44th  Cong Smith,  434 

Adjournment  for  dinner  not  fatal. 

Where  the  judges  in  twelve  precincts  adjoume<l  for  dinner,  the  committee  unani- 
mously held  that  this  alone  would  not  vitiate  the  election.  "The committee  can 
not  sanction  this  practice  of  temporary  adjournment;  but  inasmuch  as  it  has  ob- 
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tained  very  extensively  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  and  inasmuch  as  it  does  not  appear 
in  these  cases  that  any  person  was  deprived  of  his  vote  in  conseauence  of  the 
adjournment,  they  do  not  feel  warranted  in  depriving  so  large  a  number  of  electors 
of  their  vot«8  on  account  of  this  unintentional  and,  in  these  cases,  harmless  errors 
of  their  officers." 

Delano  vs.  Morgan^  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  172 

Box  only  open  part  of  day  and  same  votei  probably  cast  in  another  box,  fatal. 

Where  there  were  two'  boxes  oi)ened  in  a  precinct,  but  one  of  the  boxes  was  o|xjn  only 
part  of  the  day,  and  it  was  at  least  doubtful  whether  it  was  legally  oikjucmI  at  all, 
and  it  was  probable  that  after  it  was  closed  many  of  the  voters  who  had  voted  in 
it  voted  in  the  other  box,  the  committee  sustained  the  action  of  the  county  can- 
vassers in  rejecting  this  box. 

Norris  vs.  Ilandley^  4^d  Cong Smith,  72 

Poll  open  dnring  only  part  of  the  day  not  fatal. 

VV^here,  as  the  result  of  a  prearranged  plan,  the  election  was  held  by  officers  other 
than  those  regularly  appomte<l,  but  the  regularly  appointed  officers  opened  another 
poll  an  hour  after  the  legal  time  and  held  an  election  until  11  o'clock,  when  they 
were  driven  away  by  violence,  the  majority  of  the  committee  refuseci  to  count  the 
votes  received  by  them  during  the  time  that  their  poll  was  open.  The  minority 
counte<l  the  votes.     On  the  whole  case  the  House  sustained  the  minority. 

Switzler  \E.  Dyer,  4 1st  Cong 2  Bart,  790,  807 

Poll  not  kept  open  fall  legal  time,  bnt  no  yotei  lost. 

"The  objection  of  sitting  member  that  *the  soldiers'  election  law  requires  the  polls 
to  remain  open  at  least  three  hours'  is  regarded  by  the  committee  aa  frivolous, 
when  he  makes  no  effort  to  prove  that  any  voter  was  prevented  from  casting  his 
vote,  but  only  Objects  to  votes  that  were  cast,  and  where  no  attempt  is  made  to 
prove  fraud." 

Koontz  vs.  Coffroth,  39th  Cong 2  Bart.,  141 

doling  the  polls  and  reopening  them  after  snnset  fatal. 

Where  a  poll  was  not  closed  until  some  time  after  sunset,  the  committee  expressly 
refrained  from  deciding  whether  the  votes  received  after  sunset  should  l)e  rejec^ted 
or  not,  but  where  polls  were  closed  at  sunset  and  afterwards  openetl  again,  they 
rejected  all  the  votes  received  after  the  first  closing. 

Hoganxs.  Pile,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  288 

In  Form,  Custody,  or  Number  of  Ballot  Boxes. 

A  gourd  for  a  ballot  box. 

Where  the  ballot  box  was  required  to  be  sealed,  and  a  large  gourd  was  used  and  tied 
in  a  handkerchief,  and  the  box  was  not  in  legal  custody  over  night,  but  there  was 
no  evidence  of  fraud,  the  committee  held  that  the  irregularities  were  insufficient  to 
vitiate  thdT return. 

A  mold  vs.  lyea,  JIM.  Cong C.  and  H.,  605 

A  cigar  box  for  a  ballot  box. 

Ballots  rejected  because  returned  in  a  cigar  box,  because  of  the  failure  of  the  proper 
officers  to  provide  the  usual  ballot  box,  should  be  counted. 

Smithya,  SheUeg,  47th  C(mg 2  Ells.,  24 

Box  kept  by  wrong  officers. 

Where  the  election  was  re<]uired  to  be  held  for  two  davs  and  the  officers  of  election 
were  to  "take  charge  of  the  lx)x"  over  night,  and  fn  several  precincts  the  box 
wa.M  kept  by  the  sheriff  or  other  persons, but  securely  locked  up,  and  there  api)eared 
to  be  no  fraud,  the  committee  held  that  the  spirit  of  the  law  had  been  sufficiently 
coniplie<l  with  to  count  the  votes. 

Arnold  vs.  Lea,  ^Ist  Cong 0.  and  H.,  601 


750  DIGEST    OF   CONTESTED    ELECTION    CASES. 

Box  exposed  to  danger  of  being  tampered  with  before  official  count 

Where,  after  an  unofficial  count  on  tlie  night  of  the  election,  the  ballot  Iwx  was  left 
over  night  in  a  saloon,  and  was  counted  the  next  morning  and  official  returns 
made,  the  committee  rejected  the  ix>ll  in.  spite  of  the  evidence  that  the  first  unoffi- 
cial count  agreed  with  the  official  count  made  the  next  morning.  The  minority 
held  that  the  proof  of  this  unofficial  count,  publicly  made  and  announced  at  police 
headquarters,  was  sufficient  to  overcome  the  presumption  that  the  box  had  been 
tampered  with. 

Le  Moym  vs.  Farwell,  Uth  Cong : Smith,  412, 423 

Box  temporarily  in  posiesBion  of  one  jndge,  but  no  fraud. 

Where  the  ballot  l3(jx  had  been  left  imperfectly  sealed  for  a  few  moments  in  the  cus- 
tody of  one  of  the  judges,  but  there  was  no  evidence  or  suspicion  of  fraud,  the 
conmiittee  refused  to  reject  the  vote. 

JSriiUh  vs.  Jackson^  olst  Cong Rowell,  23 

One  box  instead  of  two,  and  a  jndge  not  sworn. 

Where  ballots  for  a  city  election  and  the  Congressional  eletition  were  deposited  in  the 
Hame  box,  so  that  a  voter  could  easily  have  cast  two  ballots  of  the  same  sort,  and 
where,  in  addition,  one  of  the  judges  who  aided  in  the  counting  was  not  sworn, 
and  there  were  other  irregularities,  the  committee  rejected  the  poll. 

Howard  vs.  Cooper^  36th  Cong 1  Bart.,  281 

One  ballot  box  instead  of  two. 

The  law  of  North  Carolina  requirinj?  separate  ballot  boxes  for  ballots  for  Congress 
and  for  Presidential  electors  was  held  to  lie  directory  merely,  and  an  election  was 
not  held  void  where  only  one  box  was  provided  for  both  sorts  of  ballots. 

Boyden  vs.  Shoher,  41st  Cong 2  Bart.,  906 

Use  of  two  boxes  instead  of  one. 

Where  there  were  two  ballot  l>oxes  at  different  windows  in  the  same  room,  both 
ecjually  in  or  out  of  the  charge  of  the  officers  of  the  election,  and  it  appeared  that 
the  vote  was  so  lai^e  that  the  use  of  two  ballot  boxes  was  a  practical  necessity  and 
was  customary,  and  as  a  matter  of  con  venience  white  men  generally,  but  not  exclu- 
sively, voted  at  one  liox  and  colored  at  the  other,  and  the  boxes  were  changed  and 
put  in  each  other's  places  at  least  once  during  the  election,  and  the  State  board  had 
rejected  the  **  white  man's  box"  and  counted  the  otfier,  the  committee  held  that 
the  two  boxes  must  stand  or  fall  together,  and  as  either  decision  would  be  equally 
decisive  of  the  case  in  favor  of  contestant,  did  not  decide  whether  the  whole  vote 
should  be  counted  or  rejected. 

G'lddings  vs.  Clarkj  42d  Co^ng Smith,  96 

Fonr  ballot  boxes  in  a  single  precinct 

Where  four  ballot  Ijoxes  were  opened  in  different  jiarts  of  the  court-house,  presided 
over  by  different  sets  of  officers,  and  so  situated  that  it  was  impossible  for  the 
United  States  supervisors  to  supervise  them  all,  the  committee  held  that  it  was  not 
only  subversive  of  the  Federal  supervision  law,  but  also  contrary  lo  the  Georgia 
law  which  providetl  that  there  should  be  not  more  than  one  polling  place  in  each 
militia  district.  The  committee,  however,  did  not  reject  any  votes,  as  it  was  not 
necessary  to  the  decision  of  the  present  case.  The  minority  held  that  the  use  of 
the  four  lx>xes  being  customary  and  practically  necessary,  on  account  of  the  lai^ 
number  of  votes,  was  proper. 

Sloan  vs.  Rawls,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  154,  168 

One  box  instead  of  two. 

The  officers  of  election  were  required  **to  oj^en  a  poll"  te  take  the  sense  of  the  voters 
on  constitutional  amendments,  and  each  voter,  etc;.,  was  required  to  "deposit  a 
ticket  or  ballot."  In  part  of  one  county  separate  boxes  were  not  used,  and  votes 
on  the  amendments  were  printed  on  the  same  ticket  with  votes  for  Congress;  in  a 
few  cases  votes  on  the  amendments  were  on  separate  ballots  folded  inside  the  Con- 
gressional ballot.  All  these  votes  were  rejet!ted  by  the  county  canvassers.  The 
majority  held  that  the  law  was  directory  merely,  and  that  "to  o|>en  a  poll"  did 
not  necessarily  mean  to  have  a  separate  ballot  box,  nor  to  "deposit  a  ticket  or 
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ballot "  mean  that  it  must  be  separate  from  the  j^eneral  ticket.  The  minority  held 
that  the  ballote  were  i)roperly  rejected,  but  that  the  House,  under  its  broa^ler 
power,  might  count  them.  On  the  whole  case,  which  involved  other  iHsuee,  the 
Ilouse  agreed  with  the  minority. 

Plait  vs.  Goo(k,44th  Cong Smith,  652,  677 

Two  ballot  bozoB  inatead  of  one. 

Where  there  is  no  statute  prohibiting  the  use  of  two  ballot  boxes,  one  for  white  and 
the  other  for  colored  voters,  the  only  question  to  l)e  considereil  is  whether  their 
use  interfered  with  the  purity,  freedom,  or  convenience  of  the  election. 

Stovellvs.  Cabell,  47th  Cong. 2  Ells.,  671 

Three  ballot  boxes  not  fatal. 

Where  tliere  were  three  ballot  Ixixes  at  each  precinct  in  a  city,  but  the  number  was 
necessary  and  no  harm  was  done,  the  committee  held  (under  a  statute  in  t^^rms 
directory  and  not  mandatory)  that  the  election  was  not  void. 

WitUon  vs.  Blacky  5M  Cong .' Report  1147,  p.  2 

Wai»(yn  vs.  Black,  o4th  Cong Report  2892,  p.  4 

Failure  to  open  before  beginning  election  fatal. 

WMiere  the  ballot  }K)xe8  were  not  opened,  as  required  by  law,  l)efore  l)^nning  the 
election,  and  at  the  close  of  the  polls  the  ballots  of  the  preceding  election  were 
found  to  l)e  still  in  the  box,  the  committee  rejected  the  precinct.  *'The  provision 
of  law  requiring  ballots  to  l)e  deposited  in  empty  boxes  is,  in  its  nature,  just  as  man- 
datory as  a  proWsion  requiring  that  the  ballots  shall  be  on  white  paper  and  with- 
out device.  *  *  *  It  is  axiomatic  that  laws  designed  to  secure  the  accuracy 
of  the  count  are  mandatory." 

Pearson  vs.  Crairford,  56th  Cong Report  199,  p.  5 

In  Place  of  Election.     {Sec  aUo  Polling  Place,  and  Unorganized  Counties). 

Election  not  at  legal  place. 

Where  an  election  was  held  at  the  place  name<l  in  the  proclamation,  but  this  was 
2  miles  from  the  place  where  the  election  was  customarily  held,  and  where  the 
committee  held  it  must  l)e  l^ally  held,  the  poll  was  reject-ed.   - 

Howard  vs.  Cooper,  S6ih  Cong 1  Bart.,  281 

One  poll  where  two  required. 

Where  two  companies  of  soldiers  voted  at  one  poll,  the  military  election  law  requir- 
ing a  poll  for  each  company,  a  portion  of  the  committee  held  that  the  law  was  man- 
datory and  the  votes  should  be  rejected.  Others  of  the  committee  held  that  as  the 
election  was  a  fair  one,  the  votes  should  .be  counted. 

Komdz  vs.  Coffroth,  39th  Cong 2  Bart.,  143 

YotcB  of  township  and  incorporated  city  cast  at  same  poll. 

Where,  under  a  6pe<*ial  charter,  all  the  votes  in  a  township  and  an  incorporated  city 
lying  within  it  were  cast  at  a  single  poll  in  the  city,  though  the  general  law  required 
separate  polls  to  be  opened  for  the  township  and  for  each  ward  in  the  city,  the 
committee  were  inclined  to  think  that  the  general  law  applied,  but  as  eigliteen 
different  elections  ha<l  l^een  held  in  the  same  way,  under  the  same  law,  they  did 
"  not  feel  justified  in  setting  a^ide  an  election  held  in  pursuance  of  a  construction 
so  long  sanctioneil  by  the  authorities  of  the  State.*'  The  minority  held  that  as 
no  election  had  been  held  according  to  law,  the  returns  should  be  rejected. 

Delano  \^.  M<yrgan,  40th  Cmg 2  Bart.,  173,  200 

Votes  from  unorganized  territory  returned  to  wrong  county. 

Where  the  unorganized  territory  west  of  organized  counties  was  attached  to  them  for 
election  and  other  purposes,  and  the  commissioners  of  a  county  established  a  town- 
ship in  the  unorganized  territory,  and  votes  were  cast  and  duly  returned,  but  the 
county  clerk  refused  to  re*^eive  them,  and  by  surveys  made  since  the  election  it 
ani)eared  that  the  township  was  north  of  a  line  drawn  due  west  from  the  north  line  of 
tfie  organized  county,  the  committee  held  that  the  votes  were  cast  outside  of  the 
territory  attached  to  the  county  and  w<?re  nullities. 
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The  minority  held  that  as  the  township  was  within  the  territory  supposed  at  the  time 
of  the  election,  by  the  then  admitted  lines,  to  belong  to  the  county,  and  as  the 
voters  were  in  any  case  residents  of  the  Congressional  district,  the  votes  should 
be  counted.  The  House,  on  the  whole  case,  did  not  adopt  the  conclusions  of  either 
majority  or  minority. 

MiUer  vs.  Thompson^  Slst  Cong 1  Bart.,  121, 129 

Precinots  not  in  legal  eziitenee. 

The  votes  of  precincts  which  had  no  legal  existence  at  the  time  of  the  election,  and  were 
not  legally  established  for  nearly  a  year  afterwards,  were  unanimously  rejected  by 
the  committee. 

Chaves  YB.  Clever,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  468 

Election  distriots  established  at  wrong  meeting  of  board. 

The  county  commissioners  were  required  to  meet  in  stated  meetings  in  January  and 
September  of  each  year  and  in  extra  session  at  such  times  as  a  majority  of  theboard 
deemed  necessary.  At  their  stated  meetings  they  were  empowered  under  certain 
circumstances  to  establish  election  districts.  The  committee  held  that  election 
districts  established  at  an  extra  session  were  illegally  established,  and  rejected  all 
votes  cast  at  them. 

Cox\Q.  Straily  44th  Qmg *. Smith,  431 

Precinots  established  by  less  than  a  qnomm  of  the  conrt 

Where  the  contestant  objected  to  the  votes  of  certain  precincts  on  the  ground  that  at 
the  meeting  of  the  court  at  which  they  were  established  a  quorum  was.  not  present, 
but  it  appeared  that  the  order  had  l:)een  generally  acted  on  as  a  valid  order,  and  the 
elections  regularly  held  and  returned,  the  committee  said,  "These  precincts  must 
l)e  regarded  as  established  under  color  of  law,  and  as  having  a rfe/octo existence,*' 
and  refused  to  reject  the  votes  on  this  ground  among  others. 

Gause  vs.  Hodges,  43d  Cong Smith,  iJOO 

Precinct  not  established  by  law. 

It  was  apparently  assumed  in  both  majority  and  minority  reports,  and  explicitly 
asserted  in  debate,  that  votes  cast  at  a  precinct  not  established  by  law  must  be 
rejected. 

Sloan  vs.  Rawls,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  148, 171 

Precincts  established  at  wrong  meeting  of  board. 

The  statute  of  Montana  prescribing  that  precincts  and  polling  places  shall  be  estab- 
lished by  the  county  commissioners  at  the  regular  meeting  immediately  preceding 
the  general  election  is  directory  merely. 

Bothin  vs.  Maginnis,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  378 

Annexation  of  part  of  a  precinct  not  in  strict  form  of  law. 

Where  it  was  sought  to  throw  out  the  votes  of  all  residents  of  a  certain  portion  of  a 
precinct  on  the  ground  that  the  legal  proceedings  annexing  this  territory  to  the 
precinct  were  not  in  due  form,  but  it  appeared  that  the  order  ha<l  been  universally 
accepted  and  acted  on,  and  the  residents  of  this  territory  had  voted  in  the  precinct 
for  years,  the  committee  unanimously  declined  to  examine  into  the  legality  of  the 
court  proceedings,  and  counted  the  votes.  "Voters  are  not  to  be  disfranchised 
under  such  circumstances  any  more  than  the  acts  of  de  facto  oflScers  are  to  be  held 
invalid  in  collateral  proceedings." 

Atkinson  vs.  Pendleton,  6Ist  Cong Rowell,  57 

Votes  cast  in  boroughs  by  residents  of  townships  excluded. 

Under  the  provision  of  the  constitution  of  Pennsylvania  that  a  voter  "shall  have 
resided  in  the  election  district  where  he  shall  offer  to  vote  at  least  two  months 
innuediately  preceding  the  election,"  the  committee  held  that  votes  cast  by  resi- 
dents of  townships  at  polling  places  located  in  boroughs  distinct  from  the  town- 
ships must  be  excluded,  even  m  c^'^es  in  which  the  borough  j)oll  was  the  usual 
voting  place  and  no  other  was  provided. 

Greevy  vs.  Scull,  5'M  Cong Stofer,  158 
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Slight  change  in  boundaries  held  not  to  make  votes  illegal. 

Where  the  1)ouii(larieH  of  certain  districts  had  l^een  slightly  changed  hut  the  polling 
placi^fl  were  the  same  and  the  voters  had  not  changed  their  residence,  and  the  old 
registry  list  was  used  at  the  polls,  the  committee  held  that  the  votes  were  regularly 
cast  and  the  registration  was  not  invalidated. 

(Jreeuy  vs.  ScuUj  62d  Coiig Stofer,  159 

In  Oppicbrs  op  Election.     {See  (dm  Oyticeba  op  Election.) 

Same  magistrate  acting  in  two  capacities. 

Where  the  same  magistrate  acted  as  judge  of  the  election  and  as  assistant  to  the 
clerk  in  making  up  his  return,  there  being  nothing  in  the  law  prohibiting  it,  it  was 
held  not  to  affect  the  validity  of  the  returns. 

£rtjc(o;i  vs.  Scott,  14th  Coiig C.  and  H.,  279 

Votes  written  down  by  sheriff  instead  of  by  clerk. 

Where  the  sheriff  conducting  the  election  was  required  to  appoint  one  or  more 
'*  writers"  to  take  the  polls,  and  in  one  county,  during  a  part  of  the  time  while 
the  writer  was  al)sent,  tne  sheriff  himself  wrote  down  the  names,  the  committee 
rejected  all  the  votes  so  written  down  in  the  absence  of  the  writer. 

Draper  vs.  Johnston^  i^2d  Cong C.  and  H.,  710,  712 

Only  one  clerk  to  take  Congressional  poll. 

Where  the  officer  conducting  the  election  was  authorized  to  "appoint  so  many 
writers  as  he  shall  think  fit,"  to  take  the  poll,  and  three  **  writers"  or  cterks  were 
appointed,  but  only  one  of  them  took  the  p>oll  for  CongreHs,  the  committee  held 
that  even  if  this  were  held  to  be  the  appointment  of  but  one  writer  the  j)ower  of 
the  officers  to  appoint  so  many  as  they  shall  think  fit  'Ms  an  authority  to  appoint 
only  one  if,  in  tneir  judgment,  one  is  sufficient." 

Botts  vs.  Jonea,  J8th  Cong 1  Bart.,  76 

Snbstitntion  of  clerk  for  inspector  and  nnswom  outsider  for  clerk. 

Where,  during  part  of  the  day,  the  judge  performed  the  duties  of  an  inspector,  an 
insiwctor  i)erformed  tlie  duties  of  a  clerk,  a  clerk  performed  the  duties  of  an 
insjHJctor,  and  an  unsworn  outsider  ixjrformed  the  dutiw  of  a  clerk,  and  the 
majority  of  the  committee  found  that  these  irregularities  had  for  their  purp<^se  and 
result  the  fraudulent  nnreption  of  a  large  numln^r  of  illegal  votes,  they  recommended 
that  tlie  election  l)e  set  aside,  though  the  contestant  had  not  proved  enough  illegal 
votes  cast  for  coiitcstcH?  to  overcome  the  returned  majority. 

The  minority  held  that  the  irregularities  were  immaterial,* esjHH'ially  in  the  absence 
of  any  allegation  of  fraud.  The  Uouse  refused  to  vacate  the  seat,  thus  substan- 
tially sustaming  the  minority. 

Wrightx^,  Fuller,  SJd  Cong 1  Bart,  152-164 

Temporary  absence  of  part  of  the  election  officers. 

W^here  the  judges  and  clerks  took  turns  in  going  out  to  meals,  so  that  each  of  them 
was  in  turn  al)6ent  for  alx>ut  half  an  hour,  but  no  harm  resulted,  the  conmiittee 
refused  to  reject  the  returns. 

Delano  vs.  Morgan,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  173 

Boards  not  legally  organised,  and  only  partial  election  held. 

Where  the  county  election  was  organize<i  by  the  coroner,  ac^-ting  without  color  of 
legal  appointment,  and  imi)erfect  notice  was  given,  so  that  the  election  was  held  in 
only  seven  of  the  twenty-five  counties  of  the  district,  and  very  many  of  the  voters 
did  not  vote,  the  whole  vote  was  tlirown  out. 

Sheaf e  ys.  Tillinan,  4Ut  Cong 2  Bart.,  910-912 

Tally  kept  by  nnswom  outsiders. 

Where  the  law  nH]uired  the  officers  of  election  to  count  the  votes  immediately  at  the 
close  of  the  p(3lls,  publicly  and  without  moving  the  liallot  1k)x,  and  they  carried 

*  it  a  distance  of  16  miles  to  the  county  seat  In'fore  counting  under  a  misappre- 
hension of  the  law,  taking  care  to  keep  the  box  in  such  a  way  as  to  rebut  every 

H.  Doc.  510 i8 
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presumption  of  fraud,  but  had  their  tally  sheet  kent  by  unsworn  outsiders,  the  vote 
was  thrown  out  for  these  two  reason8,*but  chiefly  because  of  the  unsworn  tally 
keepers.    The  minority  held  that  the  vote  should  not  be  thrown  out. 

Spencer  vs.  Moreyy  44^h  Cong Smith,  442 

Outsider  assisted  in  the  count 

Where  it  was  alleged  that  during  the  count  some  of  the  ballots  were  taken  from  the 
box  by  an  outsider,  but  it  was  doubtful  whether  this  occurre<i  at  the  election  in 
contest  or  another,  and  the  person  accused  was  shown  to  be  of  good  character,  and 
the  circumstances  were  such  that  he  could  scarcely  have  changed  the  tickets,  the 
committee  held  that  **it  was  a  wrongful  act,  or  irregularity,  if  it  occurred,  but 
under  the  circumstances  we  can  not  recommend  the  exclusion  of  this  return." 

Hurd  vs.  Romeis,  49th  Cong Mobley,  426 

In  Poll  Book  op  Viva  Voce  Election. 

Names  not  in  fall  on  poll  book. 

Under  a  statute  requiring  the  names  of  the  voters  to  be  entered  on  the  \kA\  book,  the 
committee  held  that  wlien  the  Christian  names  were  not  entered  in  full,  but  by 
the  initials  only,  the  election  should  be  held  void.  But  the  House  refused  to 
concur. 

TaHaferro  vs.  Hungerford  {2d  contest) ,  13th  Cong C.  and  II.,  250 

Names  not  entered  in  separate  columns  on  poll  book. 

Where  the  law  required  the  clerks  of  the  poll  to  enter  the  names  of  the  voters  in 
distinct  columns  under  the  names  of  the  candidates,  and  they  were  instead  entered 
in  a  single  column,  with  figures  or  marks  under  the  candidates'  names  to  indicate 
the  votSi,  the  committee  held  that  the  election  was  void.  But  the  House  refused 
to  concur. 

Taliaferro  vs.  Hungerford  {2d  contest) ^  13th  Cong C.  and  H.,  250 

Where  the  names  of  the  voters  were  not  written  under  the  names  of  the  candidates 
in  separate  columns,  as  required  by  law,  but  in  the  same  column,  and  the  votes 
carried  forward  and  marked  under  the  names  of  the  candidates,  it  was  held'not  to 
vitiate  the  poll. 

Porterfield  vs.  McCoy,  14th  Cong 0.  and  H. ,  268 

Votes  set  down  in  figures  instead  of  in  writing. 

Where  the  law  recjuired  the  number  of  votes  to  l)e  set  down  *'in  writing"  and  it  wa« 
stated  in  figures,  the  committee  held  that  it  was  not  a  literal  compliance  with  the 
law,  but  as  the  variance  related  only  to  form,  and  no  harm  appeared  to  liave  l)een 
done,  counted  the  votes. 

Easton  vs.  Scott,  14th  Cong C  and  li.,  281 

In  Count  of  Votes. 

Votes  counted  by  only  part  of  election  board,  but  correctly  counted. 

Where,  after  part  of  the  vote  of  a  precinct  had  been  counted,  the  managers  refused 
to  count  it  lurther,  and  the  count  was  completed  by  one  manager  and  a  clerk,  ami 
the  fairness  of  the  election  and  count,  as  well  as  the  result,  was  ])roved  by  the 
supervisor's  return  and  the  testimony  of  a  KU{)ervisor  and  of  one  manager,  the  com- 
mittee counted  the  vote. 

Sloan  vs.  Rawh,  /f-id  Cong Smith,  150 

Count  not  public,  and  discrepancy  in  result. 

.Where  a  county  board  refu-^tnl  to  permit  anyone  to  l)e  present  at  the  canvass  of  the 
vote,  and  the  result  as  certilitni  by  them  showed  nine  less  votes  for  contestant  than 
the  aggregate  of  the  precinct  returns,  the  committee  declared  the  practice  repre- 
hensible and  dangerous,  and  unanimously  counted  the  vote  according  to  the  pre- 
cinct returns. 

Bums  vs.  Young,  43d  Cong Smith,  181 
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Counting  of  yotet  before  cloie  of  polls  eondemned,  but  not  bold  fatal.  ^ 

It  is  a  gross  irregalarity  for  judges  of  election  to  begin  to  count  the  votes  before  the 
closing  of  the  polls,  the  time  prescribed  by  law,  and  thereby  to  deprive  subsequent 
voters  of  the  secrecy  of  the  ballot.  (But  the  committee  did  not  reject  a  return  on 
this  account.) 

Frederick  vs.  WUsan,  4Sih  Cong Mobley ,  402 

Ballots  eonnted  by  fives  instead  of  singly. 

Where  the  law  required  the  votes  to  be  counted  one  at  a  time  from  the  box,  and  the^ 
were  instead  spread  upon  a  table  and  assorted  and  counted  by  fives,  held  that  this 
was  a  mere  irregularity,  and  should  not  void  the  election  in  the  absence  of  any 
evidence  of  fraud  or  corruption. 

Hard  vs.  Roineis,  49th  Cxmg Mo])ley,  424 

Ballots  bandied  by  nnantborised  persons. 

"in  all  elections  the  most  important  thing  to  be  shown  is  that  the  votes  counted 
were  those  cast.  There  can  be  no  assurance  of  this  fact,  except  that  the  ballots 
have  been  preserved  in  the  exclusive  custodv  of  the  officers  charged  with  the  duty 
of  keeping  them.  Any  interference  with  them  by  an  unauthorized  person,  any 
handling  or  taking  them  into  possession  by  others  than  the  proper  officers,  whereby 
an  opportunity  to  tamper  witn  them  and  alter  them  has  been  given,  w^ill  be  fatal  to 
the  count,  unless  the  clearest  and  most  satisfactory  explanation  has  been  made  of 
the  conduct  of  such  persons.  The  burden  is  shifted  to  the  contestee  to  show  that 
what  was  done  did  not  interfere  with  the  ascertainment  of  tlie  true  result." 

Ifurd  vs.  Romeis  {minority  report) j  49th  Cong •. Mobley,  448 

Ballots  not  oonnted  one  at  a  time  snspieions,  but  standing  alone  not  fatal. 

The  sti^tute  requiring  ballots  to  be  counted  from  the  box  one  at  time  is  directory 
merely  and  its  disregard  does  not  of  itself  vitiate  the  election;  but  it  raises  a  sus- 
picion, and  where  other  circumstances  show  that  the  Imllots  were  tampered  with 
the  poll  should  be  rejected. 

Hard  vs.  Romeis^^Mr.  Green) ,  49th  Cong Mobley,  427 

Votes  90t  oonnted  immediately. 

"The  correctness  of  the  count  Is  an  essential  of  the  election.  The  laws  made  to  seizure 
this  result  are  mandatory."  Where  the  managers  of  the  election  did  not  "imme- 
diately proceed  publicly"  to  count  the  vote,  and  the  result  of  this  count  is  shown 
to  be  false,  the  return  should  l)e  rejected. 

Smalls  vs.  Elliott  {minority  reimrty,  50th  Cong Mobley,  731 

In  Form  ok  Returns  {see  also  Returns). 

Substantial  compliance  only  required. 

A  return  rejected  by  the  State  canvassing  committt^e  because  not  certified  in  form  of 
law,  but  found  by  the  committee  to  Ije  in  sul)stantial  compliance  with  the  law,  was 
counted  by  the  committee. 

Mallaryys.  Merrill,16th  Cong C.  and  H.,330 

Names  in  return  idem  sonans. 

Where,  by  errors  in  making  out  county  transcripts,  votes  returned  by  the  precinct 
officers  as  having  been  cast  for  Cadwallader  D.  Colden  were  retume<l  to  the  gov- 
ernor as  having  been  cast  for  Cadwallader  D.  Colder  and  Cadwallader  Colden,  the 
committee,  on  proof  of  the  facts,  counted  them  as  cast  and  originally  returne<i. 

Coldenxs.  Sharpe,  nth  Cong C.and  H.,369 

Informality  in  a  oounty  abstract  not  fatal. 

**  Your  committee  would  not  reject  for  mere  informality  a  county  abstract  which  truly 
presents  the  aggrc»gate.s  of  votes  actually  ca^^t  in  the  voting  precincts." 

Clark  \ a.  Hall,  J4th  Cong .' 1  Bart.,  215 
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Setarns  no^  on  separate  sheets. 

Where  the  law  required  that  abstracts  of  votes  for  different  offices  should  be  returned 
on  separate  sheets  and  they  were  returned  on  the  same  sheet,  fieldj  that  the  law 
waa  airectory  and  its  violation  did  not  vitiate  the  election. 

Fenn  vs.  Bennett^  44ih  Cong Smith,  593 

Setnm  certified,  but  not  attested. 

The  law  of  Virginia  required  the  county  returns  to  be  certified  by  the  county  com- 
missioners, attested  by  the  clerk,  and  deposited  in  the  clerk's  office.  A  certified 
copy  was  to  he  sent  to  the  seat  of  government.  The  copy  sent  was  certified  r^u- 
larly  by  the  commissioners  and  certified  by  the  clerk,  but  not  attested  by  him. 
It  was  rejected  by  the  State  canvassers  on  this  account.  The  majority  held  that 
the  rejection  was  arbitrary  and  illegal;  that  the  certification  of  the  clerk  without 
the  addition  of  his  formal  attestation  was  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  law, 
and  that  in  any  case  it  was  the  duty  of  the  secretary  of  the  Commonwealth,  under 
the  law,  to  send  a  special  messenger  for  a  proper  return  if  the  one  forwarded  was 
illegal.  The  minority  held  that  the  return  was  properlv  rejected  by  the  canvass- 
ing board,  but  that  the  House,  under  its  power  to  go  fcehind  the  returns,  could 
count  the  vote,  except  from  two  precincts,  which  must  be  rejected  for  other 
reasons.  On  the  whole  case,  which  involved  other  issues,  the  House  sustained 
the  minority. 

Plait  vs.  Goode,  44th  Omg Smith,  661, 678 

Setnms  signed  by  mark. 

Returns  rejected  l)ecause  signed  by  the  mark  (x)  of  the  insi>efti)rs  should  have  been 
received  and  counted. 

Smith\8,  Shelley,  47th  Cong • 2  Ells.,  20 

Vote  for  Congress  omitted  from  retnm,  bat  shown  by  tally  sheet 

Where  the  certificate  of  the  vote  of  a  precinct  ma<le  by  the  precinct  officers  omitted 
the  vote  for  Representative  in  Congress,  but  the  tally  sheet  showed  the  vote,  and 
a  recount  of  the  l)allots  l)y  the  county  court  showed  the  same  result  as  the  tally 
sheet,  the  committee  nifused  to  reject  the  vote. 

Sm'Uh  vs.  Jackson,  51st  Cong Rowell,  22 

Irreg^arity  in  one  portion  of  a  retnm  does  not  affect  the  rest. 

Where  a  precinct  return  was  irregular  as  to  votes  c»st  for  Presidential  electors  and 
had  been  rejected  entire  by  the  county  commissioners,  the  committee  counted  the 
vote  for  Representative  in  Congress,  which  was  regularly  returned. 

Lcmgslon  vs.  VenaUe,  51st  Cong Rowell,  440 

Partly  signed,  connted. 

Where  certain  returns  had  l)eeii  rejected,  as  not  signed,  but  some  of  them  were 
signed  in  part  and  were  enough  to  show  that  the  election  was  legally  held  and 
for  'whom  the  votes  were  cast,  the  committ<^  counted  these  returns. 

Waison  vs.  Blacky  53d  Cong Report  1 147,  p.  10 

Not  sealed,  bnt  no  harm  done,  connted. 

Where  the  returns  and  poll  lK>oks  were  not  properly  seale<l,  owing  to  the  mistake  of 
the  election  officers,  l)nt  there  was  no  indication  of  fraud  or  unfairness,  the  com- 
mittee counted  the  returns,  though  rejected  by  the  county  commissioners. 

Goode  vs.  E])€s,  5Sd  Cong Report  1952,  pp.  5,  7 

Informal  certificate,  immaterial. 

Where  the  certificate  of  the  judges  of  election  to  a  precinct  return  was  informal  but 
not  ambiguous,  the  committee  counted  it,  though  rejected  by  the  county  commis- 
sioners. 

Goode  vs.  EpeSj  53d  Cong Report  1952,  p.  7 

Tally  sheets  connted,  where  no  allegation  that  they  were  incorrect. 

The  officers  of  election  at  a  number  of  precincts  made  no  formal  returns,  not  having 
lK*en  supplied  w'ith  blanks  for  them,  but  transmitted  the  tally  sheetM,  which  the 
county  canvassers  had  counted  and  contestant  sought  to  have  rejected.     The  tally 
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sheets  and  the  oral  testimony  of  the  officers  of  election  stating  the  votes  were  in 
evidence.  The  committee  held  that  if  it  had  been  allegtMl  that  the  tally  sheet  of 
any  precinct  did  not  correotljr  represent  the  vote  it  would  have  been  neoe>wary  to 
recount  the  ballots,  but  as  this  was  not  alleged  they  allowed  the  count  to  stami. 

Kearby  vs.  Abbott,  54th  Cong Report  1596 

Signatures  of  judges  written  by  olerk. 

The  committee  counted  three  precincts  which  had  l^een  rejecteil  by  the  county  can- 
vassers— the  first  on  the  ground  that  one  of  the  judges  was  not  Hworn;  the  second 
on  the  ground  that  the  signatures  of  the  judges  were  written,  at  their  direction, 
by  the  clerk,  and  the  third  on  the  ground  that  there  was  an  excess  of  two  ballots 
in  the  box. 

Brown  vs.  Swanspn^  55th  Cong Report  1070,  p.  2 

In  Transmission  of  Returns  {see  also  Returns). 

Lists  of  voters  not  returned,  decision  of  State  oanvassers  accepted. 

Where  it  was  alleged  that  lists  of  voters  were  not  retununl  to  the  secretary  of  state 
from  certain  precincts,  as  the  law  required,  the  committee  were  divide<l  aa  to  what 
the  effect  of  this  violation  of  the  law  would  1k»  if  presented  as  an  original  question, 
but  inasmuch  as  the  State  canvassers  had  passeu  u])on  the  question,  they  did  not 
feel  authorized  to  overturn  their  decision. 

MUlikenx^,  Fuller,  S4th  Cong 1  Bart.,  177 

Poll  books  not  retnmed  in  time,  immaterial 

Where  votes  had  been  legally  cast,  but  were  rejected  by  the  Territorial  canvassers 
l)ecause  the  poll  books  were  not  returne<l  within  three  days,  as  require<l  by  law, 
the  committee  unanimously  counteil  the  votes. 

Chapman  vs.  Fergu9on,  S5th  Cong 1  Bart.,  2t>8 

Aggregates  returned  instead  of  * 'abstracts.*' 

Where  the  law  required  "abetracta'*  of  the  vote  of  each  county  to  be  returned  to  the 
Territorial  canvassers,  and  in  nine  counties  statements  of  the  aggregates  of  the  votes 
were  alone  returned,  the  committee  held  that  even  if  thest»  statements  were  not 
**ab8tra(!ts"  the  votes  ought  not  to  be  rejected,  it  not  being  denied  that  the  aggre- 
gates were  correctly  returned. 

Morion  vs.  Tkilhj^  S7th  Cong 1  Bart.,  413 

Setnms  forwarded  by  express  instead  of  special  messenger. 

Where  the  returns  of  a  county  were  required  to  Ik*  forwarde<i  by  H|)ccial  messenger 
and  they  were,  instead,  forwarde<l  by  express,  and  there  was  some  evidence  indi- 
cating that  they  ha<l  l)een  tami)ere<i  with  on  the  way,  the  committee  held  that 
there  was  some  force  in  the  contention  that  they  should  Ixi  rejectcil,  but  di<l  not 
reje(!t  them. 

Chaves  vs.  Cleiur,  40O1  Cong " 2  Itert.,  469 

Poll  books  not  regularly  retnmed. 

Where  the  poll  book  was  not  returned  with  the  certificate  of  election,  but  was  found 
in  the  room  where  the  election  was  held  some  days  later,  and  was  not  signed  nor 
certified,  the  committee  held  that,  thougli-it  was  an  irregularity  which,  connected 
with  other  irregularities,  might  have  very  considerable  weight,  still  in  this  case,  it 
lx»ing  fully  identifie<i  by  evidem^e,  and  there  l)eing  no  proof  that  it  had  been  tam- 
pered with,  it  was  not  to  l)e  regarded  as  sufficient  reason  for  rc»jecting  the  poll. 

Bnleij  vs.  Walls,  44th  Cong Smith,  371 

Setnms  not  transmitted  in  time,  and  by  messenger  instead  of  by  mail. 

The  law  recjuiretl  the  county  returns  to  1x5  in  duplicate  and  to  be  forwarde<l  to  the 
governor  and  Pi»cretary  of  state  by  mail  within  a  given  time.  As  made  out  they 
differed  in  date,  bufNi'ere  otherwise  duplicates.  They  were  not  forwarded  by  mail, 
but  sent  to  the  contestant  by  a  private  messenger,  openeil  by  a  i)rivate  ])erson,  and 
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by  him  delivered  to  the  State  board  after  the  time  required  by  law.  They  -were 
rejected  by  the  State  board.  The  committee  required  further  evidence  to  be  pro- 
duced before  counting  them,  and  two  of  the  three  county  canvassers  testified  that 
the  copies  in  evidence  were  correct  copies  of  the  returns  as  made  out  by  them.  The 
committee  waived  the  other  objections  as  immaterial,  and  counted  the  votes. 

Niblackva.  Walls,  4^d  Cong Smith,  103 

Setnnu  delivered  unsealed  by  nnanthorized  person. 

Where  the  returns  should  have  been  conveyed  to  the  county  auditor  by  one  of  the 
judges  of  the  election  sealed,  and  they  were  instead  conveyed  by  an  unauthorized 
person  unsealed,  but  it  was  proved  that  he  delivered  them  just  as  he  received 
them,  the  committee  considered  it  a  grave  irregularity,  but  did  not  reject  the 
return. 

Cox  vs.  StraUy  44th  Ckmg .' Smith,  436 

Ballots  forwarded  by  the  wrong  officer,  and  not  '*  forthwith." 

Where  the  law  recjuired  the  ballots  to  be  forwarded  forthwith,  sealed,  to  the  city 
clerk's  office  by  a  constable  in  attendance  on  the  election,  and  they  were  not  for- 
warded for  several  hours,  and  were  then  forwarded  by  a  police  officer,  who,  finding 
the  clerk's  office  closed,  left  the  sealed  envelope  with  the  night  watchman  in  the 
city  marshal's  office  until  7  o'clock  the  next  morning,  when  he  delivered  it,  with 
seals  unbroken,  to  the  clerk,  the  committee  held  that  the  provisions  which  were 
violated  were  mandatory,  and  that  the  vote  must  be  thrown  out,  in  the  absence  of 
proof  aliund€y  especially  as  in  this  case  there  were  reasons  for  suspecting  actual 
fraud. 

The  minority  held  that  the  law  was  directory;  that  the  fact  that  the  seals  were  intact 
rebutted  any  suspicion  that  the  ballots  had  been  tampered  with;  that  the  vote  was 
proved  by  the  returns,  and  that  the  evidence  said  to  raise  a  suspicion  of  fraud  was 
madmissible  and  insufficient. 

AbhoUye.  Frosty  44th  Cong Smith,  602,  622 

Betums  delivered  by  wrong  officer. 

Where  the  township  returns  were  required  to  be  delivered  to  the  county  returning 
boanl  by  one  of  the  judges  of  election,  and  they  were  instead  delivered  by  the 
registrar,  there  being  no  fraud,  held  unanimously  that  the  returns  should  have 
been  received. 

Yeaies  vs.  MaHiUy  46th  Cong 1  Ells.,  385,  407 

Ballots  sent  to  connty  canvassers  uncounted. 

Where  the  law  required  the  precinct  officers  to  count  the  votes  at  the  polling  place 
on  the  evening  of  election,  and  they  instead  forwarded  the  ballots  uncounted  to 
the  county  canvassers,  the  minority  held  that  the  county  canvassers  had  no  author- 
ity to  count  the  ballots,  and  were  right  in  refusing  to  do  so. 

SmaJU  vs.  Tillman  (minority  report) ,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  487 

Failure  (in  South  Carolina)  to  forward  precinct  election  papers  to  State  canvassers. 

The  failure  of  the  chairmen  of  the  county  canvas.**ers  of  three  counties  (in  South 
Carolina)  to  fon\'ard  to  the  go\'ernor  and  secretary  of  state  the  precinct  election 
papers  can  not  vitiate  the  proceedings  of  the  State  board  of  canvassers. 

Smalls  vs.  Tillman  ( minority  report) y  47th  Cong 2  Elk.,  489 

Authority  of  messengers  not  shown,  etc. 

Where  county  boards  of  canva-^sers  possessing  no  judicial  powers  threw  out  the  returns 
of  some  precincts  because  the  messengers  delivering  the  sealed  l)oxes  containing 
the  returns  did  not  present  written  certificates  showing  their  authority  to  deliver 
them,  others  because  the  polls  appeared  from  ej.:  parte  affidavit*^  presented  not  to 
have  l)een  opened  or  closed  precisely  at  the  legal  hour,  and  one  because  one  of  the 
judges  of  election  had  not  been  legally  appointed  before  the  election,  the  minority 
(on  this  point  apparently  sustained  by  a  majority  of  the  committee)  counted  all 
these  returns. 

Lee  vs.  Richardson  (ininority  report),  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  521-661 
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Slight- irregularity  in  seal. 

Where  the  returns  of  a  county  had  been  rejected  by  the  State  canvassers  on  the 
ground  that  on  the  seal  impressed  on  the  returns  the  word  "county  "  waa  written 
over  the  word  *' circuit*'  of  the  seal,  the  committee  unanimously  counted  the 
returns.     So  of  a  prec!inct  whic^h  had  been  rejected  because  not  returned  in  time. 

Garrison  vs.  Mayo,  4^h  Cong Mobley,  56 

Setnrn  not  sealed. 

Where  a  town  return  had  been  rejected  by  the  State  canvassing  committee  because 
not  sealetl  as  required  by  law,  but  no  fraud  appeai-ed  and  there  was  other  record 
evidence  that  the  vote  therein  stated  was  correct,  the  committee  counted  the  votes. 

Malkinj  vs.  Merrill,  16th  (hng C.  and  H.,  329 

The  law  required  the  judges  of  election  to  seal  up  the  returns,  ballots,  and  one  of  the 
poll  books,  and  forward  them  by  one  of  their  num^xjr  to  the  county  clerk.  In  two 
precincts  tlie  ballots  and  poll  l)ooks  were  returned  unsealed.  The  majority  held 
that  the  law  re(iuiring  them  to  be  sealed  was  directory,  and  that  in  the  absence  of 
proof  or  suspicion  of  fraud  the  votes  should  not  he  rejected  ( McCrary,  §  166,  and 
elsewhere).  In  this  ca.se  there  was  neither  proof  nor  suspicion  of  fraud,  and  the 
fact  that  tne  election  had  been  held  and  the  error  committed  by  Democratic  officers 
exclusively,  and  that  the  papers  had  been  in  their  custody  alone,  raised  a  presump- 
tion that  if  fraud  had  been  committed  it  would  not  have  been  in  favor  of 
contestant. 

The  minority  held  that  the  law  was  mandatory,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  that 
tliere  should  lx»  positive  proof  that  the  ballots  had  been  tampered  with.  **Iti8 
suflicient  to  show  that  opportunity  for  such  tampering  has  been  afforded.  The 
burden  of  proving  that  this  has  not  been  done  devolves  upon  the  party  insisting 
ni)on  the  count." 

This  issue  was  the  decisive  one  in  the  case.     The  House  agreed  with  the  minority. 

Piatt  vs.  (i'oode,44th  Cong Smith, 654, 678 

Ballots  and  poll  books  retnmed  not  sealed. 

A  precinct  return  rejecte<l  by  the  county  commissioners  because  the  ballots  and  poll 
books  were  returned  unsealed  was  unanimously  counted  by  the  crommittee. 

(/FerrallvH.  Paul,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  147,150 

Return  receiyed  after  close  of  connty  canvass,  counted  by  committee. 

A  return  received  the  day  after  the  adjournment  of  the  county  canvassing  Iward,  but 
otherwise  unimiK'ached,  counted  by  the  committees. 

English  vs.  IliWom,  o3d  Cong Report  614,  pp.  1,  2 

To  be  counted  only  if  established  by  competent  evidence. 

Where  certain  returns  were  not  forwarded  by  the  precinct  inspectors  to  the  county 
canvassers,  the  committee  presented  a  table  of  the  alleged  missing  returns,  to  show 
that  they  were  insufficient  to  affect  the  result,  but  held  that  the  evidence  by  which 
they  were  sought  to  be  e-stablished  was  in  any  case  inadmissible. 

}yhatley  vs.  Cobb,  53d  Cong Report  267,  p.  2 

Ballots  stolen,  rest  of  return  counted. 

Where  the  ballots  from  a  precinct  had  been  stolen  after  the  count,  the  county  com- 
missioners rejected  the  poll  book,  for  the  reason  that,  the  l>allots  being  stolen,  they 
could  not  compare  the  two  and  verify  the  return.  The  committee  said:  **  We  think 
that  the  commissioners  erred.  It  was  evident  that  the  ballots  were  stolen  to  pre- 
vent a  fair  ascertainment  of  the  result  of  the  election.  The  purpose  of  the  spoli- 
ators should  have  l)een  frustrated  if  possible;  the  poll  book,  though  not  in  the 
condition  required  by  law,  should  have  l)een  examined,  and  if  found  unaltered 
should  have  been  allowed.  To  determine  whether  or  not  it  had  been  altered,  the 
commissioners  were  authorizeil  by  section  1.S4  of  the  election  laws  of  Virginia  to 
Bunnnon  and  examine  witnesses.  We  allow  the  contestant  his  majority  at  this 
precinct." 

Goode  vs.  Ej)eH,  63d  Cong Report  1952,  p.  9 
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Setums  reoeiyed  too  late,  counted  by  committee. 

The  committee  counted  returns  not  canvassed  by  the  county  canvassers  in  one  county, 
and  rehised  to  reject  returns  canvassed  by  the  county  canvassers  in  another  county, 
which  returns  in  both  of  these  cases  had  not  been  filed  with  the  county  canvassers 
within  the  time  provided  by  law. 

Rosenthal  vs.  Crowley,  54th  Cong Report  177 

Beceived  too  late,  counted. 

The  return  of  a  county  received  too  late  to  Ik*  counted  by  the  State  cAnvassers  was 
counted  by  the  committee. 
-  Robinson  vs.  Harrison,  54lh  Cong " ReiKirt  1121,  p.  5 

In  Canvass  of  Votk«  (sei' aho  Mistake). 

Poll  books  sent  forward  unoanvassed. 

Where  the  law  required  the  poll  books  to  l)e  canviis.sed  by  the  prolmte  judge  and 
three  householders,  and  an  abstract  of  the  votes  to  bo  sent  by  them  to  the  secre- 
tary of  the  Territory,  and  the  county  registrar  instead  forward wl  the  poll  lx)oks  to 
the  secretary:  Held,  that  the  election  was  not  void,  but  the  House  refused  to  sus- 
tain the  committee  (i)erhaps  on  other  grounds). 

Bennet  vs.  Chapman,  S4lh  Cong 1  Kart.,  2(^ 

Setums  opened  and  inspected  by  wrong  officer. 

"The  law  *  *  *  lias  pointed  out  a  particular  mode  of  making  election  returns, 
and  has  designated  particular  officers  who  shall  open  and  insi>e('t  them.  If  they 
are  opened  and  inspected  by  any  others  they  are  thereby  vitiated;  for  if  such  a 
practice  were  tolerated  innumerable  frauds  might  1x3  iH-Tjwtrated  and  the  popular 
will  defeated." 

Daily  vs.  Estabrook,  SOth  Cong 1  Bart.,  :$02 

Votes  not  canvassed  and  tabulated. 

Where  polls  were  rejected  by  the  official  canvassers  because  no  **al)8tract  of  votes'' 
was  returned,  but  the  abstract  re(piire<l  was  merely  a  computati<m  or  summation 
of  the  votes,  and  the  votes  themselves  were  all  returned  (the  election  IxMug  viva 
iHJce)f  the  committee  counted  them. 

Knox  vs.  Blair,  .iSth  Cong 1  Bart. ,  ^34 

Where  result  declared  from  tally  sheets,  irregularity  in  poll  books  immaterial. 

Where  poll  b(X)ks  were  defective — in  not  being  signed  or  certified,  and  otherwise — 
but  the  result  was  recjuired  to  be  declared  from  the  tally  sheets,  and  not  from  the 
poll  books,  and  there  was  no  evidence  in  regard  to  the  tally  sheets,  the  committee 
presumed  that  they  had  been  returned  correctly  and  in  due  form,  and  held  that 
the  prima  facie  correctness  of  returns  based  upon  them  could  not  be  impeached  by 
showing  that  the  poll  l)ooks  were  defective. 

FolleU  vs.  Delano,  .39th  Cong 2  Bart.,  1 17-121 

County  canvass  made  up  from  affidavits  of  inspectors,  the  returns  being  stolen. 

Where  a  county  clerk  testified  that  the  precinct  returns  had  betm  stolen  from  his 
office,  and  that  he  had  made  out  the  county  canvas.-^  on  the  basis  of  afiidavits  from 
the  judges  of  election  in  only  part  of  the  precincti^,  the  conmiitteesaid:  "This  w:iy 
of  making  a  return  is  substantially  defec^tive,  and  such  a  certificate  can  furnish  no 
evidence  of  the  correctness  of  its  contents. "  No  precinct  returns  or  other  evidence 
to  establish  the  vote  being  presented,  the  votes  returned  were  rejected. 

(iause  vs.  Hodges,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  299 

County  canvassing  board  irregularly  constituted. 

Where  the  returns  of  a  county  were  canvassed  by  tlie  clerk  of  the  county  commis- 
sioners and  two  county  officers  selecte<l  by  him,  under  an  old  law,  instead  of  by 
the  county  commissioners,  as  re(iuired  by  the  law  in  fon^e  at  the  time  of  the  electicm, 
and  the  vote  of  the  countv  had  been  tfirown  out  bv  tlie  Territorial  canvassers  for 
this  reason,  the  committee  said:  * 'Although  this  (piestion  as  to  the  proj)er  l^ard 
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to  (!anva88  the  precinct  retunis  is  a  very  important  one  for  the  Territorial  canvassers 
to  consider,  your  committee'  do  not  regard  it  of  much  imiwrtance  in  cominjf  to  a 
decision  in  this  case,  as  the  question  for  the  House  to  consider  is  who  in  fact 
received  the  highest  numln^r  of  votes,  and  the  prtHiinct  returns  *  *  *  very 
clearly  show  the  actual  vote. ' ' 

Fmn  vs.  Bennett,  44lh  Cong Smith,  593 

Yotei  not  eanyassed. 

**  Nothing  is  better  settled  than  this,  that  the  failure  of  a  boartl  of  canvassers  to  can- 
vass the  votes  and  declare  the  result  does  not  invalidate  an  election  otherwise  regular 
and  valid.'* 

PaUeraon  vs.  Belfordy  4^th  Cong I  Ells. ,  54 

Setams  not  canTraBsed. 

Dulv  certified  copies  of  the  precinct  returns  "are  by  law  the  primary  legal  evidence 
of  the  votes  CAst,  and  unless  assailed  are  conclusive."  Where  returns  were  asked 
to  be  thrown  out  on  the  ground  that  they  had  not  Ijeen  canvassed  l)y  the  county 
canvassers  at  their  first  count,  and  that  the  supreme  court,  under  whose  mandate 
they  were  subseciaently  ciinvasse<l,  had  no  jurisdiction  or  authority  to  issue  such 
writ  of  mandamus,  the  comniittee  declined  to  consider  the  question  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  supreme  (;ourt,  but  held  that  there  Ix^ing  no  attack  on  the  correctness 
or  integrity  of  the  returns,  and  no  reason  shown  why  they  should  not  have  been 
canvassed,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  committee  to  count  them.  A  similar  decision 
was  rendere<l  as  to  the  vote  of  a  county  whose  returns  had  not  l)een  canvassed  by 
the  State  canvassing  l)oard  until  they  were  reiiuire<l  to  be  canvassed  by  a  writ  of 
mandamus. 

BislM'e  vs.  Hull,  40th  Cong Ells.,  315-319 

In  Soath  Oarolina,  State  canvass  should  be  based  on  all  the  papers. 

Where  the  law  (in  South  Carolina)  require<i  all  the  precinct  election  pajK?rs  to  be 
sent  to  the  governor  and  secretary  of  state,  the  committee  held  that  if  this  was  not 
a  reiKial  of  the  former  law  requinng  the  State  canvassiTs  to  l)a.«e  their  canvass  on 
the  county  returns,  the  two  laws  should  at  least  be  c(mstrued  in  pari  wm/crm,  and 
the  (^nvass  should  be  based  on  both  the  county  returns  and  the  precinct  papers. 

,Smalls  vs.  Tinman,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  432 

Precinct  returns  improperly  rejected  by  county  canvassers  counted  by  committee. 

Where  county  canvasj^ing  lx)ard8,  possessing  no  judicial  powers,  had  thrown  out  the 
votes  of  a  number  of  precincts  regularly  returned,  the  committee  restored  the  votes 
according  to  the  precinct  returns. 

Mackejf  vs.  O' Connor,  47th  Cong ....2  Ells.,  567-572 

A  day  too  late,  counted. 

The  returns  of  a  county  were  twice  canvassed,  the  first  time  the  day  before  and  the 
second  time  the  day  after  the  proper  day,  the  first  time  bv  dis(|ualified  canvassers, 
the  sec(md  time  by  their  (|ualiHed  sul)stitutes.  The  committee  held  that  the  second 
canvass  was  lawful.  The  boanl  could  have  Ix^en  comi)elled  bv  mandamus  to  make 
it,  even  after  the  legal  day,  and  what  they  could  l)e  compelled  to  do  they  could  do 
voluntarily.  And  even  if  neither  canvass  had  been  lawful,  the  committee  could 
have  canvassed  the  votes. 

Dcjmij  vs.  Oirens,  54th  Cong Rejx)rt  1877,  p.  5 

Informal  certificate,  fatal. 

Where  the  determination  of  the  county  canvassers  was  required  to  be  **re<luced  to 
writing,  signed  by  said  commissioners,  and  attested  by  the  clerk,  and  shall  l)e 
annexed  to  the  abstract  of  the  votes,"  but  the  abstract  of  votes,  instead,  was  merely 
certified  by  the  county  clerk,  who  signed  the  name  of  the  chairman  of  the  boani 
to  it  under  general  instructions  and  also  signed  his  own  name,  the  committee 
rejec'ted  the  vote  of  the  county  on  tlie  ground  that  the  return  was  not  signeil  and 
that  there  was  no  other  evidence  of  the  vote. 

}foore  vs.  Fuyiston,  5iki  Cong Report  11G4,  p.  12 
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Not  fatal. 

The  minority  said:  "  It  is  no  ground  for  the  disfranchisement  of  the  voters  of  a  whole 
county  that  the  returning  officers,  on  a  day  subsequent  to  the  election,  are  guilty 
of  an  informality  in  attesting  the  returns,  where  the  result  is  not  in  any  way 
affected  by  such  informality.**  ' 

Moore  vs.  Funston  {minority  report) ,  63d  Cong Report  1164,  \\  25 

JUDGES. 

See  Offic'EIw  of  P^lection. 

JUNIOR. 

Omission  of  the  word  "junior"  from  ballots.     (See  Ballots,  Imperfect.) 
Oinission  from  returns.     {Se^  Returns.) 

JXJBISDICTION. 

See  HorsK  of  Representatives  and  Committee  on  Elections. 

LAND. 

As  a  qualification  for  voting.     (See  Qualifications  op  Electors.) 

LAND  LISTS. 

*SVe  Evidence,  Documentary. 

LAWS. 

Federal  Election.     (»Sfr  Election  Laws.) 

LAWS,  OF  STATES. 

See  State  Laws. 

LAW  FOB  TAKING  TESTIMONY  (see   also  House   of  Representatives, 

Evidence,  and  Notice  of  Contest). 

Does  not  apply  to  some  exceptioiial  cases. 

In  a  contest  between  persons  (claiming  election  on  different  days  the  statutes  of  tlie 
United  States  providing  for  taking  testimony  in  contested  election  ciu^es  do  not 
directly  apply,  unless  by  a  resolution  of  the  llouse. 

Holmes  and  Wilson^  46th  Cong 1  Ells.,  324 

Directory. 

The  committee  regarded  the  law  of  1851  "as  directory  merely,  and  not  a«  absolutely 
controlling  the  action  of  the  House  or  of  the  committee  ( for  they  c^nild  not  l)elieve 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  Congress,  if  it  had  the  power,  which  is  not  conccMled, 
to  disfranchise,  by  operation  of  this  law,  the  i)eople  of  a  Congressional  district 
because  of  the  inadvertence,  ignorance,  negligence,  or  collusion  of  the  cAudidatea 
or  either  of  them  '*) . 

Archer  vs.  Allen^  34th  Cong Report  8,  p.  8 

In  a  later  report  in  the  same  ca.se  they  said:  "The  act  itself  was  directory  and  cumu- 
lative. Its  object  was  to  protect,  and  not  to  defeat,  the  rights  of  contesting  parties 
and  of  the  people.     It  was  to  be  an  aid,  and  not  an  obstruction." 

Archery^,  AUeny  S4th  Cong 1  Bart,  173 
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Directory,  but  not  to  be  departed  from  except  for  came. 

"The  committee  do  not  consider  the  act  of  1861  as  of  absolute,  binding  force  upon 
this  House,  for,  bjr  the  Constitution,  each  house  shall  be  the  judge  of  the  elections, 
returns,  and  qualifications  of  its  own  members,  and  no  previous  House  and  Senate 
can  judge  for  them.  The  committee,  however,  consider  that  act  as  a  wholesome 
rule,  not  to  be  departed  from  except  for  cause.'' 

WUliarruton  vs.  Sickles,  S6(h  Cong 1  Bart.,  290 

Perhapi  not  binding,  but  should  be  followed. 

"It  may  be  true  that  the  law  of  Congress  prescribing  the  mode  of  practice  to  be  fol- 
lowea  in  the  House  in  contested  election  cases  is  not  absolutely  binding  upon  the 
House  in  view  of  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  (Article  I, 
section  5),  which  provide  that  *each  House  shall  be  the  judge  of  the  elections, 
returns,  and  qualifications  of  its  own  members.'  But  it  might  work  very  great 
injustice  to  a  contestee  to  require  him  to  meet  a  case  outside  oithis  parliamentary- 
practice  act  without  any  previous  notice  to  him  that  the  House  intended  to  depart 
from  it  in  a  material  respect.  Until  the  House  itself  lays  down  and  prescribes  a 
different  mode  of  contesting  elections  before  it,  the  parties  to  the  contest  have  a 
perfect  right  to  rely  upon  the  statute  being  strictly  observeci  and  followed." 

Donelly  vs.  Washburn  {minority  report) ,  4^h  Cong 1  Ells.,  471 

Directory,  and  may  be  disregarded  by  the  House. 

The  provisions  of  the  statute  for  taking  testimony  in  election  cases  are  directory 
merely,  constituting  only  convenient  rules  of  practice,  and  the  House  is  at  liberty, 
in  its  discretion,  to  determine  that  the  ends  of  justice  require  a  different  course. 

Bisbee\9,  Finley,  47th  Cong....! 2  Ells., 194 

Mandatory. 

The  minority  said,  in  regard  to  the  law  of  1851 :  "The  law  of  Congress  we  do  not 
regard  as  merely  directory  or  cumulative,  but  as  peremptory  and  binding  in  its 
import  and  intention  as  any  other  law  regulating  any  other  judicial  proceeding. 
The  House,  in  judging  of  the  election  returns  of  its  meml)er8,  sita  as  a  court 
Their  proceedings  are  judicial  in  their  character,  and  why  is  it  not  competent  for 
Congress  by  law  to  regulate  the  proceedings  in  this  court  as  in  any  other?  And  if 
such  regulations  are  made,  why  are  they  not  as  binding?"  Any  other  construction 
would  amount  to  a  practical  repeal  of  the  statute. 

Archer  vs.  Allen  {minority  report),  S4lh  Cong 1  Bart.,  175 

The  provisions  of  the  law  for  taking  testimony  should  be  complied  with.  "This  act 
we  hold  to  be  as  peremptory  and  binding  as  any  law  regulating  anv  other  judicial 
proceeding,  for  the  House  in  judging  the  election  returns  and  qualifications  of  its 
members  sits  as  a  court." 

Whyte  vs.  Harris  {minority  report) ,  S5th  Cong Report  538,  p.  42 

Mandatory  on  the  House  and  the  parties. 

The  minority  held  "that  it  is  not  competent  for  the  committee  to  recommend  any 
action  to  the  House  which  involves  a  violation  of  the  law  of  1851,  becaiL«e  as  a  law 
of  Congress  it  is  obligatory  alike  upon  the  House,  the  committee,  and  the  contest- 
ant; that  the  act,  relating  exclusively  to  the  initiation  of  the  proceedings,  the  taking 
of  testimony,  and  the  preparation  oi  the  case  for  the  decision  of  the  House,  does 
not  infringe  upon  the  constitutional  prerogative  of  the  House  to  judge  of  the  elec- 
tion, return,  and  qualifications  of  its  members." 

Williamson  vs.  Sickles  {minority  report) ,  36th  Cong 1  Bart. ,  295 

LAWS,    MANBATOBT  AND   DIBECTOBT    {see  also  Election,    Election 

Laws,  and  Registration  Laws). 

Difference  between  mandatory  and  directory  statutes. 

**  Election  statutes  are  to  be  tested  like  other  statutes,  but  with  a  leaning  to  liberality, 
in  view  of  the  great  public  purposes  which  they  accomplish;  and  except  where 
they  specifically  provide  that  a  thing  shall  be  done  in  the  very  manner  indicate<l, 
and  not  otherwise,  their  provisions  ofesigned  merely  for  the  information  and  guid- 
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ance  of  the  officers  must  be  regarded  as  directory  only,  and  the  election  will  not  be 
defeated  or  affected  by  a  failure  to  comply  with  them  ])rovided  the  irregularity 
has  not  hindered  any  who  were  entitled  from  exercising  the  right  of  suffrage,  or  ren- 
dered doubtful  the  evidences  from  which  the  result  wan  to  be  declared,  or  permit- 
ted disqualified  voters  to  vote,  and  that  the  irregularity  itself  was  not  occasioned 
by  the  agency  of  a  party  seeking  to  derive  a  l)enent  from  it."     (Many  cases  cited. ) 

HuTd  vs.  Sheldon  {minority  re])ori)f  41«t  Cong 2  Bart.,  528 

If  a  statute  expressly  declares  any  particular  act  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  elec- 
tion it  is  mandatory,  but  otherwise  it  is  mandatory  or  directory,  as  the  a<*ts  pre- 
scribed affect  or  do  not  affect  the  actual  result  of  the  election. 

Spencer  vs.  Morey  {minority  report) j  44th  Cong Smith,  459 

"There  can  be  no  directory  provisions  in  a  statute  in  regard  to  that  which  the  statute 
itself  forbids  being  done  at  all.  ♦  ♦  ♦  The  result  of  all  the  authorities  is  that 
all  constitutional  provisions  in  [and]  statutes  defining  what  the  voter  himself  must 
do,  l>oth  as  to  qualifying  himself  sm  an  elector  and  furnishing  the  quality  and  quan- 
tity of  evidence  thereof  which  the  law  demands,  is  mandatory,  jurisdictional,  and 
in  the  nature  of  conditions  prectnlent,  while  those  which  merely  relate  to  the  con- 
duct of  the  election  officers  may  or  may  not  l^e  diriM-tory,  according  as  they  may  or 
may  not  appear  to  affect  results,  and  acconiing  as  they  may  or  may  not  seem  to 
have  ]>een  regarde<l  by  the  law-making  power  as  easential  ancl  necessary  safeguanls 
against  the  mischief  the  statute  was  intende<l  to  prevent."  Under  the  registra- 
tion law  of  Pennsylvania  the  failure  to  furnish  the  affidavits  re<iuired  of  unregis- 
tered voters  is  a  neglect  of  the  voter  rather  than  of  the  officers,  and  the  above  rule 
applies. 

Curt  in  vs.  Yocum  {majority  rejmrt)  ^  4^th  Cong 1  p]lls.,  4150 

"The  constitutional  and  statutory  pn)visions  relating  to  suffrage  may  Ik*  divided  into 
two  classes:  First,  mandatory,  which  define  the  right  of  suffrage,  and,  st^-ond, 
directory,  which  direct  the  manner  of  its  exercise.  The  former  relate  to  the 
substance  of  the  right,  the  latter  to  the  mode  of  its  exercise.  The  former  confer 
the  right,  the  latter  are  as  so  many  safeguards  to  conserve  it.  The  right  is  derived 
from  the  former,  and  its  exercise  regulate<l  by  the  latter.  The  former  deter- 
mine the  primal  and  ultimate  authority  in  the  Government;  the  latter  serve  aa 
a  means  to  invoke  and  give  force  to  it.  The  means  l>eing  subordinate  to  the 
end,  it  follows  that  directory  provisions,  whether  constitutional  or  statutory, 
must  be  liberally  construed,  and  so  applied  as  to  give  legitimate  force  and  efficacy 
to  the  irill  of  the  sovereign  power  in  the  State.  A  different  rule  would  subordi- 
nate the  substance  to  the  shadow,  and  would  in  the  end  substitutt*  technical  ouib- 
bles  for  the  liallotfl  of  the  qualified  electors.  The  j)rimal  inquirv  is,  Whom  did  the 
qualified  electors  choose^  as  evidenced  by  their  ballots,  cast  or  oftert»d,  but  refuse*!? 
The  ascertainment  of  the  will  of  the  (iualifie<l  electors  is  the  end  of  directory  stat- 
utes, and  this  attained,  *the  reason  ceasing,  the  law  also  cea.«es.'" 

Bishee  vs.  Finley  {minority  report),  47th  Cong 2  P^lls.,  203 

"The  laws  in  relation  to  boxes,  locks,  the  numlx*r  of  managers,  clerks,  €»tc.,  and  the 
ordinary  facilities  of  an  election  are  mainly  directory,  uuletis  the  statute  makes  them 
otherwise,  and  an  infraction  of  these  directory  provisions,  in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
will  not  vitiate  the  election.  Nor  is  the  voter  to  \)e  deprived  of  his  right,  nor  the 
citizens  to  lose  the  result  of  an  election  fairlv  held,  l)ecause  of  some  unimportant 
omission  of  form,  or  the  neglect  of  duty,  carelessness,  or  ignorance  of  some  ele<'tion 
officer,  or  the  failure  to  carry  out  some  unim{K)rtant  direction  of  the  law." 

Smalls  vs.  Elliott  {minority  report),  60th  Cong Mobley,  722 

Statutes  directing  the  mode  of  proceeding  of  public  officers  are  directory  merely, 
unless  there  is  something  in  the  statute  itself  which  plainly  shows  a  different  intent. 

Smith  vs.  Jackson,  /ilst  Cong Rowell,  23 

Statutes  to  be  eoiutriied  strictly  as  to  the  of&eers,  and  liberally  as  to  the  electors. 

"The  general  doctrine  in  construing  elet^tion  stiitutes  is  that  they  are  to  1h»  construed 
liberally  aa  to  the  elector  and  strictly  as  to  the  officers  who  have  duties  to  in^rfonn 
under  them.  A  statute  dir(^»cting  certain  things  to  Ixj  done  by  election  ofiicers 
ought  to  Ik^  followed  by  them  with  a  high  degree  of  strictness,  but  duties  to  Ih:» 
jKirfonned  by  the  electors,  as  declared  by  statute,  are  dinnitions  merely,  which,  if 
not  observed,  it  is  true,  may  in  some  instances  defeat  his  ballot,  but  when  there 
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i.s  an  honest  intention  to  obey  the  law,  and  the  voter  is  not  put  in  fault  by  any 
lat^heH  or  negligence  which  he,  by  the  use  of  reasonable  diligence,  might  or  could 
avoid,  or  where  there  is  no  palpable  intention  of  violating  the  law  apparent,  in 
order  to  maintain  the  inestimable  right  of  voting,  courts  huve  generally  adopted 
the  most  lil)eral  construction." 

Lynch  vs.  VhalmerSj  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  350 

Violation  of  mandatory  laws  fatal ;  of  directory  laws  immaterial. 

The  violation  of  directory  provisions  of  the  law,  if  no  fraud  l)e  shown  to  have 
resultwl  therefrom,  can  not  vitiate  an  election.  It  is  wholly  different  when  man- 
datory provi.sions  of  an  election  law  are  violated.  In  the  latter  case  the  election 
is  void.  But  the  voter  is  not  to  lie  deprivtHl  of  his  right,  and  the  citizens  are  not 
to  lose  the  n»sult  of  an  election  fairly  held  because  of  some  unimportant  omission 
of  form,  or  from  the  neglect,  carelessness,  or  ignorance  of  some  election  officer,  or 
the  failure  to  carry  out  some  unimportant  direction  of  the  law."  (Many  cases 
cited. ) 

Jiichardmn  vs.  Raiuej/y  4^th  Cong 1  Ells. ,  230 

Biiregard  of  directory  laws  immaterial. 

*' Regulations  maybe  merely  directory,  and  if  the  officer  of  election  or  the  voter 
doi^  not  follow  them  they  do  not  necessarily  vitiate  the  vote  when  dejKisited  and 
received." 

Lou^e  vs.  Wheehr  (3fr.  Ranney),  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  97 

Where  the  law  itself  forbids  countiiLg  ballots  of  certain  sorts,  it  is  mandatory. 

"The general  rule,  doubtless,  is  to  count  those  l>allots  which  clearlv  express  the  inten- 
tion Of  the  voter,  but  the  intention  nmst  \ye  expressed  as  provi(ie<l  by  law.  *  ♦  * 
The  intention  of  the  voter,  if  it  can  be  clearly  ascertained  from  the  ballot,  will 
generally  Iw  given  effect  to,  and  when  it  is  not  expressed  according  to  the  strict 
reiiuirementsof  a  statute  such  n^juirements  will  often  l>e  regarded  as  merely  direct- 
ory, unless  a  failure  to  comply  with  them  is  declared  to  lie  fatal  to  the  ballot.  But 
where  the  statute  its<*lf  provides  that  a  certain  thing  shall  l)e  d<me  by  the  voter  or 
his  vote  shall  not  l)e  counted,  then  there  can  he  no  question  that  a  provision  of  that 

•    chanu!ter  is  mandatory  and  that  a  failure  to  comply  with  it  is  fatal  to  the  ballot." 

Yost  vs.  Tm:ker,  54th  Cong Report  1636 

Sonth  Carolina  ballot  law  mandatory. 

The  law  of  South  Carolina  prescribing  the  form  of  the  ballot  and  requiring  that  "no 
ballot  of  any  other  description  foun  1  in  any  election  box  shall  l)e  counteil"  is  man- 
datory. "The  ballot  not  in  the  prescriln^d  form  is  illegal,  and  must.l)e  rejected, 
iKH-ause  the  law  in  terms  declares  that  it  shall  not  l)e  counte<l. "  All  the  ballots  cast 
for  contestant  were  rejected  for  irregularities  in  paper,  printing,  and  cutting,  under 
this  law. 

Miller  vs.  Elliott,  r,M  Cong. Stofc^r,  172 

Beqnirement  of  an  oath  mandatory. 

"Every  regulation  in  relation  to  elections  *  *  *  is,  in  fact,  directory;  but  there 
are  some  of  these  regulations  more  substantive  and  important  in  their  use  and 
character  than  others;  and  somewhere  it  is  necessary  to  draw  the  line,  distinguish- 
ing iK'tween  that  which  is  projx*r,  but  not  esstmtial,  and  that  which  so  enters  into 
the  e.«sential  character  of  a  good  election  that  a  failure  in  it  should  be  held  a  fatal 
defect.  Of  this  latter  clas*^  the  under8igne<l  [minority]  believe  to  Ihj  the  require- 
nient  of  an  oath  from  at  least  'a  majority  of  the  officers.' " 

^'oggiti  vs.  Gilmer  {minority  report),  'JiSth  Cong Report  76,  part  2,  p.  6 

Begistration  law  in  Louisiana  directory. 

"The  ])rincipal  and  only  aim  of  the  law  is  to  secure  fair  elections,  and  the  nonol)serv- 
ance  of  directory  i)r()visions  can  not  annul  an  election  carried  on  with  all  the  essen- 
tials of  an  eUv'tion  and  with  j)i*rfect  fairness."  The  registration  law  of  Lf)uisiana 
was  held  to  l)e  directory  and  its  partial  disregard  immaterial. 

FlanHcra  and  Jlahn,  37th  Cong , 1  Bart.,  443 
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PenniylYaaia  election  law  mandatory. 

The  provisionH  of  the  Pennsylvania  r^stration  law  requiring  personal  application 
for  the  registry  of  additional  names,  requiring  these  names  to  be  entered  on  the 
original  list  and  not  on  a  separate  one,  -and  requiring  the  assessor  to  furnish  certi- 
fied copies  of  his  list  to  the  election  officers  and  the  county  commissioners  "are  not 
directory  merely,  but  mandatory,  and  enforced  by  severe  penalties/' 

Covode  vs.  FosteTt  4^st  Cong 2  Bart.,  607 

Clause  affeeting  titles  of  bills  mandatory. 

The  committee  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  provision  of  the  constitution  of  Ten- 
nessee that  "no  bill  shall  become  a  law  which  embraces  more  than  one  subject, 
that  subject  to  be  expressed  in  the  title,*'  was  mandatory,  and  that  those  portions 
of  any  law  not  included  in  the  subject  expressed  in  the  title  would  be  void. 

Tennessee  Election,  4^d  Cong Smith,  6 


LEOISLATXTBE. 

Power  of  legislatures  over  Congressional  elections  derived  flrom  the  Constitntion. 

**  Whatever  power  the  legislatures  possess  over  elections  they  derive  from  the  Consti- 
tution and  not  from  the  laws  of  tne  United  States." 

Members  elected  by  general  ticket,  S8th  Cong 1  Bart,  52 

Laws  of  States  in  regard  to  Congressional  elections  to  be  tested  only  by  Constitntion 
of  the  United  States. 

"In  testing  the  validity  of  any  laws  of  the  States  relating  to  the  election  of  Represen- 
tatives in  Congress,  and  those  elections  also,  we  are  to  look  only  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States." 

Members  elected  by  general  ticket  (minority  report)  S8th  Cong 1  Bart.,  57 

Time  of  holding  elections  not  to  be  fixed  by  constitntional  convention  in  presence  of 
legislature.  ^ 

Where  a  constitutional  convention  continued  in  session  and  passed  laws  after  the  legis- 
lature had  assembled,  and  among  these  laws  was  one  fixing  the  time  of  Congres- 
sional elections,  the  committee  held  that  the  law  was  invalid,  on  the  ground  that 
the  passage  of  such  a  law  was  a  legislative  function  and  could  not  be  exercised  by 
the  convention  in  the  presence  of  the  legislature. 

Beach,  S7th  Cong 1  Bart.,  393 

Its  power  over  Congressional  elections  paramount  to  State  constitntion. 

The  constitution  of  Michigan  plainlv  prohibited  a  voter  from  votine  outside  of  the 
township  or  ward  in  which  he  resided,  and  had  been  so  construed  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  State.  The  legislature  had  passed  an  act  permitting  soldiers  in  the 
Army  to  vote  wherever  they  were  encamped.  The  committee  held  that  in  such  a 
ca.se  the  authority  of  the  legislature  was  paramount  over  that  of  the  State  constitu- 
tion. The  Constitution  confers  the  right  of  fixing  the  times  and  places  of  elec- 
tions on  the  legislatures  of  the  States,  and  the  committee  held  that  by  this  was 
meant  "the  legislature,  eo  nomine,  as  known  in  the  political  history  of  the  country." 
If  the  constitutional  convention  was  a  constructive  legislature,  then  its  enactments 
on  this  subject  were  simply  legislation  and  could  be  superseded  by  later  legislation. 

Baldwin  vs.  Trowbridge,  39th  Cong 2  Bart.,  47 

"The  time  of  electing  members  of  Congress  can  not  be  prescribed  by  the  constitution 
of  a  State  as  against  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  a  State  or  an  act  of  Congress.  *  *  ♦ 
The  only  apparent  exception  has  been  in  the  constitutions  which  have  been 
formed  by  Territories  and  with  which  such  Territories  have  been  admitted  into 
the  Union  as  iStates.  But  this,  if  it  t^e  a  valid  exception,  does  not  prove  that  Ter- 
ritories have  the  right  by  a  constitution  to  fix  the  time  for  electing  Representatives 
in  Congress  w  hen  they  become  States.  But  the  authority  of  these  provisions  rests 
on  the  sanction  and  a<^option  of  them  by  Congress  in  admitting  sucii  Territories  as 
States  with  constitutions  containing  sucn  provisions." 

Ilolmesand  Wilso7i,46th  Conq l^EUs.,  339 
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**The  State  legislature  is  not  responsible  to  the  State  nor  controlled  by  the  State  con- 
stitution in  its  action  in  regard  to  the  manner  of  holding  Federal  elections.  In  c»se 
of  a  conflict  between  the  acl  of  a  K^gislature  and  the  constitution  of  the  State  in 
matters  purely  of  a  Federal  character,  the  act  of  the  legislature  will  prevail,  pro- 
vide<l  itss  not  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.** 

Donnelly  vs.  WaMiurn  (minorily  report),  46th  Cong 1  Ells.,  495 

Has  fall  power  where  not  restrained  by  constitution. 

'C-onstitutional  restriction  upon  legislation  must  be  plain  and  certain.  A  State 
legislature  has  supreme  power  of  legislating  except  where  it  is  restricted  bv  the 
constitution;  and  everything  will  be  presumed  in  favor  of  the  power  of  the  legis- 
lature. The  courts  will  not  declare  an  act  unconstitutional  unless  it  is  clearly  made 
so  by  an  express  provision  of  the  constitution." 

CW  vs.  Strait,  44th  Cong Smith,  430 

Has  primary  control  over  times,  places,  and  manner  of  elections, 

The  Constitution  "manifestly  gives  to  the  legislative  departments  of  the  several 
State  governments  primary  and  full  control  over  the  *  times,  places,  and  manner 
of  holding  elections*  for  Representatives  in  C-ongress,  subject  only  to  such  limita- 
tion or  interference  as  Congress  may  affirmatively  enact.  *  ♦  *  Inasmuch  as  the 
general  power  over  the  subject  rests  with  the  legislative  departments  of  the  States, 
the  acts  of  Congress  can  not  be  held  to  have  a  wider  scope  than  their  languagtf 
necessarily  means,  and  a  cdsus  omissus,  if  there  be  any,  remains  under  State 
control." 

Patterson  vs.  Belford  ( Mr.  Cox),  45th  Cong 1  Ells. ,  67 

A  constitutional  convention  is  a  legislature.  \ 

**  It  nmst  *  *  *  be  regarded  as  settled  that  a  constitutional  convention  is  included 
under  the  general  term  *  legislative'  in  the  (Constitution  of  the  United  States  and 
a('t,»<  of  Congress  made  in  ooedience  thereto." 

Patterson  vs.  Belford  (Mr,  Cox)  4-5th  Con/; 1  Ells.,  68 

Bound  by  State  constitution  even  in  regard  to  Congressional  elections. 

The  'legislature'  of  a  State,  in  its  fullest  and  broadest  sense,  signifies  that  body  in 
which  all  the  legislative  j)owers  of  a  State  reside,  and  that  body  is  the  people  them 
selves,  who  exercise  the  elective  franchise."  It  is  to  this  legislative  rxKiv,  acting 
bv  constitutional  convention  or  otherwise,  that  the  j)ower  of  flxing  the  times  and 
places  of  Congrt^'^ional  elections  is  given.  Or  if  "this  section  of  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution can  l>e  c(>nstrue<l  to  refer  to  this  secondary  or  suln^rdinate  legislative  body 
of  a  State,  it  must  Ixi  held  to  mean  that  the  time,  place,  and  manner  for  holding 
olection-s  for  Representatives  shall  In?  prescril)e<l  in  each  State  by  the  legislature 
thereof,  such  legislature  acting  in  sulH>niinatidn  and  in  conformity  to  that  oi^^nic 
law  to  which  it  owes  it«  own  existence."  An  sn't  of  the  legislature  permitting 
soldiers  in  the  Army  to  vote  outside  the  State  contrary  to  the  State  constitution 
is  void. 

Baldwin  vs.  Trowbridge  (Mr.  Marshall)  39th  Cong 2  Bart. ,  49 

Can  not  flx  Congressional  election  at  another  time  than  that  prescribed  by  State  con- 
stitution. 

Where  the  constitution  of  the  State  had  fixed  the  electicm  at  a  certain  time,  the  com- 
mittee held  that  it  was  so  fixed  beyond  the  control  of  the  legislature,  and  recom- 
rnende<l  that  the  contestant,  who  was  elected  on  the  date  fixed  by  the  constitution, 
Ih»  admitted. 
>hi  I  vs.  Thager,  ,i7th  (hng 1  Bart.,  1149 

.  Legislature  presumed  to  have  followed  constitution. 

Where  (»ertain  chapters  and  articles  of  the  code  of  Tennessee  were  mentioned  in  a 
statute  as  l)eing  reenacted,  but  to  reenact  them  in  toto  would  have  l)een  to  violate 
the  constitution  in  several  imjx)rtant  particulars,  the  committee  held  that  the  legis- 
lativt*  intent  nuL^t  have  been  to  reenact  only  such  provisions  as  constitutionally 
could  have  Ikh^u  reenacted. 

Ttntu'ssec  election,  4^d  (hng Smith,  3 


7f)8  DIGEST    OF    CONTESTED    ELECTION    CASES. 

Procebdings  Before  Legislature  Not  Admissible  as  Evidence.     (See  Evidence 

in  Other  Proceedings. ) 

MANDATORY  LAWS. 

See  Laws,  Mandatory  and  Directory. 


When  its  incidents  commenoe. 

Membership  in  the  House  of  Representatives  does  not  commence  until  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  House  and  the  takmg  of  the  oath  by  the  member.  A  Representative- 
elect  previous  to  that  time  has  some  of  tlie  privileges  of  membership,  but  he  may 
hold  an  ofiioe  incompatible  with  membership  without  affecting  his  rights. 

Hammond  vs.  Ilerrick,  loth  Cong C  and  H.,  286 

What  constitiites. 

Membership  in  the  House  is  not  constituted  b^  election,  or  by  return,  or  both.  One 
is  not  a  member  until  he  ban  also  l)een  qualified  by  taking  the  oath. 

Hammond  vs.  Hcrricky  loth  Cong 0.  and  H.,  293 

Emoluments  oover  full  term  when  only  one  member  elected  during  term. 

Where  the  House  had  decided  that  neither  candidate  (under  the  Rhode  Island 
majority -vote  law)  had  l)een  elected  at  the  first  election  to  the  Forty-ninth  Con- 

fress,  and  claimant  had  been  elected  at  the  second  election,  the  committee  in  the 
ifty-third  Congress  reported  that  he  should  have  been  paid  for  the  full  term,  as 
he  was  the  only  member  elected  from  his  district  to  the  Forty-ninth  Congress. 

Page,  53d  Cong Report  1645 

Franking  privilege,  etc.,  do  not  imply  membership. 

The  franking  privilege  and  right  of  exemption  from  arrest  belonging  to  Representa- 
tives-elect before  the  organization  of  the  House  do  not  imply  that  the  incidents  of 
membership  have  yet  commenced  or  that  the  House  is  yet  in  existence. 

Hammond  vs.  Herrick,  15th  Cong C.  and  H.,  296 

MEXICAN  CITIZENS. 

Persons  who  had  elected  to  retain  Mexican  citiienship  oonld  not  vote. 

Under  the  stipulation  of  the  treaty  with  Mexico  permitting  the  inhabitants  of  New 
Mexico  to  elect  whether  they  would  retain  their  Mexican  citizenship  or  become 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  the  committee  held  that  persons  who  had  enn.)lled 
themselves  upon  registries  established  at  the  prefectures  in  the  various  counties, 
under  a  proclamation  issued  by  the  military  governor,  had  legally  elected  to  retain 
their  Mexican  citizenship,  and  could  not  vote  for  Territorial  Delegate. 

Otero  vs.  Gallegos,  34th  Cong 1  Bart.,  79 

TtfUilTABY  GOVERNOR. 

Powers  of;  may  fix  time  of  election. 

**  The  exact  powers  of  a  military  governor  can  not  he  easily  defined.  They  have 
their  origin  in,  and  are  probably  limited  by,  necessity.  They  are  to  some'extent 
civil,  as  well  as  military,  and  the  authority  for  his  civil  functions  is  no  less  clear 
than  for  his  military."'  The  right  of  the  military  governor  of  Louisiana  to  ^x  the 
time  of  an  election  was  sustained. 

Flanders  and  i/a/m,  37th  Cong 1  Bart.,  446 

MII4ITABY  INTEKFEBENCE. 

See  Intimidation,  Military  Jnter/erencc, 
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MILITAKY  BEI^EKVATIONS. 

Besidents  on,  may  vote  in  the  Territories. 

The  rule  prohibiting?  persons  from  voting  in  the  States  who  reside  on  territory  ceded 
to  the  United  States  held  not  to  apply  to  persons  residing  on  military  reservations 

•  in  the  Territories,  as  there  is  in  the  latter  case  no  conflict  of  sovereignty,  and  the 
reserN'ations  are  only  temporarily  set  aside  for  military  use  by  Executive  order. 

Burleigh  and  Spijik  vs.  Armstrong ^  4'2d  Cong Smith,  90 

MINISTEBIAL  OFFICEB43  (see  also  OfELcers  of  Election  and  Canvassing 

Board). 

Mistakes  by,  to  be  oorrected  by  the  Honse. 

The  officers  of  election,  board  of  canvassers,  and  governor  '*are  all  ministerial  officers, 
and  error  committed  by  any  of  them,  either  through  mistake  or  design,  is  to  be 
corrected  by  the  House." 

Riddle  and  Richard  vs.  Mn^,  19th  Cong C.  and  H.,  513 

Secretary  of  state  (of  Missouri)  not  anthorised  to  reject  returns. 

The  secretary  of  state  of  Missouri,  being  a  mere  canvassing  officer,  had  no  power  to 
go  behind  the  returns  certified  to  him  by  the  county  clerks.  Where  a  county 
clerk  included  in  his  returns  extra-official  statements  of  violations  of  the  registry 
law,  the  secretary  of  state  should  still  have  canvassed  the  returns,  and  issued  the 
certificate  to  the  person  having  the  majority  of  the  votes  as  returned. 

Smtzler  vs.  Anderson  {majority  report), 40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  378 

Have  no  right  to  investigate  qnestions  of  fraud. 

Under  the  law  of  Missouri  requiring  the  secretary  of  state  "to  cast  up  the  votes*' 
returned  to  him  and  certify  to  the  election  of  the  person  receiving  the  highest 
numl)er  of  votes,  he  was  a  purely  ministerial  officer,  and  had  no  ri^t  to  investi- 
gate questions  of  fraud  and  reject  the  vote  of  a  county. 

Switzler  vs.  Dyer  {majority  report) ,  41»t  Cong 2  Bart.,  778 

Have  no  right  to  reject  returns  for  firand. 

The  committee  unanimously  held  that  the  governor  of  Tennessee  had  no  right  to 
reject  the  votes  of  counties  or  parts  of  counties.  It  was  his  business  to  add  up  the 
returns  as  received  bv  him  ana  leave  the  correction  of  frauds  to  the  House. 

Sheafe  vs.  Tillmnn,  41st  Cong 2  Bart.,  910 

The  committee  unanimously  held  that  the  secretary  of  state  of  Missouri  had  no  right 
to  reject  the  votes  of  a  county.  ' '  His  sole  duty  was  toadd  together  the  votes  returned 
to  him  as  cast  for  each  candidate  in  the  several  counties,  and  to  give  the  certificate  to 
the  j)erson  to  whom,  upon  such  addition,  it  appeared  that  a  majority  of  votes  had 
been  given." 

ShieldsYs,  Van  Horn,  41st  Cong 2  Bart.,  923 

County  canvassers  generally  ministerial. 

The  duties  of  the  county  canvassers  in  Minnesota  (and  in  most  other  States)  are 
purely  ministerial. 

Donelly  vs.  Wa>shbum  {minority  report)^  4^th  Cong 1  Ells. ,  612 

Have  no  power  to  count  ballots  for  a  candidate  imperfectly  designated. 

"  Under  the  laws  of  Ohio  the  State  boani  are  merely  ministerial  oflScers,  invested  with 
no  power  to  meet  the  parties  and  hear  evident^,  and  had  they  attempted  to  do  it, 
it  would  have  been  a  clear  violation  of  duty.*'  The  State  board  had  no  right  to 
assume  that  votes  for  "John  H.  Wallace,"  "Major  Wallace,"  "W.  W.  Wallace," 
etc.,  "and  returneii  as  if  for  different  persons,  were  in  fact  intended  for  Jonathan 
H.  Wallace.  The  State  board  had  no  legal  authority  whatever  to  hear  evidence 
and  determine  that  issue  of  fact.  If  they  had,  thev  should  not  have  stopped  there, 
but  proceedetl  to  hear  other  controvertecl  issues  of  fact." 

Wallace  vs.  McKinley  {minority  rejwrt)  4^th  Cong Mobley,  191 

H.  Doc.  510 49 
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Have  no  right  to  decide  population.    * 

Where  it  was  provided  that  in  all  towns  of  over  2,000  inhabitants  a  transferred  voter 
must  have  his  transfer  reconied  at  least  10  days  prior  to  the  election,  but  in  all 
other  cases  might  vote  without  such  r^istry,  held  that  the  election  judges  had  no 
right  to  decide  that  a  town  waa  within  the  exception  in  the  absence  of  any  legal 
determination  of  its  population. 

Bowen  vs.  Buchanan^  51st  Comj Rowell,  197 

MISTAKE  ^  (see  also  Irregrularities  and  Evidence). 

In  viva  vooe  election,  mistake  in  recording  votes  corrected. 

Votes  set  down  by  the  sheriff,  by  mistake,  as  cast  for  petitioner  when,  in  fact,  cast  for 
sitting  member  w^ere  counted  by  the  committee  as  cast. 

Porterfidd  y8.  McCoy,  14th  Cong ,..C.  and  H.,  267 

Mistake  in  retnms  corrected  by  the  House. 

Where  the  deputy  clerk  of  a  county,  in  making  out  a  transcript  of  returns  to  be  eent 
to  the  secretary  of  state,  spelled  the  name  Root  as  Rottj  and  the  votes  lost  thereby 
were  sufficient  to  give  the  seat  to  petitioner,  the  House,  on  proof  of  the  mistake, 
corrected  it  and  gave  him  the  seat. 

Root  vs.  Adams,  14th  Cong C.  and  f  I. ,  271 

Where,  by  mistake  of  the  returning  officer,  the  names  of  certain  candidates  for 
State  offices  were  inserted  as  having  received  the  votes  for  Congress,  which  were, 
in  fact,  as  shown  by  the  record  in  the  town  clerk's  office,  cast  for  the  candidates 
for  Congress,  the  committee  counted  them  as  cast. 

Mallaryvs.  Merrill,  16th  Omg C.  and  II.,  330 

Where  the  inspectors  of  election  in  two  towns,  by  mistake,  returned  the  number  of 
votes  cast  incorrectly,  and  the  mistakes  and  tnie  vote  were  proved  bv  the  testimony 
of  the  inspectors,  the  committee  counted  the  vote  as  thus  shown  to  have  been  cast. 

Adams  vs.  Wilson,  18th  Cong C.  and  H.,  373 

Where  the  inspectors,  by  mistake,  had  omitted  to  return  any  votes  for  the  petitioner, 
the  committee,  on  proof  of  the  number  a(;tually  cast  for  him,  counted  them  as  cast. 

Wright  vs,  Fisher,  21«t  Cong C.  and  H.,  518 

ICay  be  corrected  by  the  House,  bnt  not  by  the  canvassers. 

The  committee  sustained  the  motion  of  the  State  board  of  canvassers  in  refusing  to 
receive  amended  county  returns  correcting  mistakes  in  the  first  returns,  but  held 
that  this  action  was  not  binding  on  the  Iiouse,  whose  duty  it  was  to  go  behind  all 
returns. 

Christnan  vs.  Anderson,  SGth  Cong 1  Bart. ,  332 

Connty  canvassing  boards  (in  Kentucky)  may  reconvene  to  correct  mistakes. 

The  minority  held  that  county  canvassing  boards  in  Kentucky  had  a  right  to  recon- 
vene after  they  had  made  out  their  returns  and  adjourned  and  to  make  supplemen- 
tary returns,  correcting  mistakes  in  the  first  returns,  provided  these  supplementary 
returns  were  forward^  before  the  meeting  of  the  State  canvassers. 

Chris7nan  vs.  Anda'son  (minority  report),  36th  Cong 1  Bart.,  ,3c 6 

Board  may  reconvene  and  correct  mistakes. 

Where  a  county  court  in  West  Virginia  at  its  next  regular  session  after  the  special 
session  at  which  it  had  canvassed  the  vote  of  the  countv  made  a  supplementary 
return  to  correct  a  clerical  error  in  the  first  return,  and.  the  governor  refused  to 
count  the  second  return  on  the  j^round  that  the  county  court  after  the  adjournment 
of  the  special  session  at  which  it  was  required  to  canvass  the  returns  was  functus 
opicio,  and  had  no  power  to  reconvene  for  any  purpose  connected  with  the  election, 
the  committee  held  that  the  returns  should  liave  been  counted.     *  There  is  inherent 

*  Clerical  errors,  omitted  returns,  and  the  like  were  also  corrected  as  a  matter  of 
course  in  many  cases  not  here  indexed. 
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in  every  body  chai*ged  with  the  ascertainment  of  the  popular  will,  whether  its  func- 
tions be  judicial  or  ministerial,  the  power  to  .correct  an  error  when  disc'overed,  and 
to  make  its  conclusions  conform  to  the  facts."  The  minorit^^  held  that  the  gov- 
ernor was  right  in  his  ruling,  but  counted  the  vote  as  shown  in  the  second  return, 
u{)on  evidence  that  it  correctly  represented  the  vote. 

Smith  vs.  Jackson,  Slst  Cong Rowell,  16 

Where  a  county  returning  board  in  making  out  their  abstract  accidentally  omitted 
one  precinct,  but  before  forwarding  their  return  discovered  and  corrected  their 
mistake,  held,  that  this  was  just  what  ought  to  have  been  done,  and  if  this  precinct 
return  had  not  been  included  it  would  have  been-  the  duty  of  the  committee  to 
include  it  in  the  total  vote.  The  vote  of  a  county  can  not  be  thrown  out  for  such 
an  informality. 

Bowen  vs.  Buclianan,  51st  Cong , Rowell,  196 

Corrected,  when  proved  by  testiiiioiiy  of  enstodian  of  retuniB. 

Where  the  clerk  of  a  county  testified  that  on  a  careful  examination  of  the  poll  books 
in  his  possession  he  found  that  contestant  had  received  318  votes,  instea<l  of  309 
as  certified  to  the  secretary  of  state,  the  committee  added  9  vot€«  to  the  vote  of 
contestant. 

Burch  vs.  Ian  //orw,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  205-211 

Must  be  clearly  shown  to  have  been  made. 

Where  a  certified  copy  of  one  tally  sheet  appeared  to  show  that  one  set  of  three  marks 
had  been  counted  as  five,  but  the  other  tally  sheet  was  not  pnKluced,  the  ballots 
were  not  examin(?d,  and  none  of  the  inspectors  and  only  one  clerk  was  called  as  a 
witness,  the  testimony  was  held  to  be  insuflicient  to  establish  the  fact  of  a  mistake. 

Gooding  vs.  Wilson,  4'^d  Cong Smith,  81 

Where  it  was  alleged  that  a  figure  1  in  the  second  column  from  the  right,  with  no  0 
after  it,  and  which  had  been  footed  up  as  10,  ought  to  have  been  counted  as  1,  but 
there  was  no  evidence  that  the  true  figure  was  not  10,  the  committee  held  that  if 
the  error  had  been  committed  it  ought  to  be  better  proved. 

FrostYB,  Metcalfe,  4^th  Cong 1  Ells.,  291 

Mistake  in  footing  np  retnms  corrected.  ^ 

Where  the  county  managers,  in  footing  up  their  consolidated  return,  had  made  an 
error  to  the  disadvantage  of  contestant,  evidently  by  mistake  in  omitting  to  include 
the  vote  given  for  him  in  one  precinct,  the  committee  unanimously  agreed  to 
correct  the  mistake. 

Sloan  vs.  RauU,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  147,  168 

Mistake  in  summing  np  retnms  corrected  by  precinct  retnms. 

Where  it  was  alleged  that  an  error  had  Ixien  made  in  summing  up  the  precinct 
returns  of  a  county,  and  certified  copies  of  the  precinct  returns  were  in  evidence, 
showing  in  the  a^regate  a  larger  numl)er  of  votes  for  contestant  than  was  shown 
in  the  total  certified  to  the  governor,  and  the  precinct  ele<;tion  oflScers  testified  to 
the  correctness  of  the  copies  of  the  precnnct  returns  in  evidence,  and  there  was 
other  evidence  to  the  same  effect,  the  committee  held  that  the  vote  should  l)e 
counted  according  to  the  precinct  returns.  The  minoritv  held  that  the  evidence  was 
insufficient  to  show  the  mcorrectness  of  the  totals  certified  U)  the  governor,  because 
the  correctness  of  the  certified  coi)ies  of  the  precinct  returns  in  evidence  was  only 

C roved  by  the  memory  of  the  election  officers,  some  months  after  the  election; 
ecaiise  copies  of  only  one  of  each  of  the  duplicate  precinct  returns  were  in  evidence, 
and  because  the  vote  in  one  of  the  returns  was  written  in  figures,  and  might  easily 
have  been  tampered  with.     The  House  sustained  the  majority. 

Mudd  vs.  Compton,  Slst  Cong Rowell,  149,  165 

Precinct  omitted  by  mistake  counted. 

Where  the  county  records  had  been  burned  and  by  mistake  the  vote  of  one  precinct 
had  not  been  counted,  the  committee  counted  it  on  proof  of  the  vote. 

BeUys.  Snyder,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  255 
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Clerical  error  corrected. 

Votes  returned  for  *' Benjamin  B,  Enloe"  and  **P.  H.  Thresher"  were  counted  for 
Benjamin  A.  Enloe  and  P.  H.  Thrasher,  it  appearing  that  the  mistake  in  the  names 
was  a  clerical  error  on  the  part  of  the  retummg  officers. 

Thraslier  vs.  Enloe,  5Sd  Cong Report  842,  pp.  1,  2 
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(Under  this  title  are  included  the  methods  of  procedure  tentatively  adopted  in  the 
earl  V  cases,  and  also  the  methods  adopted  in  exceptional  cases  after  the  ordinary 
moae  of  procedure  had  become  settled.  The  citations  are  arranged  in  chronological 
order  with  no  attempt  at  classification.) 

In  the  first  case  in  the  First  Congress  the  testimony  was  taken  in  the  first  instance  by 
the  committee  at  the  seat  of  government,  the  House  to  determine  afterwards  if 
more  was  necessary. 

Ramsay  vs.  Smith,  Ut  Cong C.  and  H.,  23 

Evidence  taken  in  first  instance  by  Committee  on  Elections.  It  afterwar&s  appearing 
that  certain  testimony  could  not  be  conveniently  taken  at  the  seat  of  government, 
the  committee  asked  instructions  of  the  House.  After  debate,  the  matter  was  laid 
on  the  table. 

New  Jersey  Members,  1st  Omg C.  and  H.,  38 

Counsel  heard  by  the  House. 

Neiv  Jersey  Afemlters,  1st  Cong C.  and  H. ,  38 

Jackson  vs.  Wayne,  2d  Cong C.  and  H.,  47 

Moore  vs.  Lewis,  8th  Cong C.  and  H.,  129 

Appointment  of  a  committee,  31st  October,  1791,  consisting  of  Mr.  Ames,  Mr.  Dray- 
ton, Mr.  Brown,  Mr.  Fitzsimmons,  and  Mr.  Tucker,  to  report  a  uniform  mode  of 
procedure 0.  and  II.,  44 

(The  act  was  passed  January  23,  1798. ) 

Testimony  taken  by  deposition  under  special  resolution  of  the  House,  and  trial  in 
Committee  of  the  Whole.    Counsel  heard. 

Jackson  vs.  Wayne,  2d  Cong C.  and  H.,  47 

Testimony  taken  by  commissioners,  under  special  resolution  of  the  Committee  on 
Elections,  and  transmitted  to  committee,  which  reported  a  state  of  facts  and  con- 
clusions. Trial  in  Committee  of  the  Whole  and  in  House,  on  basis  of  report,  state- 
ment of  sitting  member,  and  testimony. 

Latimer  vs.  Patton,  3d  Coyig C.  and  H. ,  69 

A  case  was  originated  apparently  by  an  ex  officio  investigation  by  the  committer*. 
Bard,  4th  Cong C.  and  H.,  116 

Mode  of  procedure  prescribed,  as  in  case  of  Latimer  vs.  Patton,  with  the  addition  that 
parties  should  give  each  other  ten  days'  notice  of  the  names  of  illegal  voters 
alleged  Ijefore  taking  evidence  in  regard  to  them,  and  that  the  testimony  of  the 
petitioner  should  l)e  confined  to  the  facts  stated  in  the  sjiecification  handed  to  the 
committee. 

Rutherford  vs.  Morgan,  5th  Cong C.  and  H.,  118 

A  case  was  originated  in  the  House,  on  the  motion  of  a  member,  without  any  }>eti- 
tion. 

VanNess,  7th  Cong C.  and  H.,  122 

Where  there  was  such  an  exhibition  of  feeling  between  the  parties  as  to  induce  the 
committee  to  reconsider  their  decision  to  hear  oral  arguments,  the  parties  were 
required  to  file  their  arguments  in  writing. 

Arnold  vs.  Xm,  21sl  Cong C.  and  H.,  607 


MODE    OF    PROCEDURE.  773 

The  House  onlered  that  the  written  testimony  of  both  parties  be  printed,  with  Piich 
portions  of  the  printed  documents  as  should  be  **adjudged  by  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciari/  to  be  m  any  wise  applicable  to  the  case."  The  Committee  on  the  Judi- 
ciary reported  that  tlie  documents  were  all  irrelevant,  and  they  were  not  printed. 

Arnold  vs.  Leaj  3Ui  Cong C.  and  H.,  607 

Where  testimony  had  been  taken  upon  an  assumption  that  did  not  satisfy  the  com- 
mittee, it  instructed  the  parties  to  procure  other  testimony,  fixing  a  reasonable  date 
on  which  it  should  be  closed,  and  allowing  time  for  transmission  through  the  mails 
after  that  date. 

Draper  vs.  JohnstoHj  ^:ed  Cong C.  and  H.,  708 

On  the  first  day  of  the  session,  while  the  Clerk  was  calling  the  roll,  objection  was 
made  to  the  qualification  of  one  of  the  members  claiming  a  Heat,  on  the  ground  of 
insufficiency  of  his  certificate.  After  some  discussion  the  matter  was  waived  until 
after  the  election  of  the  Speaker,  by  the  voluntary  withdrawal  of  the  claimants. 

Iielcher  vs.  Moore^  2Sd  Cong C.  and  H.,  721 

Where  the  House  had  adjudged  that  neither  of  the  claimants  had  a  prima  facie  right 
to  the  seat,  the  case  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Elections,  when  appointed, 
and  they  were  instructed  to  receive  as  evidence  all  the  depositions  wnich  had 
been  or  should  be  taken  on  due  notice. 

Ijeicher  vs.  Moore,  i^Sd  Cong C.  and  II. ,  747 

Where  a  case  had  been  referred  to  the  committee  by  the  House,  with  instnictiona  to 
receive  as  evidence  all  depositions  which  had  been  or  might  be  taken  on  due 
notice,  the  committee  received  the  depositions  already  somewhat  informally  taken, 
all  objections  being  waived  by  the  parties,  and  fixed  a  time  within  wtiich  further 
testimony  might  l)e  taken.  Time  was  given  after  the  date  fixed  to  allow  for  trans- 
mission  in  the  mails,  and  on  the  receipt  of  the  testimony  parties  were  permitted 
to  take  it  from  the  committee  room  to  prepare  al)stracts  ana  arguments. 

I^tcher  vs.  ^foorey  23d  Cong C.  and  H.,  748,  749 

After  the  committee  had  established  certain  principles  in  regard  to  illegal  votes,  a 
sub(X)mmittee  of  two  was  appointo(l,  with  instructions  to  decide  votes  when  they 
could  agree,  but  when  they  could  not  a^^ree,  or  the  vote  depended  on  a  new  i)rin- 
ciple,  to  leave  it  undecided.     The  committee  then  considered  the  undecided  votes. 

Letcher  vs.  Moore,  2Sd  Cong C.  and  H.,  825 

Where,  through  inadvertence,  the  sitting  meml)er  had  not  been  given  full  notice  of 
the  taking  of  testimony,  and  had  been  unable  to  attend,  the  committee  pa<)sed  a 
resolution  granting  fortv  days'  additional  time  for  taking  testimony.  Before  the 
expiration  of  this  time  tlie  House  passed  a  resolution  calling  on  the  committee  to 
report  what  action  had  been  taken.  The  committee  reported  its  action,  with  a 
statement  that  such  ac^tion  was  in  accordance  with  many  precedents,  and  was  in 
the  interest  of  fairness. 

Archer  vs.  AUen  (1st  report),  S4th  Cong Report  No.  8,  1st  sess.  34th  Cong., 

and  1  Bart.,  170. 

Where  the  contestant  alleged  a  state  of  violence  and  intimidation  and  anned  inva- 
sion, which,  because  of  their  public  importance,  demanded  investigation,  but  which 
rendered  it  impossible  to  take  testimony  in  the  ordinary  way,  the  committee 
recommended  that  the  investigation  be  made  in  Washington  by  the  committee. 
But  the  House  sent  a  special  committee  to  Kansas. 

Reederva.  Whitfield  (Utcme),  S4th  Cong 1  Bart.,  185,  202 

Where  the  contestant  claimed  that  such  a  state  of  violence  and  intimidation  existed 
as  to  render  it  impracticable  to  take  testimony  under  the  law  of  1851,  and  i)eti- 
tionefl  for  a  sjHicial  investigation,  the  House  refused  to  grant  the  petition. 

Brooks  vs.  Dmin,  35lh  Cong 1  Bart.,  245 

Where  the  election  to  fill  a  vacancy  was  held  so  near  the  close  of  the  term  that  to 
have  proceede<l  'n  the  ordinary  way  would  have  carried  the  preliminary  proceed- 
ings of  the  contest  to  the  expiration  of  the  Congress,  and  contestant  presented  his 
notice  of  contest  in  a  protest  to  the  House,  accompanied  by  a  small  amount  of 
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record  evidence,  which  was  all  that  he  relied  on,  the  committee  said  that  mach 
might  be  said  in  justification  of  his  course,  but  as  in  the  view  the  committee  took 
of  the  election  a  consideration  of  the  evidence  was  unnecessary,  they  did  not  decide 
the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice. 
The  mmority  held  that  the  notice  was  *4e^ly  and  substantially  sufficient.'' 

-Hwn^  vs.  Menard,  40th  Cong 2  Bart,  481,  495 

Where  the  committee  on  elections  was  instructed  to  investigate  certain  chai^ros 
against  the  validity  of  the  election  of  one  of  the  members  of  the  House  said  to  oe 
inade  in  testimony  taken  by  a  Senate  committee,  but  the  matter  only  came  before 
the  committee  seven  days  before  the  expiration  of  the  Congress,  they  asked  to  be 
discharged  from  further  consideration  of  the  subject. 

Sypher,  42d  Cong Smitli,  107 

Where  there  was  a  question  as  to  the  legal  time  for  holding  the  election,  and  the 
candidate  elected  in  October  had  the  certificate  of  election  and  the  one  elected  in 
November  presented  an  abstract  of  the  vote  cast,  neither  party  was  sworn  in,  but 
the  papers  were  referred  to  the  committee  on  elections  with  instructions  to  report 
as  to  either  the  prima  facie  or  final  right,  as  it  should  deem  proper. 

PaHerfton  vp.  Belford,  45th  Cong 1  Ells.,  52 

Where  notice  of  contest  and  answer  were  duly  served  but  no  testimony  was  taken, 
the  committee,  on  showing  of  contestant,  adopted  a  resolution  recommending  the 
granting  of  further  time  in  which  to  serve  new  notice  of  contest  and  answer;  but 
this  resolution,  through  inadvertence,  not  being  reported  to  the  House  in  time  to 
be  of  any  service,  the  committee  rescinded  its  former  action  and  recommended  that 
the  contest  be  dismissed. 

McCabe\9.  Orth,  46th  Cong 1  P:il8.,  320 

Where  the  time  in  which  to  take  testimony  in  a  cont<?st  for  the  seat  of  a  member 
returned  as  elected  to  fill  a  vacancy  extended  beyond  the  expiration  of  the  Congress, 
the  committee  recoTnmende<l  that  a  sixjcial  committee  be  sent  to  investigate  tiie 
case  more  HptHjdily. 

Jonesvs.  Shelley,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  681 

The  ordinary  method  of  trying  cont«<ted  elections  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  Congress  will  not  be  departed  from  without  good  cause. 

Janes  vs.  SheW^j  ( minority  rejwrt),  47th  Cong 2  Ells. ,  686 

Where  the  contostet^  conceded  that  contestant  was  elected  on  the  fac^  of  the  returns 
and  announced  his  intention  not  to  claim  the  seat  upon  the  (certificate  alone,  but 
the  certificate  was  i)resented  to  the  House  by  a  member  and  a  resolution  proj)Osed 
requiring  contesttn*  to  qualify  as  a  meml)er,  the  House  passed  a  resolution  referring 
all  the  pajH^rs  to  the  Committee  on  Elections  with  instructions  to  report  imme- 
diately which  i>arty,  on  these  pai>ers,  had  a  prima  facie  right  to  the  seat.  The  com- 
mittee rei:M)rted  that  the  papers  referred  showed  that  contestant  had  a  large  majority 
on  the  face  of  the  returns.  The  committee,  having  in  this  case  been  authorized 
l)oth  ])y  the  House  and  the  action  of  contestee  to  go  behind  the  certificate,  could 
not  agree  that  contestee  should  be  seateil  upon  hia  prima  facie  title.  Contestant, 
having  no  such  credentials  as  the  law  contemplates,  ought  also  not  to  be  seated 
pending  the  contest. 

Chalmers  vs.  Manning,  4Sih  Cong Mobley,  S-10 

Where  testimony^  taken  by  contestant  out  of  time,  objected  to  by  contestee  and  not 
cross-examinea,  disclosed  bril)ery  and  other  frauds  which  demanded  investigation, 
the  contestee  was  given  leave  to  subpoena  and  cross-examine  the  witnesses  whose 
testimony  had  Ikk^i  taken  and  to  take  testimony  of  his  own. 

Page  vs.  Pirce,  49th  Cong Mobley,  475 

Where  a  contest  was  pending  against  the  seat  of  the  Speaker  of  the  House,  he 
requested  to  l)e  relieved  of  the  duty  of  appointing  the  Committee  on  Elections.  It 
was  proj)ostHl  that  a  select  committee  r)e  aiipointed,  to  which  the  case  of  the 
Speaker  should  Ik^  referred;  but  the  former  plan  was  adopted,  and  the  Committee 
on  Elections  was  elected  by  the  House. 

Thoebe'vs,  Carlisle,  60th  Cong Journal  50th  Cong.,  Istsess.,  pp.  44,  49 
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Where  a  contestant  was  assassinated  while  in  process  of  taking  testimony,  and  it  was 
alleged  in  the  newspajpera  and  elsewhere  that  the  assassination  was  the  outgrowth 
of  the  contest,  or  was  m  some  way  a  "political  assassination/'  the  House  passed  a 
resolution  directing  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Elections  to  appoint  a  8u1> 
committee  of  five  members  to  proceed  to  Arkansas  if  necessary  and  take  testimony 
'•in  regard  to  the  methods  of  said  election,  to  the  contest,  and  all  events  relating 
thereto  or  arising  therefrom  after  said  election,  and  as  to  whether  the  contestant 
or  the  contestee,  or  either  of  them,  was  lawfully  elected/'  Acting  under  this  reso- 
lution the  subcommittee  took  testimony  in  regard  to  the  killing  of  the  contestant 
and  various  other  murders  and  disturbances  alleged  to  have  been  connected  with 
the  election  or  contest,  as  well  as  in  regard  to  the  result  of  the  election,  and  the 
rpports  embraced  a  discussion  of  all  these  matters.  It  appearing  from  the  testi- 
mony that  contestant  had  received  a  majority  of  the  votes,  the  committee  recom- 
mencled  that  on  account  of  his  death  the  seat  be  declared  vacant.  The  House 
concurred. 

Clayton  vs.  Breckinridge ^  Slut  Cong Rowell,  679-781 

Where  certificates  in  due  form  had  been  presented  by  two  candidates,  and  the  clerk 
of  the  House,  before  the  second  certificate  was  received,  had  placed  on  the  roll  the 
name  of  the  candidate  declared  elected  in  the  certificate  first  issued  and  filed, 
tiie  clerk  refused  to  strike  the  name  from  the  roll,  "having  already  exercised 
the  authority  given  to  him  by  law,''  and  submitted  the  matter  to  the  House  at  the 
opening  of  the  session.  When  the  name  of  the  certified  member  on  the  roll  was 
leached,  he  was  requested  to  stand  aside.  Motions  were  made  and  rejected  to  seat 
each  claimant.  The  matter  was  finally  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Elections, 
which  reported  in  favor  of  seating  the  claimant  first  certified,  the  other  claimant 
to  have  tne  right  to  contest  under  the  general  law,  except  that  the  time  should 
begin  with  the  date  of  the  adoption  of  the  resolution.    The  House  concurred. 

Belknap  vs.  Richardson,  prima  fade  case,  6Sd  Cong. 

Where  a  contest  growing  out  of  a  special  election  was  necessarily  b^un  too  late  to  be 
completed  in  tlie  ordmary  process  of  filing  briefs,  etc.,  under  the  law  before  the 
date  of  final  adjournment  of  Congress,  the  clerk  of  the  House  addressed  a  letter  to 
the  Speaker  calling  attention  to  tnis  fact.  The  case  was  then  referred  to  the  com- 
mittee at  once,  and  the  next  day  a  resolution  was  passed  instructing  the  committee 
to  go  on  with  the  case. 

Benoit  vs.  Boatner  {Sd  case),  S4th  Cong. 

A  member-elect,  accuseil  of  polygamy,  was  requested  to  step  aside  at  the  organization 
of  the  House  on  the  protest  of  a  member,  and  a  special  committee  was  appointed 

.  to  consider  both  the  prima  facie  and  final  right  to  the  seat.  The  committee  reix)rted 
in  favor  of  excluding  him  by  resolution,  and  the  House  concurred. 

Roberts,  56th  Cong Report  85 

NATUBALIZATION. 

Papers  illegally  issued;  votes  deducted. 
The  votes  of  persons  voting  on  illegally  issued  naturalization  papers  were  deducted. 
Van  Wyckvs.  Greene,  4J8t  Cong 2  Bart.,  631-660 

A  certificate  of  naturalization  improperly  issued  is  void. 

Cannon  vs.  CampbeU  {Mr,  Thompson),  47th  Cong 2  Ells. ,  618 

Can  not  be  attacked  in  collateral  proceeding. 

Where  the  testimony  showed  that  a  voter  had  procured  his  naturalization  papers  by 
fraud  the  committee  refused  to  reject  his  vote,  on  the  ground  that  naturalization 
papers  issued  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  "can  not  be  attacked  in  a  col- 
lateral proceeding."  The  minority  held  that  the  vote  should  be  rejected.  (See 
McCrary,  2d  ed.,  sec.  21.) 

Wiggington  vs.  Pacheco,  45th  Cong 1  Ells.,  16, 47 

A  certificate  of  naturalization  duly  issuetl  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  can 
not  be  attacked  in  a  collateral  pro(?eeding. 

Cannon  vs.  Campbell  ( Mr.  Calkins),  47th  Cong 2  Ells. ,  610 
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Must  be  granted  by  judge,  but  witnesses  may  be  examined  by  clerk. 

The  judicial  function  of  deciding  whether  an  alien  has  proved  his  claim  to  be 
admitted  to  citizenship  belongs  to  the  judge  only;  but  the  execution  of  the  certifi- 
cate, swearing  of  witnesses,  and  the  like  are  ministerial  functions,  which  may 
properly  be  exercised  by  the  clerk  of  the  court.  Witnesses  may  be  examined  by 
the  clerk,  if  in  the  presence  of  the  judge. 

CampbeU  vs.  Moretjj  4Sih  Cong Mobley,  229 

Mnst  be  established  by  the  record. 

Naturalization,  being  a  solemn  judicial  proceeding  of  a  court  of  record,  must  be  estab- 
lished by  the  record,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  record  parol  testimony  is  inadmis- 
sible. 

Lowry  vs.  White,  50th  Contj Mobley,  625 

Informality  in  record  immaterial. 

A  citizen  duly  naturalized  before  a  competent  court  can  not  be  deprived  of  citizen- 
ship because  of  informality  in  the  record. 

Cannon  vs.  Campbell  {Mr.  Calkins) y  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  610 

May  be  proved  by  parol  testimony. 

Where  the  officers  of  the  court  were  derelict  in  their  duty  and  failed  to  enter  of  record 
the  naturalization  of  a  perwn,  the  fact  of  naturalization  may  be  established  by 
parol  testimony. 

Lowry  vs.  White  {minority  report) ,  50th  Cmuj Mobley,  641 

Failure  to  record  immaterial. 

When  an  applicant  for  naturalization  does  all  that  is  requinid  of  him  by  law  and  has 
obtained  his  certificate  of  naturalization  in  due  form,  he  is  from  that  time  vested 
with  citizenship  without  regard  to  any  further  act  to  be  performed  by  the  officers 
of  the  court. 

Lowry  vs.  White  {minority  report) ,  50th  Cong Mobley,  641 

Issue  of  certificate  makes  a  record. 

'  *  The  making  out  of  a  certificate  of  naturalization,  reciting  all  the  req\iisite  facts,  under 
the  seal  of  the  court,  is  an  entry  of  record  of  the  proceetlings,  even  thoujrh  that 
certificate  is  carried  away  from  the  court  instead  of  being  left  with  the  clerk." 

Lowry  vs.  White  {minority  report),  50th  Cong Mobley,  641 

May  be  conferred  by  oonnty  conrt  in  a  Territory. 

Under  the  act  of  April  14, 1802,  providing  that  naturalization  might  be  conferred  by  the 
"supreme,  superior,  (listrict,  or  circuit  court  of  some  one  of  the  States,  or  of  the 
Territorial  jurisdictions  of  the  United  States,  or  a  circuit  or  district  court  of  the 
United  States,"  and  the  later  section  of  the  same  act  declaring  "  that  every  court 
of  record,  in  any  individual  State,  having  common-law  jurisdiction,  and  a  seal,  and 
clerk  or  prothonotary,  shall  he  considered  as  a  district  court  within  the  meaning  of 
this  act,"  held,  that  a  county  court  of  Michigan  Territory  coming  within  the  above 
description,  except  in  l>eing  in^  Territory  insteatl  ot  a  State,  was  empowered  to 
grant  naturalization.  The  latter  section  above  quoted  was  held  to  be  merely 
declaratory  of  what  should  be  understood  by  the  term  "district  court." 

Biddleva.  Richard,  JSth  Cong C.  and  H.,  408,  409 

Conferred  by  county  conrt. 
The  county  courts  in  Iowa  have  jurisdiction  to  grant  naturalization  papers. 

Frederick  vs.  WiLson,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  405 

In  Florida  certificates  mnst  be  presented  to  election  officers. 

Where  the  law  requires  foreign-born  persons  to  present  their  naturalization  certificate 
or  declaration  of  intention  before  being  allowed  to  vote,  held,  that  votes  received 
without  the  production  of  such  evidence  should  l)e  rejected. 

Bis^bee  vs.  Finley,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  175 

Contrary  authorities  quoted  in  minority  report lb.,  238 
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NOTARY. 

See  Evidence,  Itefore  utouij  officer^  and  Wai\'er. 

NOTICE   OF  CONTEST 

Service  of. 

Allegations  mnBt  be  made  within  the  time  required  by  State  law,  if  that  law  be 
followed. 

Where  the  testimony  was  taken  bv  both  parties  under  the  law  of  Virginia  (there 
being  no  law  of  Congress  in  force),  and  the  allegation  that  the  officers  in  one  pre- 
cinct were  not  sworn  was  not  made  within  the  time  required  by  the  Virginie  law, 
the  committee  refused  to  consider  it.  The  minority  held  that  reasonable  notice 
having  been  given,  the  testimony  should  be  considered. 

BoUs  vs.  JoneSf  .2Sih  Coiig 1  Bart.,  77,  and  report  520^  Id  sem.  28lh  Cong, 

Time  in  which  service  may  be  made. 

The  law  of  Ohio  provided  that  the  result  should  tx?  determined  *' within  ten  days 
after  the  1st  day  of  December;"  but  there  was  no  provision  for  proclamation  or 
othernotice  to  anyone  on  which  day  within  this  limit  the  detennination  was  made. 
The  committee  held  that  the  thirty  days  within  which  notice  of  contest  must  be 
served  commenced  to  run  on  December  10,  unless  knowledge  was  brought  home 
to  the  contestant  of  a  determination  on  an  earlier  dav. 

FolleU  vs.  Delano,  39th  Cong 2  Bart. ,  1 16 

If  not  served  within  the  time,  testimony  taken  under  inadmissible. 

Where  a  second  notice  of  contest  was  served,  if  at  all,  after  the  legal  time  had  expired, 
and  there  was  no  evidence  except  the  certificate  of  a  deputy  sheriff  that  it  had 
been  served  at  all,  the  committee  excluded  this  notice  and  the  testimony  offered 
under  it. 

Boyd  vs.  Keho,  39th  Chng 2  Bart.,  122 

Two  may  be  served,  if  both  within  ^he  time. 

**  More  than  one  notice  may  be  served  under  the  act  of  1851,  i)rovided  they  shall  \)e 
served  within  the  time  re(iuired  by  that  act,  and  they  mav  l)e  treated  as  one  notice, 
or  as  supplemental  notices,  or  the  contestant  may,  with  notice  to  the  oi)j)()site 
party,  withdraw  an  insuflicient  notice  and  serve  a  suthcient  noticre  in  i)lace  tnereof. 
All  the  act  of  1851  contemplates  is  fair  notice  of  the  subject-matter  of  contest  within 
the  time.specified  by  the  act  itself." 

Daily  vs.  Estabrook,  36th  Cong 1  Bart.,  304 

Mnst  be  personally  served  on  contestee. 

Under  the  law  of  1851,  providing  that  contestant  should  ^^give  notice  in  writing,"  the 
committee  held  that  contestee  was  entitled  to  personal  notice,  and  that  service  by 
leaving  it  at  his  house  was  not  sufficient. 

FolleU  vs.  Delano,  39th  Cong 2  Bart.,  115 

Served  by  leaving  at  home  of  contestee. 

The  service  of  notice  of  contest  by  leaving  the  same  at  the  home  of  the  contestee,  he 
Ixiing  absent  from  the  Territory,  within  the  time  prescril)e<l  by  the  statute,  was 
ample  service. 

Manzanares  vs.  Luna,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  61 

Hot  proved  by  ex  parte  af&davit. 

Where  contestee  does  not  by  his  answer  admit  the  service  of  the  notice  of  contest  or 
waive  proof  of  it,  the  fact  of  servi(!e  should  l)e  proved  by  deposition,  and  not  by 
ex  parte  affidavit. 

FoUeU  vs.  Delano,  39th  Cong 2  Bart ,  115 
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Hot  Bnf&cieiitly  proved  by  ex  parte  af&dayit 

Under  the  decisions  in  Follett  vs.  Delano  and  Boyd  vs,  Kelso  it  is  a  valid  objection  to 
testimony  taken  in  behalf  of  contestee  that  there  is  no  proof  of  the  service  of  the 
answer  to  the  notice  of  contest  except  an  ex  parte  affidavit.  But  the  committee 
waived  this  point  as  too  technical. 

CookwB.  Cam,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  251 

Within  thirty  days  after  result  proclaimed. 

The  returns  were  first  canvassed  by  the  secretary  of  state,  in  the  presence  of  the 
acting  governor,  on  Deceml)er  14,  1872,  but  no  proclamation  of  the  result  was  matle 
or  certificate  issued  until  February  18,  1873,  wnen  proclamation  was  made  by  the 
new  governor.  Notice  of  contest  was  servecl  Marcn  13,  1873,  and  the  committee 
held  that  it  was  served  within  the  thirty  days. 

GnrUer  vs.  WiUhire,  4*3d  Cong Smith,  234,  235 

Bight  to  amend  doubtful. 

Where  contestant,  within  the  time,  had  served  an  amended  or  additional  notice  of 
contest,  the  committee  said:  *'The  right  of  the  contestant  to  serve  amended  speci- 
fications in  the  ca.se  is  doubtful  and  is  not  here  passed  upon,  but  the  amende<l 
specifications  are  considered  the  same  as  if  served  with  the  original  notice  of 
contest." 

McDnffie  vs.  Turjyin,  52d  Cong Stofer,  55 

"An  intelligent  and  intelligible  notice  in  writing,  actually  in  the  hands  of  eontostee." 

Notice  of  contest  in  writing  was  sent  contestee  bv  registered  mail  and  reached  him 
in  time.  *'  That  the  notice  was  in  writing  and  tnat  it  reached  the  prowr  party  are 
sufticient  for  this  committee  to  hold  the  contestee  to  the  necessitv  of  his  answer 
and  proofs.  In  all  such  cai^es  the  rules  as  to  si^rvice  may  naturally  be  somewhat 
flexible,  acconling  to  the  circumstances,  provided  that  no  clear  right  l)e  thereby 
denied  or  infringed.  An  intelligent  and  intelligible  notice  in  writing,  actually  in 
the  hands  of  a  contestee  within  the  thirty  days  established  by  statute,  ought  to  be 
sufficient." 

WiUon  VH.  McLdurm,  54th  Cong Report  1566 

SrFFK'IENCV    OF. 

Petition  should  be  speoifle. 

A  i>etit.ion  of  contest  ought  to  state*  the  grounds  of  objection  to  the  sitting  member 
with  such  certainty  as  to  allow  the  merits  of  the  case  to  be  fully  tried. 

1  'arrmmj  4ih  Cong C.  and  H.,  112 

lAnb,  9th  Cong ,  .C.  and  H.,  165 

Should  be  certain  and  include  all  the  charges. 

**A  petition  against  the  elei'tion  of  any  person  returnetl  as  a  member  of  the  House  of 
Representativt^  ought  to  state  the  ground  on  which  the  election  is  contested  with 
such  certainty  as  to  give  reasonable  notice  thereof  to  the  sitting  member  and  to 
enable  the  Houst*  to  judge  whether  the  same  be  verified  by  the  proof,  and,  if  proved, 
whether  it  Ik*  sufficient  to  vacate  the  seat;  and  the  i)etitioner  ought  not  to  be  i)er- 
mitted  to  give  evidence  of  any  fact  not  substantially  alleged  in  his  jH^tition."  A 
case  not  confonning  to  these  retjuirementa  was  dismissed. 

Tjcib,  9th  Cong C.  and  IL,  165 

Should  put  contestee  on  notice  and  prevent  surprise. 

"Much  discussion  has  arisen  as  to  what  is  to  be  understood  by  the  words,  'shall 
si>ecify  particularly  the  grounds  of  contest  on  which  he  relies.'  It  may  l)e  doubted 
whether  any  definition  can  1h»  forniulate<l  which  will  accurately  fix  the  limits  of 
the.se  words  .«o  as  to  determine  by  such  definition  whether  the  ground  of  contest 
is  in  substantial  conformity  to  the  statute  or  not.  It  is  evident  that  it  was  the  pur- 
pose of  the  framers  of  the  law  to  require  the  avt^rnuMits  in  the  notice  of  contest  to 
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be  as  certain  and  definite  as  the  facts  of  the  caae  would  permit.  The  notice  ought 
to  be  suflSciently  specific  as  to  the  time,  place,  and  nature  of  the  charge  to  put  the 
returned  member  on  notice  and  enable  him  to  prepare  his  defense  and  thus  pre- 
vent any  surprise/* 

Abbott  vs.  Frost  (ininority  report),  44th  Cong Smith,  626 

Substantial  compliance  with  the  law  shonld  at  least  be  required. 

Where  a  notice  of  contest  consisted  merely  of  vague  and  general  charges  of  bribery, 
undue  influence,  and  illegal  voting,  the  committee  held  that  it  was  clearly  insuffi- 
cient under  the  statute.  "While  it  is  true  that  this  Etatute  should  receive  a  liberal 
construction,  yet  it  will  not  do  to  permit  parties  to  disregard  its  provisions.  The 
House,  in  sanctioning  ib?  violation  m  cases  heretofore  determined,  has  created 
precedents  that  are  now  frequently  and  pertinently  cite<i  to  justify  similar  infrac- 
tions. This  practice,  if  tolerated,  will  finally  result  in  the  virtual  abrogation  of 
the  statute.  The  only  safe  course  to  pursue  is  to  re(iuire  at  least  a  substantial 
compliance  with  its  provisions."  But  the  contestee,  in  an  agreement  in  regard  to 
taking  testimony,  had  expresslv  waived  his  objections.  "If  these  defects  had  not 
been  waived  we  should  feel  fully  justified,  by  reason  of  the  insufficiency  of  the 
notice,  in  dismissing  this  case  or  excluding  the  evidence  offered  in  sup})ort  of 
the  alleged  grounds  of  contest,  but  in  view  of  this  waiver  we  are  compelled  to 
examine  the  evidence  and  determine  the  merits  of  this  contest. 

'    Duffy  vs.  Mason,  46th  Cong 1  Ells.,  363 

A  general  allegation  applies  to  each  particular  precinct. 

A  notice  of  contest  was.served  in  which  the  following  specification  was  the  only  one 
relied  on:  "That  the  returns  made  by  the  returning  officers,  as  officially  an'nounced, 
are  incorrect,  and  that  the  poll  books  of  the  several  counties  in  this  district  show 
that  I  received  a  majority  of  the  legal  votes  polled  in  the  said  district  for  the  said 
office,  and  am  entitled  to  the  certificate  of  election  therefrom."  Evidence  was 
introduced  to  show  thai  a  recount  at  one  of  the  polls  8howe<l  a  result  different 
from  the  first  count.  The  contestee  objected  to  the  notice  as  insufficient.  The 
conmiittee  held  that  the  notice  was  sufficient  to  authorize  an  investigation  of  the 
correctness  of  the  returns  in  any  of  the  precincts,  as  much  as  if  each  one  had  been 
specifically  mentioned.  The  mmority  held  that  the  notice  was  insufficient,  in  that 
it  contained  no  particular  specification  of  the  grounds  relied  on. 

Archer  vs.  Alleny  34th  Cong 1  Bart.,  170,  174 

Where  notice  too  vague  to  be  good,  contestant  permitted  to  specify  orally. 

An  allegation  that  "a  recount  of  all  the  ballot  l)oxes  in  said  district  at  said  election 
will  show  that  you  were  not  electee!,  and  that  I  was  electe<l,"  was  held  by  the 
committee  to  be  clearly  insufficient,  and  strongly  condemned  by  them.  But  to 
avoid  all  possibility  of  injustice,  the  contestant  was  permitted  to  si)ecify  orally 
the  grounds  relied  on,  and  the  testimony  was  considered. 

Kline  \H.  Verree,  37th  Cong 1  Bart.,  382 

Where  both  notice  and  answer  insufficient,  neither  party  can  object 

Where  the  pleadings  of  both  ccmtestant  and  contestee  were  vague  and  indefinite,  the 
committee  strongly  condemned  them,  but  as  neither  party  was  in  a  condition  to 
except  to  the  pleadings  of  the  other,  the  committee  considered  the  case  as  found  in 
the  record. 

Knox  vs.  Blair,  3Sth  Cong i 1  Bart.,  523 

Where  names  to  be  set  forth. 

The  allegation  that  votes  were  given  by  proxy  is  sufficiently  certain  without  setting 
forth  the  names,  but  an  allegation  that  votes  were  given  by  persons  not  qualified 
to  vote  must  set  forth  the  names. 

Vamum,  4th  Cong C.  and  H.,  113 

Kames  of  voters  attacked  need  not  be  given. 

Where  the  notice  of  contest  alleged  the  reception  of  illegal  votes  atone  poll,  sufficient 
in  number  to  change  the  result  of  the  election,  and  also  specific  irregularities  com- 
mitted at  the  same  poll,  the  majority  of  the  committee  held  that  the  notice 
was  sufidcient  without  giving  the  names  of  the  alleged  illegal  voters.    The  minority 
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held  that  the  names  should  have  been  given,  and  also  that  it  should  have  been 
alleged  more  particularly  by  whom,  and  in  what  manner,  the  irregularities  were 
committed.  On  the  whole  case  the  House  substantially  adopted  the  conclusion  of 
the  minority,  but  the  case  turned  on  other  issues. 

Wri^hlYB,  Fuller,  S^d  Cmg 1  Bart.,  154,  161 

The  committee  held  that  allegations  that  in  specified  precincts  a  specified  number  of 
votes  of  persons  who  had  elected  to  retain  their  Mexican  citizenship  under  the 
treaty  stipulations  had  voted  illegally  for  the  contestee  were  sufiicient  without 
giving  the  names  of  the  voters  objected  to. 

Otero  vs.  GallegoSy  S4ih  Cong 1  Bart,  178 

The  names  of  the  voters  objected  to  need  not  be  set  out  in  the  notice  of  contest;  it 
is  sufficient  to  designate  them  by  the  class  to  which  they  belong,  as  minors,  aliens, 
etc.  This  is  especially  true,  as  imder  the  law  (of  1851)'  each  party  is  required  to 
give  ten  days'  notice  of  the  names  of  the  witnesses  to  be  examined. 

VaUaridigham  vs.  Campbell.,  35th  Cong 1  Bart.,  229 

Hames  of  voters  and  disqiialiflcatioxi  claimed  nmst  be  given. 

Where  the  ground  relied  on  is  the  admission  or  exclusion  of  voters,  the  only  way  in 
which  this  ground  can  be  particularly  specified  is  by  naming  the  voter  and  the 
legal  objection  to  his  admission  or  exclusion. 

VaUandigham  vs.  Campbell  {minority  report),  35th  Cong 1  Bart.,  236 

Facts  in  which  illegality  of  votes  alleged  to  consist  shonld  be  speoifled. 

The  minority  held  that  allegations  that  in  si)ecified  precincts  a  specified  number  of 
illegal  votes  had  been  ca«t  for  contestee  were  insufficient.  It  should  at  least  have 
been  specified  what  the  specific  facta  were  in  which  the  alleged  illegality  consisted. 

Delano  vs.  Morgan  (minority  report),  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  176 

Vagne  and  general  allegations  insufficient. 

Where  votes  were  asked  to  be  rejected  for  bribery,  the  minority  held  that  the  notice 
should  have  specified  the  nhmber  of  votes  charged,  and  when,  where,  and  for 
whom  they  had  voted.  It  was  fatallv  defective  in  merely  charging  "many  votes," 
and  that  they  were  cast  '*  in  the  said  Congressional  distric^t." 

Abbott  vs.  Frost  {minority  report),  44th  Coiui Smith,  626 

Allegation  liberally  construed. 

An  allegation  that  the  votes  cast  for  contestant  in  a  precinct  were  illegal  by  reason  of 
nonregistration  is  broad  enough  to  permit  the  whole  poll  to  be  rejected  if  it  appear 
that  there  was  no  legal  registry. 

lA)we  vs.  Wheeler  ( minority  rei)ort),  47th  Cong 2  Ells. ,  144 

Specific  allegation  of  false  counting  sufficient. 

Wliere  the  notice  of  contest  alleged  that  in  certain  specified  precincta  the  judges  of 
election  fraudulently  counted  for  contestee  votes  cast  for  contestant,  it  was  held  to 
be  sufficiently  specific. 

McDuffie  vs.  Davidson,  50th  Con^ Mobley,  578 

Evidence  under  somewhat  general  allegation  received. 

The  committee  allowed  contestee  certain  votes  proved  to  have  been  illegally  rejected, 
but  not  otherwise  included  in  the  answer  to  the  notice  of  contest  than  by  an  alle- 
gation that  "many  other  votes"  were  thus  lost  in  addition  to  those  specified.  But 
on  tlie  same  principle  thev  also  allowed  contc^stant  a  few  such  votes,  in  regard  to 
which  the  evidence  was  all  taken  during  the  time  for  rebuttal,  considering  the  evi- 
dence as  being  in  rebuttal  of  that  above  allowed  for  contestee.  The  minority  held 
that  these  last  votes  should  not  be  counted,  the  testimony  being  evidence  in  chief 
taken  in  time  for  rebuttal. 
Mudd  vs.  Compton,  old  Cong Rowell,  153,  168 
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Vagne  notioe  disapprovedt  but  case  heard  upon  merits. 

Where  contestant  sought  to  impeach  the  title  of  contestee  by  a  general  allegation  of 
"  fraud  in  the  election,  and  bribery,  intimidation,  and  corruption  of  voters  »  *  * 
in  every  election  district  in  the  Twelfth  Congressional  district  of  Pennsylvania,** 
''the  committee  took  no  formal  action  upon  the  exceptions  filed  to  the  notice  of  con- 
test, nor  pronounced  their  decision  upon  it.  But  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  notice 
of  contest,  in  its  various  charges  upon  which  there  was  any  testimony,  is  too  vague 
and  indefinite,  and  does  not  conform  to  the  act  of  Congress  referred."  The  com- 
mittee, however,  heard  the  whole  c^jse  upon  its  merits. 

Reynolih  vs.  Shvnk,  62d  Cong Stofer,  50 

Liberal  oonBtruction  favored. 

Where  the  answer  to  the  notice  of  contest  was  one  or  two  days  late,  and  some  of  the 
specifications  in  the  notice  of  contest  were  objected  to,  the  committee  said:  **  We 
believe,  however,  that  the  real  question  to  be  determined  is  not  so  umch  whether 
this  or  that  bit  of  evidence  offered  by  contestant  certainly  relates  to  something 
clearly  specufied  in  his  notice  of  contest  as  a  ground  upon  which  he  relies,  por  yet 
whether  the  contestee*s  answer  and  countercharge  were  made  in  due  time,  but 
rather  wiii^^h  of  the  two  claimants,  according  to  the  record,  was  really  elected  and 
is  really  entitled  to  a  seat  in  the  House  of  Representatives.'* 

Moore  vs.  Fumstoriy  63d  Cong Report  1164,  p.  2 

Leave  to  amend  refused,  when  testimony  already  considered  and  fonnd  insufficient. 

Contestant  had  not  included  all  the  precincts  in  his  notice  of  contest  which  he  desired 
to  have  rejected,  and  a  resolution  was  introduced  in  the  House  and  referred  to  the 
committee  giving  him  leave  to  amend  the  notice  so  as  to  cover  them,  but  as  the 
committee  had  considered  all  the  evidence  as  if  the  notice  had  covered  it,  and  had 
still  found  contestant's  case  not  made  out,  they  presented  an  adverse  report  on  the 
resolution. 

Rosenthal  vs.  Crowley ^  54th  Cong Report  197 

Number  of  votes  charged  falsely  counted,  sufficient. 

A  notice  of  contest  charging  that  at  specified  precincts  a  specified  number  of  the 
votes  returned  were  in  fact  not  ca^^t  was  held  to  be  sufficientlv  definite. 

Aldrich  vs.  KobbinSj  54ih  Cong Report  572 

BlNDINC.    FORCE   OF. 

Issues  not  raised  in  the  notice  not  considered. 

Where,  in  conducting  a  recount  of  ballots,  a  precinct  was  accridentally  recounted. 
Which  was  not  mentioned  in  the  notice  of  contest,  and  an  error  of  5  votes  was 
found,  the  committee  unanimously  refused  to  consider  the  recount  of  this  precinct. 

Butler  vs.  Lehman ^  37th  Cong 1  Bart. ,  356 

When  the  issues  are  made,  the  inijuiries  of  the  committee  **  should  be  directed  solely 
to  the  (lettjrinining  of  those  issues,  as  presenteil  by  the  i)arties,  and  to  the  consider- 
ation of  such  testimony  only  as  should  he  found  pertinent  to  sustain  them  as  in 
proceedings  at  law." 

Bxider  vs.  Jjehman  (minority  report y  sustained  by  House) y  37th  Cong 1  Bart.,  358 

Polls  not  excluded  unless  specifically  demanded  in  notice. 

Where  there  were  frauds  and  illegalities  sufficient,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee, 
to  throw  out  the  entire  vote  of  two  precincts,  but  the  contestant  did  not  specifically 
demand  their  rejection  in  the  notice  of  contest,  the  committee  did  not  recommend 
their  rejection. 

T  an  Wyck  vs.  GreenCy  41st  Cong 2  Bart.,  646 
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Parties  should  be  bonnd  by  pleadings. 

A  point  not  raised  in  the  answer  to  the  notice  of  contest,  and  claime<l  for  the  first 
time  on  the  argument,  held  to  have  come  too  late  to  be  considered. 

Finleyya.  Walls,  44th  Cong Smith,  390 

Where  cont^stee  asked  to  have  certain  votes  thrown  out  under  a  charge  not  contained 
in  his  answer,  the  committee  said:  "There  is  no  allegation  in  the  answer  that  can, 
under  any  rule  of  plea<^ling  known  to  your  committee,  be  construed  so  as  to  admit 
such  eviaence.  We  are  disposed  to  extend  the  rule  in  this  case  as  far  as  possible, 
in  order  to  let  in  all  the  evidence,  but  when  there  is  a  total  failure  to  plead,  as  in 
the  case  here,  we  can  not  consider  the  evidence  in  determining  a  fact  which  tends 
to  change  the  vote  of  eitlujr  candidate.  Your  committee  will  say,  however,  that 
the  proof  on  this  point  wholly  fails  to  sustain  such  an  allegation  were  it  averred.** 

Finleyya.  Bisbee,  45th,  Cong 1  Ells.,  101 

NOTICE  OF  ELECTION.     (See  also  Vacancy.) 

When  time  fixed  by  law,  voters  may  take  notice. 

"The  law  is  well  settled  that  where  the  time  and  place  for  holding  an  election  are 
fixed  by  statute  any  voter  has  a  right  to  take  notice  of  the  law,  and  to  deposit  his 
ballot  at  the  time  and  place  appointed,  notwithstanding  the  officer  whose  duty  it 
is  to  give  notice  of  the  election  has  failed  in  that  duty.*' 

Patterson  vs.  Belford^  45th  Cong : 1  Ells.,  54 

Ho  notice  necessary,  when  time  fixed  by  law. 

"  When  the  time  and  places  of  holding  an  election  are  fixed  by  law,  no  notice  by  the 
officials  is  essential." 

Strobach  vs.  Herbert,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  6 

Failure  to  give  notice  of  election  not  fatal. 

Where  the  sheriff,  without  fraud,  failed  to  notify  two  towns  of  a  second  election,  and 
it  did  not  ajmear  that  the  votes  of  these  towns  Could  have  changed  the  result,  the 
election  was  neld  not  to  l)e  invalidated;  and  it  subsequently  appearing  that  the 
votes  of  the  two  towns  might  have  changed  the  result,  but  probably  would  not,  the 
former  decision  was  adhered  to. 

Lyon  vs.  Smith,  4th  Cong C.  and  M.,  101, 110 

NOTICES  TO  TAKE  TESTIMONY. 

See  Evidence,  Notices  to  Take. 

OATHS  of  election  officers. 

See  Officeks  of  Election. 

OFFICE,  disqiuilifying:. 

See  Ql\\i.ification.s  of  Representatives. 
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pRESL'MrnoN  IN  Favor  of  Acrs  of. 

Fraud  not  to  be  presnmed. 

*'  In  the  absence  of  anytningto  rebut  it,  the  presumption  must  be  in  favor  of  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  record  kept  by  the  officers  of  the  election  and  of  their  return. 
'Fraud  is  not  to  l)e  presumetl'  is  a  inaxini  not  only  of  law,  but  of  common  justice. 
The  means  of  knowle<lge,  the  facilities  for  accuracy,  theimpos^sibilityof  inattention, 
and  the  responsibilities  connected  with  the  failure  to  discharge  their  duty  all  unite 
to  secure  a  credence  to  the  acts  of  the  officers  which  can  not  be  justly  accordeil  to 
the  acts  of  others.*' 

LittellxB.  Robfnns,  SUt  Cong 1  Bart.,  140 
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Thtir  deeiiion  upon  qualifloations  of  voter  final,  when  election  by  ballot. 

Where  the  election  is  by  ballot  the  voter  can  not  be  compelled  to  disclose  for  whom 
he  voted,  and  it  would  be  vain  to  inquire  into  his  qualifications  with  a  view  to 
purging  the  polls.  The  decision  of  the  officers  of  election  must  be  taken  as  final, 
and  if  they  exercise  their  authority  improperly  the  remedy  is  in  their  punishment 
under  State  laws. 

Ecuton  vs.  "Scott  {commiUee  overruled  by  House) j  14ih  Cong C.  and  H.,  276 

Their  deciflion  upon  inffieiency  of  affidavit  in  Iowa  final. 

Under  the  Iowa  law  requiring  the  presentation  of  an  affidavit  by  an  unregistered 
voter  the  decision  of  the  election  judges  upon  the  sufficiency  of  that  affidavit  is 
final,  and  the  vote  can  only  be  thrown  out  on  a  contest  by  proof  that  the  voter  was 
not  in  fact  qualified.  "The  judges  of  election  have  no  power  to  pass  upon  the 
legal  and  essential  (qualifications  of  the  elector;  *  *  *  but  as  to  whetner  the 
affidavits  comply  with  the  statute  *  *  *  is  a  matter  addressed  to  their  judg- 
ment, and  when  that  judgment  has  allowed  and  received  the  vote  it  is  final.  The 
proof  has  been  sufficient  to  justify  tlie  reception  of  the  ballot,  and  henceforward 
the  only  question  that  can  be  raised  must  relate  to  the  essential  qualifications  of 
the  voter.  Of  course  it  is  not  necessary  to  add  that  this  proposition  may  be  modi- 
fied by  the  provi^o  that  the  paper  offered  as  an  affidavit  is  intended  as  such  in 
good  faith  and  is  not  palpably  an  evasion  or  subterfuge." 

Campbell  vs.  Weaver,  49th  Cong Mobley,  464 

Where  the  location  of  the  polls  is  in  their  discretion,  their  decision  is  final. 

The  laws  of  Maryland  vested  in  the  judges  of  the  election  the  power  of  locating  the 
polls  "at  such  places  in  the  several  wanis  as  they  shall  in  their  discretion  deem  con- 
vient  for  holding  the  same."  The  minority  (whose  conclusions  were  substantially 
adopted  by  the  House)  held  that  "it  is  not  the  province  of  the  committee  to  dispute 
with  the  judges  the  question  of  a  convenient  location." 

Whyie  vs.  Harris  {minority  report) ,  35th  Cong Report  538,  p.  44 

May  nse  their  own  discretion  as  to  the  manner  of  rejecting  an  illegal  vote. 

Where  certain  persons  not  entitled  to  vote  were  around  the  polls,  intoxicated  and 
raising  a  disturbance,  and  the  judges  of  election,  to  avoid  trouble,  pretended  to 
receive  their  votes,  but  threw  them  on  the  floor,  it  was  held  that  "the  judges  had 
authority  to  do  as  they  did,  and  that  the  mode  in  which  they  shall  reject  a  vote 
known  to  them  to  be  illegal  is  in  their  discretion." 

Whyie  vs.  Harris  {minority  report) y  SSth  Cong Report  538,  p.  46 

Presumed  to  have  acted  under  the  law. 

Where  the  law  provided  that  the  justice  of  the  peace,  if  present,  should  fjreside  at 
the  election,  and  another  person  appeared  to  have  piesided,  the  committee  pre- 
sumed that  the  justice  was  absent  and  the  other  person  had  acted  under  the  pro- 
vision of  the  law  for  the  case  of  the  absence  of  the  justice. 

EastonvB.  Scott,  14th  Cong r. .^ C.  and  H.,  280 

It  is  presumed  that  the  officers  of  election  did  their  duty. 

F}rosi  vs.  Metcalfe,  4oth  Cong 1  Ells.,  290 

"The  presumption  that  the  sworn  officers  of  the  law  have  done  their  duty  must 
obtam  until  the  contrary  clearly  appears." 

-|p  Boynton  vs.  Loring,  46th  Cong 1  Ells.,  350 

"The  presumption  of  law  is  that  the  officers  charged  with  the  duty  of  ascertaining 
and  declaring  the  result  of  the  election  have  faithfully  performed  their  duty." 

McDuffie  vs.  Davidson,  50th  Cong Mobley,  581 

Best  judges  where  inspection  of  the  ballot  necessary. 

The  inspectors  of  election,  from  the  nature  of  their  position,  must  be  presumed  to  be 
more  competent  to  decide  a  question  which  must  be  decided  from  an  inspection  of 
the  ballot  than  an^*  other  persons  could  be,  and  the  committee  are  not  inclined  to 
interfere  with  their  decisions. 

Adams\B,  Wilson,  18th  Cong C.  and  H.,  375 

H.  Doc.  610 50 
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Disqualification  ok  {and  see  I^ot  Swokn). 

If  disqualified,  fatal  to  the  election. 

Under  the  law  of  Georgia  requiring  three  magistrates  to  preside  at  elections,  held 
that  a  return  by  three  persona,  two  of  whom  were  not  magistrates,  was  defective. 

Jackson  vs.  Wayney  M  Cong C.  and  H.,  47 

If  officers  of  election  not  legally  qualified,  votes  received  by  them  void. 

The  sheriff  was  require<i  to  opeo  the  polls  "by  10  o'clock,"  and  he  was  empowered, 
in  case  either  of  the  judges  appointed  by  the  county  court  did  not  appear,  to  appoint 
suitable  persons  to  act  in  their  stead.  In  one  county  a  sheriff  opened  the  polls  at 
9  o'clock,  and  one  of  the  judges  declining  to  serve  and  the  other  not  having 
appeared,  appointed  others  to  take  their  plattes.  About  10  o'clock  the  absent  judge 
appeared  and  took  his  plat^e,  the  one  apinnnted  by  the  sheriff  giving  way  to  him. 
Tne  committee  roiected  all  the  votes  given  up  to  tlie  time  the  regularly  apjwinted 
judge  apjKjared,  although  ail  but  two  or  three  of  them  were  proved  to  have  Ijeen 
cast  by  qualified  voters,  holding,  "It  is  unnecessary  to  inquire  whether  the- per- 
sons thus  voting  were  ciualified  and  entitled  to  vote,  if  the  ofiicers  or  persons 
presiding  were  not  qualifie<l  to  hold  the  election  and  receive  the  votes.  The 
State  has  the  right  to  prescribe  the  manner  of  holding  the  election,  and  those 
votes  were  not  taken  in  the  manner  pre8<;ril)ed  bv  the  laws  of  Kentucky,  and  were 
therefore  illegally  received."  The  minority  held  that  informalities  in  the  appoint- 
ment or  conduct  of  the  officers  not  affecting  the  substance  of  the  ele<.'tion  snould 
not  defeat  the  expressed  choice  of  the  people,  and  the  House  sustained  the 
minority. 

Letcher  vs.  Moore,  23d  Cong (\  and  H.,  754-757,  814-^S24, 844 

The  law  pre8(Til)ed  that  the  vott»rs  should,  "in  presence  of  said  judges  and  the 
sheriff,  vote  personally  and  publicly  viva  voce.*'  In  one  county  the  sheriff  was 
called  away  by  the  sudden  illness  of  his  wife,  and  the  deputy  sheriff  being  absent, 
the  dutv  of  crying  the  votes,  which  the  sheriff  had  bec^ii  jHjrforming,  was  per- 

.  formed  l)y  other  persons  for  about  three  hours,  until  the  arrival  of  the  deputy 
sheriff.  The  committee  rejected  all  votes  taken  during  the  absence  of  the  sheriff; 
but  the  minority  reporte<i  that  inasmucli  as  they  were  prove<l  to  have  been  cast 
by  legal  voters  they  should  be  counted,  and  the  House  sustained  tiie  minority. 

Letcher  vs.  Moore,  2Sd  Cong C.  and  II.,  754-757,  814^24, 844 

Where  three  required  and  only  two  served,  returns  rejected. 

•  Where  the  law  re<)uired  that  the  l)oard  of  election  insixjittors  should  be  constituted  of 
three  i)er8ons  and  there  were  but  two,  the  ik)11  was  rejected.  "As  there  wtis  no 
board  of  inspectors  known  to  the  law,  your  committee  see  no  way  by  which  any 
legal  effect  can  be  given  to  the  returned  vote." 

Howard  vs.  Cooper,  SOth  Cong 1  Bart.,  282 

Only  one  acted,  election  void. 

On  a  prima  facie  case,  where  only  rme  judge  appeared  to  have  been  appointed,  or 
sworn,  or  acted,  the  law  expressly  reciuiring  three,  the  committee  werti  unanimous 
in  holding  the  return  to  Ixj  invalid. 

Koontz  vs.  Cojfroth  {prima  facie  case),  39th  Cong 2  Bart. ,  32 

Two  out  of  three  disqualified,  election  void. 

The  military  election  law  of  Pennsylvania,  as  interpreted  by  the  committee,  i)er- 
mitted  all  officers  in  the  Volunteer  Army  to  act  as  judges  of  election.  Where  two 
of  the  judges  were  officers  in  the  Regular  Army  the  committee  rejected  the  votes 
received  by  them. 

Fidlery^,  Dauwm,  S9th  Cong 2  Bart.,  136 

If  officers  disqualified,  election  void. 

The  committee  at  first  declined  to  decide  whether  polls  at  which  returned  rebels, 
not  autliorized  to  act  under  the  laws  of  Kentucky,  acted  as  election  officers  should 
be  rejected  or  not.     Afterwards,  the  ca.*HJ  having  been  recommitted  by  the  House, 
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it  was  decided  that  the  iwlls  should  lie  rejected.  '*It  has  long  been  held  that  if 
the  officers  of  election  are  not  capable  of  holding  the  office,  the  election  has  no 
more  validity  than  would  an  election  where  no  officers  whatever  were  appointed. 
It  is  otherwise  where  persons  capable  of  holding  the  office  are  appointed,  although 
they  may  not  have  complied  with  the  forms  of  the  law."  The  latter  report  was 
sustained  by  the  House. 

McKeeys.  Yawig,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  431,  460 

Where  one  jndge  diequalified,  election  void. 

Where  one  of  the  judges  was  a  deserter,  and  hence  not  an  elector  and  not  comi>etent 
to  act,  the  committee  rejected  the  return.  "If  a  return  is  untrustworthy  when 
one  of  the  judges  is  absent,  it  is  certainly  more  so  if  the  vacancy  is  filled  by  a 
person  dinqualified  to  act.  Two  competent  judges  are  certainly  more  reliable  when 
acting  by  themselves  than  when  advised,  directed,  and  in  part  overruled  by  a 

.  third,  pronounced  by  the  law  unfit  for  the  trust.'* 

Delano  vs.  Morgan,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  171 

Where  one  member  of  county  canvassing  board  disqualified,  whole  vote  of  the  county 
thrown  out. 

Where  the  law  required  the  county  canvassing  boanl  to  Ije  composed  of  the  county 
auditor  and  two  justices  of  the  peace  (a  majority  to  have  power  to  act),  held  that 
when  the  lx)ard  was  composed  of  the  auditor,  one  justice  of  the  peace,  and  the 
probate  judge  it  was  illegally  constituted,  its  returns  must  be  rejected,  and  the 
vote  thrown  out. 

Donnelly  vs.  Washburn  {majority  report) j  4^th  Cong 1  Ells. ,  463 

Must  be  coexistent  with  the  election  to  affect  its  validity. 

Where  no  certificate  of  the  election  of  one  of  the  inspectors  was  transmitteii  as 
required  by  law,  the  committee  unanimousl  v  held  that  the  election  was  not  vitiated. 
**  It  was  not  necessary  that  a  certificate  of  the  election  of  the  inspector  should  have 
been  transmitted  to  the  clerk  of  common  pleas  either  l)efore  or  during  the  elec- 
tion; and  the  omission  to  do  so  afterwards  can  not  have  a  retrospective  effect  to 
defeat  the  will  of  the  people  expressed  in  conformity  with  law.  The  dis(]ualificA- 
tion  of  an  officer,  to  anect  the  legality  of  an  election,  must  evidently  be  coexistent 
with  the  election." 

New  Jersey  case^  €6th  Cong 1  Bart.,  30 

Only  part  of  ofilcers  served,  election  not  vitiated. 

Where  *' certain  of  the  judges,  favorable  to  the  contestant,  did,  apparently  by  pre- 
concert, at  an  early  hour  of  the  day,  and  when  it  was  apparent  that  their  candi- 
date was  probably  l)eaten,  desert  their  duty  and  withdraw  from  the  ikjIIs,"  the 
committee  held  that  the  election  was  not  affected. 

Harrison  vs.  DaviSy  36th  Cong 1  Bart.,  346 

Will  not  vitiate  poll  or  return. 

"  Ineligibility  or  want  of  statutory  qualification  on  the  part  of  an  officer  of  election, 
otherwise  capable,  and  acting  in  good  faith,  and  with  trie  acijuiestience  of  the  voting 
public,  will  not  of  itself  vitiate  or  impair  the  poll  or  return." 

Gooding  vs.  WiUion  {minority  rejtort),  4^d  Cong Siiiith,  «5 

Apparent  disqualification  of  one  member  of  a  county  canvassing  board  not  fatal  to 
the  canvass. 

**  It  is  har<l  to  conceive  how  a  mere  ministerial  board  of  officers  c&n  l)e  rendered  ill^al 
and  all  its  acts  declared  to  l)e  void  simply  because  one  perstm  does  not  sign  him- 
self as  an  attesting  witness  to  a  certificate  annexed  to  an  abstract  by  such  designa- 
tion as  to  show  affirmatively  that  he  was  a  proper  officer  to  do  so." 

Donnelly  vs.  Washburn  {minority  report) ,  46th  Cong 1  Ells. ,  512 

Where  appointed  by  electors  present,  under  the  law,  their  acts  legal. 

Where  the  electors  present  are  empowered  bv  law  to  elect  officers  of  election,  if  for 
any  cause  they  are  not  regularly  appointed,  the  acts  of  managers  so  elected  are 
legal. 

StrobachwB.  Herbert^  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  6 
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One  ont  of  three  not  aoting  or  disqualified,  immaterial. 

Where  only  two  managers  acted,  or  where  three  acted,  but  only  one  was  sworn,  and 
the  returns  had  been  rejected  by  the  county  canvassers,  the  committee  counted 
the  votes;  but  where  only  one  manager  acteci  and  he  held  the  election  in  entire 
disregard  of  the  forms  of  law,  they  sustained  the  rejection  of  the  return. 

Smallsys.  EUioU,  50th  Cong Mobley,  670 

Former  seoeseionists  not  permanently  disqualified  in  Kentucky. 

The  statute  of  Kentucky,  passed  in  1862,  declaring  that  adherents  to  the  rebellion 
should  not  be  considered  one  of  the  political  parties  entitled  to  representation  on 
the  election  boards  had  reference  to  the  secession  party  in  existence  at  the  time 
the  act  was  passed.  After  that  party  had  ceased  to  exist  the  persons  who  had 
belonged  to  it  were  not  disqualified  from  serving  as  members  of  other  parties. 

Barnes  vs.  Adams^  41st  Cong 2  Bart.,  762 

Hot  fatal,  in  absenoe  of  firaud. 

Where  the  clerk  was  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  the  oath  of  the  oflScersof 
election  was  not  returned,  but  there  appeared  to  be  no  unfairness  and  there  was 
no  evidence  of  fraud,  the  committee  declined  to  reject  the  returns,  but  held  that 
these  irregularities,  if  in  connection  with  circumstances  tending  to  show  fraud, 
might  have  compelled  the  rejection  of  the  vote. 

Finleyys.  Walls,  44th  Cong Smith,  377 

Candidate  serving  as  registrar,  fatal  to  the  election. 

The  law  of  North  Carolina  prohibited  any  candidate  from  acting  as  registrar  or  judge 
of  election.  The  committee  rejected  the  return  of  a  precinct  on  the  ground  that 
the  contestee  had  acted  for  a  short  time  as  registrar.  The  minority  disagreed  on 
the  ground  that  contestee  had  not  acted  as  registrar,  but  had  merely  assisted  in 
checKing  off  names  in  the  presence  of  the  duly  appointed  registrar. 

Yeafes  vs.  Martin^  46th  Cong I  Ells.,  387,  406 

Judge  alleged  to  have  been  interested  in  a  wager. 

Where  it  was  alleged  that  one  of  the  officers  of  election  was  disqualifies!  bv  being 
interested  in  a  wager  on  the  result  of  the  election,  but  the  evidence  showed  that 
he  had  withdrawn  his  interest  in  the  bet  on  account  of  l^ing  appointed  inspector, 
and  there  was  nothing  to  show  any  unfairness  in  the  election,  the  committee 

■    refused  to  reject  the  precinct. 

Kidd  vs.  Steele,  49th  Cong Mobley,  513 

Law  of  South  Carolina  requiring  three  managers,  directory. 

"If  South  Carolina  had  intended  that  an  election  held  by  less  than  three  managers 
should  on  that  account  be  void,  she  would  have  said  so  in  her  statute.  She  did 
not  say  so;  hence  the  law  fixing  the  number  of  managers  is  simply  directory." 

Smalls  vs.  Elliott  (minority  report) ,  50th  Cong Mobley,  723 

De  facto  officers;  technical  title  will  not  be  inquired  into. 

"The  superintendents  of  a  separate  election,  having  been  appointe<l  by  a  court  or 
other  tribunal  having  the  general  appointing  power  for  that  purpose,  which  super- 
intendents act  as  such,  colore  officii^  no  other  person  appearing  or  acting  as  conflict- 
ing claimants  for  the  office,  the  committee  will  not  inquire  whether  tliey  were 
appointed  at  the  particular  term  of  the  court  contemplated  by  the  act  or  whether 
there  was  a  *  vacancy'  within  the  meaning  of  the  law." 

Draper  vs.  Johnston,  22d  Cong C.  and  H.,  712 

Acts  of  officers  de  facto  valid. 

Where  it  was  alleged  that  the  election  officers  were  elected  at  a  meeting  in  April, 
whereas  they  should  have  been  elected  in  March,  but  no  fraud  was  alleged,  the 
committee  unanimously  held  that  the  persons  officiating  were  officers  de  facto,  act- 
ing in  good  faith,  and  that  the  votes  received  by  them  were  properly  counted. 

MiUikenys.  Fuller,  34th  Cong 1  Bart,  177 

Where  there  was  evidence  that  the  supervisor  of  election  had  been  disloyal,  and  could 
not  truthfully  take  the  oath  required  by  the  constitution  of  Missouri,  but  so  far  as 
appeared  he  had  taken  it,  the  committee  held  that  he  was  at  least  an  officer  de  facto, 
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"  whose  acts  are  not  to  be  questioned  in  a  collateral  proceeding,  but  only  in  some 
proceeding  bringing  his  title  to  the  oflGice  directly  in  question." 

Burch\9.  Van  Ham,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  206 

If  all  the  election  officers  belonged  to  the  same  party,  in  violation  of  law,  neverthe- 
less, if  they  were  regularly  appointed,  and  held  a  fair  election,  they  were  at  least 
officers  defactOf  and  the  election  should  stand.  Similarly  with  polls  where  some 
of  the  officers  were  returned  rebels,  who  were  alleged  to  be  disqualified. 

McKee  vs.  Young  {minority  report),  40th  Cong 2  Hart.,  437 

*'  It  is  well  settled  in  law  that  so  far  as  the  public  is  concerned  the  acts  of  one  who 
claims  to  be  a  public  officer,  judicial  or  ministerial,  under  a  show  of  title  or  color 
of  right,  will  l)e  su6taine<l.  Such  a  person  is  an  officer  in  fact,  if  not  in  law,  and 
innocent  parties  or  the  public  will  be  protected  in  so  considering  and  trusting  him." 

Eggleston  vs.  Strader,  4l8t  Cong 2  Bart.,  901 

Where  a  registrar  had  l)een  removed  a  short  time  before  tl:  e  election,  but  not  having 
been  notified  of  his  removal  and  his  successor  not  having  qualified  or  made  any 
attempt  to  assume  the  duties  of  the  office,  he  had  continue  to  exercise  the  duties 
of  the  office  and  had  certified  the  returns  to  the  governor,  who,  with  the  other 
officers  conaprising  the  State  canvassing  boani,  had  rejected  them  on  the  ground 
that  "no  official  returns  had  been  received,"  the  committee  held  that  he  was  at 
least  an  officer  de  facto,  whose  official  acts  affecting  third  parties  and  the  public 
must  be  held  valid.  But  in  this  case,  the  true  result  having  been  proved  outside  the 
returns  by  the  testimony  of  the  officers  of  election,  the  vote  must  in  any  event  be 
counted,  without  regard  to  the  validity  of  the  certificate. 

Giddings  vs.  Clark,  4^d  Cong Smith,  94 

Where  it  was  objected  that  the  majority  of  the  election  officers  of  a  precinct  were 
"unofficial  persons,  not  authorized  by  law"  to  act,  but  there  was  no  evidence  of 
fraud  or  unfairness,  the  committee  held  that  they  were  *'tp«o  /a^to"  officers  and 
refused  to  reject  the  returns. 

Fhileyvn,  Walift,  44th  Cong  ..' Smith,  390 

Where  part  of  the  officers  of  election  were  not  regularly  chosen,  but  were  de  facto 
officers,  and  there  was  nothing  shown  to  impeach  their  action,  it  was  held  that 
the  poll  was  not  vitiate<l  by  the  irregularity  of  their  appointment. 

Cox  vs.  Strait,  44th  Cong Smith,  436 

An  election  held  by  one  r^ularly  appointed  inspector  and  one  officer  de  facto  acting 
under  color  of  authority,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  is  valid. 

Smalls  vs.  Elliott  (minority  report),  50th  Cong Mobley,  718, 722 

It  takes  but  little  to  conititnte  an  officer  de  facto. 

**It  takes  but  little  to  constitute  an  officer  de  facto  as  affects  the  right  of  the  public. 
The  exercise  of  apparent  authority  under  color  of  right,  thus  inviting  public  tnist 
and  negativing  the  idea  of  UBur|)ation,  is  sufficient.  There  need  have  been  no 
vacancy  in  the  office  claimed  to  be  holden;  indeed,  no  such  office  may  have  ever 
existed." 

Eggleston  vs.  Strader,  41^  Cong 2  Bart.,  901 

A  mere  tLSurper  not  an  officer  de  facto. 

Where  a  i)er8on  was  appointed  to  an  office  in  which  no  vacancy  existed,  and  was 
appointed  by  the  county  court,  though  the  power  of  appointment  resided  exclu- 
sively in  the  governor,  he  was  held  to  be  not  even  an  officer  de  facto,  but  a  mere 
usurper,  all  of  whose  acts  were  illegal  and  void. 

Sheafe  vs.  Tillman,  4l8t  Cong 2  Bart.,  911 

A  probate  judge  acting  on  a  canvassing  board  where  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  required 
to  act  is  not  an  officer  de  facto  in  the  meaning  of  the  law,  because  he  is  not  acting 
under  color  of  title  as  a  justice  of  the  peace. 

Donnelly  vs.  Washburn  (majority  report),  4^lh  Cong 1  Ells. ,  464 
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One  personally  disqualified  can  not  be  an  officer  de  facto. 

Persons  can  not  be  officers  de  facto  who  do  not  possess  the  qualifications  required  for 
officers  de  jure.  "One  may  be  an  officer  cf<j /ac^o  who  has  been  irregularly  or 
improperly  appointed  or  selected,  and  his  acts  may  be  binding  on  thira  persons; 
but  in  a  ciise  of  personal  disqualification  of  the  officer  for  reasons  which  could  not 
be  cured  by  a  change  in  the  manner  of  his  selection,  the  rule  is  universal  that  he 
can  have  no  jurisdiction,  and  all  his  acts  are  void  from  the  beginning  for  want  of 
authority.*' 

Reid  vs.  Julian^  41^1  Cong 2  Bart.,  835 


Not  Sworn. 

Kot  sworn,  fatal  to  the  election. 

The  committee  recommended  that  the  vote  of  a  county  be  excluded  because  the 
officers  of  election  had  refused  to  take  the  oath  prescribed  by  law.  The  House  did 
not  act  on  the  report. 

McFarlnnd  vs.'  PHrviance^  Sth  Cong C.  and  H. ,  31 

Where  the  officers  of  election  in  three  counties  were  shown  not  to  have  been 
sworn,  and  there  were  indications  that  the  officers  in  the  other  two  counties  were  also 
not  sworn,  the  election  was  set  aside. 

AfcFnrlnnd  vs.  Ctdpepperj  10th  Chng C.  and  H. ,  221 

Where  there  was  no  certificate  on  the  returns  of  several  counties  that  any  oath  had 
been  at.! ministered  to  the  clerks  of  the  poll  the  committ-ee  held  the  election  void, 
but  the  House  refused  to  concur. 

Taliaferro  vs.  Ifnngerford  (^d  contest) ^  13th  Cong C.  and  H.  250 

A  return  was  rejec^ted,  among  other  reasons,  because  the  officers  were  not  sworn. 
EnMim  vs.  Scott,  14lh  Cong , G.  and  H.  276 

'*The  neglect  by  the  sheriff,  or  other  officer  conducting  the  election,  to  take  the 
oath  required  by  law  vitiates  the  poll  for  the  particular  precinct  or  countv,  and 
the  whole  votes  of  such  precinct  or  county  are  to  be  rejected,"  even  "although 
he  now  swears  '  that  he  conducted  the  election  impartially  and  legally,  according 
to  the  best  of  his  knowledge.'  " 

Draper  Vs.  Johnston,  '22d  Cong C.  and  H.  710,  712 

Where  the  officers  of  election  had  l>een  sworn  by  a  notarv  public,  who,  in  Nebraska, 
was  not  authorized  to  administer  oaths  in  such  cases,  the  majority  of  the  commit- 
tee held  that  under  the  precedents  this  vitiated  the  election,  but  they  preferred 
to  reject  only  the  illegal  votes. 

Chapman  vs.  Ferguson  {majority  report),  S5th  Cong 1  Bart.,  269 

Betnms  rejected  where  there  were  indications  of  fraud. 

Where  there  was  no  proof  that  the  officers  of  ele(!tion  in  three  precinct-s  were  sworn, 
and  there  were  gross  irregularities  and  indications  of  fraud,  the  committee  rejected 
the  polls.  If  it  were  not  for  the  taint  of  fraud  the  committee  would  not  have 
wished  to  deprive  the  voters  at  these  precincts  of  their  votes,  but  in  view  of  all 
the  suspicious  circumstances,  they  held  that  the  contestant  ought  either  to  have 
proved  that  tlie  officers  in  fact  were  sworn  or  that  the  returns  represented  the 
result  of  a  fair  election  and  a  correct  count.  Neither  of  these  things  having  been 
shown,  the  returns  were  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  election  officers  were  not 
sworn. 

BMr  vs.  Barren,  SGth  Cong 1  Bart.,  30&-328 

Where  intimidation  prevails,  slight  irregnlarities  fatal. 

The  vote  of  a  precinct  should  not  be  rejected,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  simply  because 
the  officers  were  not  swoni,  but  where,  in  a  county,  there  had  been  general  organ- 
ized intimidation  against  a  certain  class  of  voters,  the  precincts  in  that  county  where 
the  law  was  not  strictly  complied  with  and  the  officers  were  not  sworn  should  be 
thrown  out. 

Sheafe  vs.  Tillman,  41st  Cong 2  liart..  912 
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With  other  eircnmstanoes,  fatal  to  the  eleotion. 

Where  four  judges  and  the  registrar  were  recjuired  to  conduct  the  election,  and  only 
two  judges  acted,  and  they  were  sworn  by  an  oflScer  not  authorized  to  administer 
the  oath,  the  committee  rejecte<i  the  returns  on  this  ground  among  others.  The 
minority  held  that  the  officers  were  de  facto  officers  and  their  acts  valid. 

YeaUsvs,  Martin,  4&lh  Cong 1  Ells.,  387,398 

Whether  failure  to  be  Bwom  vitiatei  election. 

Where  an  election  was  attacked  on  the  ground,  among  others,  that  the  officers  of 
ele(!tion  at  one  precinct  were  not  sworn,  the  committee  held  that  this  would  cer- 
tainly not  vitiate  the  whole  election,  and,  as  it  would  not  affect  the  result  to  throw 
out  tiie  pre(unct,  did  not  decide  the  question  of  its  rejection. 

Arnold  vs.  Lea,  SM  Cong C.  and  H.,  605 

Kot  sworn,  snfflcient  if  sworn  after  the  election. 

Where  the  clerks  of  the  poll  were  required  to  be  sworn  before  the  election  "that 
they  would  take  the  poll  fairly  and  impartially,"' and  they  were  not  sworn  until 
the  next  day,  when  they  swore  "that  the  same  ciid  contain  a  just  and  true  account 
of  all  the  votes  taken  at  the  said  election  to  the  best  of  their  knowle<lge  and  belief," 
it  was  held  to  be  sufficient. 

Porterjkld  \a.  McCoy,  14th  Cong C.  and  H.,  268 

Two  out  of  three  not  sworn  may  not  be  fatal. 

Where  the  election  had  been  held  by  the  sheriff  and  two  superintendents,  and  evi- 
dence of  doubtful  admissibility  was  introduced  to  show  that  one  of  the  superintend- 
ents and  the  sheriff  were  not  swoni,  the  committee  held  tliat  even  if  the  evidence 
were  admitted,  they  would  not  be  inclinetl  on  this  ground  to  set  aside  an  election 
where  no  fraud  or  unfairness  was  allege<l  and  from  which  the  illegal  votes  had 
already  l)een  purged  under  a  rule  very  favorable  to  the  party  attacking  them. 
The  minority  held  that  the  oath  was  essential  and  that  the  ik)11  should  l>e  rejected. 

BotU  vs.  Jones,  28th  Cong ..I  Bart.,  78,  and  Report  520,  1st  sess.  28th  Cong. 

Judges  sworn  by  officer  of  doubtful  authority,  election  not  vitiated. 

Where  the  judges  were  sworn  by  an  officer  whose  authority  to  administer  the  oath 
was  questionable,  and  where  the  clerk  faileil  to  act  during  the  entire  day,  and  the 
votes  were  recorded  (the  election  being  I'ku  voce)  by  the  judges,  the  conmiittee 
unanimously  refused  to  rejec^t  the  votes. 

Chrisman  vs.  Anderson,  Mlh  Cong 1  Bart. ,  338 

Kot  fatal  to  the  election. 

Where  the  county  boanl  of  canvassers  had  rejected  a  return  (in  Florida)  on  the  ground 
that  the  return  did  not  show  that  the  officers  were  sworn,  but  the  evidence  showed 
that  they  were  in  fat^t  sworn,  the  committee  counted  the  vote.  "Even  the  fact  that 
the  inspectors  of  election  were  not  sworn  will  not  of  itself,  in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
render  the  election  void." 

Finh'ij  vs.  Bishee  4Sth  Cong 1  Ells.,  99 

Election  not  vitiated,  even  in  West  Virginia. 

Under  the  statute  of  West  Virginia  forbidding  the  county  canvaa«*ers  from  counting  a 
precinct  return  unless  it  was  shown  either  by  the  regular  certificate  or  other  evi- 
dence that  the  officers  of  election  had  l>een  sworn,  a  precinct  n^turn  had  been 
thrown  out  by  the  county  canvassers.  The  committee  refrained  from  deciding  the 
question  whether  the  law  should  be  construed  as  mandatory  or  directory,  and  of 
its  constitutionality,  but  counte<l  the  votes  of  the  precinct. 

Mcdinnis  vs.  Aldenon,  51d  Cong Rowell,  638 

The  acts  of  unsworn  de  facto  officers  valid. 

"The  mischiefs  which  society  would  suffer  were  the  acts  of  de  facto  officers  declared 
void  would  be  great,  indeed,  and  in  no  case  would  the  consequences  of  declaring 
the  acts  of  such  persons  void  be  more  inconvenient,  or  subject  to  juster  disapproval, 
than  in  the  ca.se  of  election  officers.     To  disfranchise  and  defeat  the  declared  will 
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of  a  whole  community  for  no  fault  of  their  own  or  of  the  candidate  on  whom  their 
su£Erage8  were  bestowed,  through  the  mere  omission  of  a  judge  or  clerk  to  subscribe 
his  name  to  the  oath,  would  be  an  intolerable  hardship  and  wrong.'' 

Blair  vs.  Barrett  {mhiority  report) ,  S6th  Cong Report  563,  p.  85 

Where  the  election  officers  were  sworn  by  an  officer  not  authorized  to  administer 
oaths,  but  without  fraud,  the  committee  held  that  "the  judges  and  clerks  became, 
by  taking  the  oath  in  good  faith,  public  officers  defactOj  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
ducting tne  election,  and  their  acts  are  valid.*' 

Koontz  YS.  Coffrothy  39th  Cong 2  Bart.,  144 

**In  order  to  give  validity  to  the  official  acts  of  an  officer  of  election  so  far  as  they 
affect  third  parties  or  the  public,  and  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  it  is  only  necessary 
that  such  officer  shall  have  color  of  authority.  It  is  sufficient  if  he  be  an  officer  de 
facto  and  not  a  mere  usurper."     (Leading  case;  many  authorities  cited. ) 

Barnes  vs.  AdamSj  4l8t  Cong 2  Bart.,  765 

Where  all  the  officers  are  not  shown  to  have  been  sworn,  but  no  harm  has  resulted, 
it  will  not  vitiate  the  election,  they  being  de  facto  officers.  And  in  West  Virginia, 
where  it  is  provided  that  the  fact  of  taking  the  oath  must  either  appear  on  the 
poll  books  or  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  commissioners  of  the  county 
court  before  they  can  count  the  vote  of  a  precinct,  and  the  county  commissioners 
did  count  the  vote  of  a  precinct  where  the  oath  was  not  sufficiently  certified  on 
the  poll  books,  it  will  be  presumed  that  they  had  satisfied  themselves  of  the  fact 
by  other  evidence  before  counting  the  vote. 

Smith  vs.  Jackson^  Slsi  Cong Rowell,  21 

Where  oath  of  loyalty  not  taken,  invalid. 

Where  neither  election  officers  nor  voters  took  tbe  oath  of  loj^alty  prescribed  by  the 
convention  organizing  the  provisional  government  of  Missouri  the  coramitt'ee 
unanimously  rejected  the  vote  of  the  precincts. 

Lindsay  vs.  Scott,  38th  Cong 1  Bart.,  571 

Oaths  not  on  file,  may  not  prove  that  they  were  not  taken. 

Where,  the  oaths  of  the  officers  of  election  of  a  precinct  were  not  on  file  in  the  office 
of  the  prothonotary,  where  they  were  required  to  be  filed,  but  it  appeared  that  the 
papers  were  carelessly  kept  by  the  prothonotary,  and  allowed  to  be  taken  from  the 
ofiace  by  different  persons,  the  committee  disregarded  the  absence  of  these  papers. 

Ingersoll  ys.  Naylor,  S6th  Cong 1  Bart.,  35 

Taking  of  oath  irregnlarly  certified. 

Where  the  jud^  were  required  to  be  sworn,  and  the  fact  to  be  certified  on  the 
returns  in  a  given  form,  and  the  certificate  was  not  in  form  of  law,  but  the  com- 
mittee were  satisfied  from  it  that  tlie  judges  were  in  tact  sworn,  the  return  was 
allowed  to  stand. 

Easton  vs.  Scott,  14th  Cong C.  and  H . ,  281 

Proved  to  have  been  in  fact  sworn;  votes  counted. 

Where  precinct  returns  were  rejected  by  county  canvassers  on  the  ground  that  the 
judges  were  not  certified  to  have  been  sworn,  but  it  appeared  from  the  evidence 
that  they  were  in  fact  sworn,  the  committee  unanimously  counted  the  votes. 

Miller  vs.  Thompson,  31st  Cong 1  Bart. ,  119 

Taking  of  oath,  etc.,  not  properly  certified. 

On  a  prima  facie  case,  where  '*the  law  in  relation  to  the  certifying,  signing,  and 
returning  with  the  poll  book  the  evidence  of  the  administering  the  oath  to  the 
officers  of  the  election  was  wholly  disregarded,"  the  committee  rejected  the  returns, 
"but  on  the  cai?e  on  the  merits,  it  appearing  that  the  officers  were  in  fact  sworn,  the 
votes  were  counted. 

Koontz  vs.  Coffroth,  39th  Cong...  2  Bart.,  32, 142 

Oath  not  certified,  returns  rejected. 

Where  the  statute  required  the  fact  of  taking  the  oath  to  appear  on  the  poll  lx)ok, 
and  it  did  not  so  appear,  the  returns  were  rejected. 

Burch  vs.  Van  Horn,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  206 
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Oath  not  certified,  and  return  signed  by  only  two  out  of  three  officers. » 

Where  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  managers  were  sworn,  and  the  return  was 
signed  by  only  two  out  of  the  three  managers,  the  minority  of  the  committee  held 
that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  contestant  to  supplement  the  return  with  parol  evi- 
dence, and  as  he  had  not  done  so,  rejected  the  return.  This  precinct  is  not  men- 
tioned in  the  majority  report. 

Sloan  vs.  Rawls  {minority  report) ,  4^d  Cong Smith,  177 

Oath  not  subscribed,  and  returns  irregnilarly  forwarded. 

Where  the  managers  did  not  subscribe  the  oath,  and  forwarded  their  returns  irregu- 
larly, the  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  strict  rules  of  law  would  require  the 
rejection  of  the  return.  It  had  been  rejected  by  the  county  managers,  but  there 
being  no  evidence  of  fraud  and  some  evidence  of  the  correctness  of  the  vote,  the 
committee  unanimously  counted  it. 

Sloan  vs.  RawU,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  151,  177 

Vote  counted. 

The  committee  counted  the  vote  of  a  precinct  which  had  been  rejected  by  the  county 
canvassers  on  the  ground  that  one  of  the  judges  was  not  sworn. 

Brown  vs.  Simnson^  55th  Cong Report  1070,  p.  2 

Does  not  invalidate  election. 

The  failure  of  the  judges  and  clerks  of  election  at  a  precinct  to  take  the  oath  pre- 
scribed by  law,  if  such  was  the  case,  did  not  invalidate  the  ele(;tion.  The  vote  can 
not  be  affected  by  the  failure  of  an  election  officer  to  perform  a  duty  that  is  purely 
ministerial  and  directory. 

Goode  vs.  Epes,  53d  Cong Report  1952,  p.  8 

Bequirement  merely  directory. 

"It  is  the  opmion  of  the  committee  that  the  statute  [of  North  Carolina]  with  refer- 
ence to  swearing  officers  of  election  is  simply  directory.'* 

WiUiarm  vs.  Settle^  5Sd  Cong Report  337,  p.  4 


Partisan  Appointment  of. 

Officers  of  election  not  all  of  the  same  party;  how  proved. 

Where  the  law  requires  the  election  officers  to  be  appointed  from  different  political 
parties,  the  way  in  which  thev  vote  at  an  election  after  their  appointment  is  not 
sufficient  evidence  of  their  political  character  at  the  time  of  their  appointment. 

Blakey  vs.  Golladay,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  419 

Where  it  is  required  that  the  officers  of  election  shall  not  all  l)e  of  one  party  except 
in  certain  contingencies  the  burden  of  proof  is  ujwn  the  party  charging  illegality 
to  show  that  these  contingencies  did  not  exist. 

Thobe  vs.  Carlisle,  50th  Cong Mol)ley,  527 

Strong  proof  of  conspiracy. 

Where  the  law  is  violated  by  appointing  officers  of  election,  all  of  one  i)olitical  party. 
**it  is  in  itself  a  very  strong  proof  of  conspiracy  and  fraud.'* 

Donnelly  vs.  Wanhhtim  {majf/rity  report) y  4^lh  Cong 1  Ells.,  458 

Condemned,  but  election  saved  by  presence  of  United  States  supervisors. 

Where  the  officers  of  election  appointe<i  to  represent  one  party  were  selected  because 
of  their  illiteracy  and  incompetency  the  committee  condemned  it  as  a  clear  abuse 
of  the  law,  and  held  that  but  for  the  counteracting  effect  of  the  United  States 
supervisor's  law  '*  we  would  be  strongly  inclined  to  apply  a  corrective  to  this  mani- 
fest abuse  of  power." 
Buchanan  vs.  Manning,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  295 
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Kay  be  one  link  in  a  chain  of  evidence  to  show  conapiraoy. 

"The  appointment  of  managers  of  election,  in  fairness  and  common  decency,  should 
be  maae  from  opposite  political  parties.  A  refusal  to  do  so  in  the  face  of  a  statute 
directing  it  to  be  done  may  in  some  instances  be  evidence  of  fraud,  and  it  might 
form  an  important  link  in  the  chain  of  circumstances  tending  to  establish  a  con- 
spiracy." But  in  this  case  the  committee  were  not  satisfied,  from  all  the  evidence, 
of  the  existence  of  a  conspiracy. 

Biuihaimn  vs.  Manning,  47th  Cong 2  Ells. ,  297 

May  ahift  bnrden  of  proof. 

**  The  appointment  of  illiterate  inspectors  and  commissioners  takes  away  from  the 
return  of  the  election  officers  that  presumption  of  tnith  which  otherwise  it  would 
have,  and  a  party  claiming  a  seat  on  the  return  of  such  otiicers  must  show  the 
utmost  good  faith  in  the  election." 

Buchanan  vs.  Manning  {minority  report),  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  337 

Impairs  credit  of  returns.  ' 

Returns  are  only  prima  facie  correct,  meaning  simply  that  a  rebuttable  presumption 
of  law  stands  behind  them.  Their  credit  is  greatly  impaired  where  the  election  is 
entirely  under  the  control  of  one  party. 

English  vs.  Peelle,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  170 

May  be  evidence  of  conspiracy. 

"Where  the  course  is  systematically  pursued  of  appointing  on  the  election  boanis  to 
represent  the  minority  or  opposition  j>arty  persons  not  indorsed  by  that  i)arty, 
and  as  to  whose  loyalty  to  the  party  whose  interests  they  are  expected  to  guam 
there  is  a  question,  or  of  appointing  persons  who  are  unable  to  read  and  write, 
when  there  would  be  no  diliiculty  in  finding  men  well  qualified  in  those  respects, 
this  ought  of  itaelf  to  be  considered  evidence  of  conspiracy  to  defraud  on  the  part 
of  the  election  officers." 

ThreetYS.  Clarke,  5M  Cong.. Rowell,  182 

Baises  suspicion  of  conspiracy. 

**  Where  the  law  provides  that  each  of  the  two  ]:>olitical  parties  shall  have  represen- 
tation on  t\\e  election  board  of  inspectors  it  is  a  provision  to  prevent  dishonest 
partisans  from  making  false  returns;  and  in  such  case  the  appointment  of  men 
incompetent  to  determine  whether  the  return  is  honest  or  not  to  represent  the 
party  opposed  to  the  appointing  power  tends  to  prove  an  intent  to  prevent  that 
watchfulness  intended  to  be  secured  by  the  statute,  and  raises  a  strong  suspi(*ion 
(if  it  does  not  fully  prove)  of  conspiracy  to  falsify  tne  returns." 

McDuffie  vs.  Turpin,  51st  Cong Rowell,  265 

Weakens  prima  facie  force  of  returns,  but  standing  alone  not  fatal. 

'*A  statutory  provision  for  allowing  opposing  parties  to  have  representation  on  all 
election  l)oards  having  charge  of  the  conduct  of  elections  is  usually  deemed  nec- 
essary to  secure  honest  resultiJi,  and  when  fairly  executed  in  letter  and  spirit  may, 
as  a  rule,  be  relied  on,  at  least  so  far  as  counting  and  returning  the  vote  is  involved. 
A  general  and  willful  disregard  by  the  appointing  power,  either  of  the  letter  or 
spirit  of  the  law,  raises  a  strong  presunq)tion  of  an  intent  on  the  part  of  the 
apix)inting  officers  to  afford  opportunity  for  fraud.  *  *  *  While  the  statute 
does  not  direct  how  the  appointing  bodies  shall  make  selections,  its  spirit  clearly 
requires  that  in  selecting  representatives  of  the  different  imrties  the  wishes  of  those 
representing  the  party  organization  shall  be  considered,  and  that  the  appointt^es 
shall  be  men  havmg  the  confidence  of  their  politiciil  associates.  The  selection  of 
men  to  represent  a  political  party  on  an  election  l)oanl  who  habitually  vote  the 
opposite  ticket,  who  are  not  trusted  in  their  party,  or  who  are  notoriously  incom- 
petent, is  not  a  compliance  either  with  the  letter  or  the  spirit  of  the  statute. 
*  *  *  While  suspicion  attaches  to  all  such  precincts,  such  suspicion  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  invalidate  the  return,  in  the  absence  of  other  eviilence,  but  it  does  have 
the  effect  of  requiring  less  evidence  to  overturn  the  prima  facie  correctness  of  the 
returns." 
UUl  vs.  Catchings,  5l8t  Cong Rowell,  804 
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Bequirements  (in  Alabama)  directory. 

The  requirements  (in  Alabama)  for  the  appointment  of  election  officers  from  both 
parties  are  not  mandatory.  **  In  order  lor  the  failure  to  do  certain  specified  acts 
or  the  doing  of  certain  prohibited  specified  acta  to  be  fatal  to  the  validity  of  the 
eIe<rtion,  the  statute  must  declare  such  acts  or  the  omission  to  do  such  things  as 
fatal  to  the  ekn'tion."  ♦  ♦  *  •'  Nor  are  statutory  provisions  relating  to  elections 
renilered  mandatory  by  the  circumstance  that  the  officers  of  the  election  are  crim- 
inally liable  for  their  violation." 

Aldrirh  vs.  Roffbinn  (minority  report) ,  SGth  Cong Re[M:>rt  327 

Evidence  of  fraud. 

In  pretnncts  where  the  county  electoral  Iwards  had  refused  to  f)l>ey  the  law  for  giving 
Ixith  parties  represt^ntation  on  the  precinct  election  iMmnis  the  returns  showtni  a 
result  the  reverst^  of  the  usual  and  exj)ecte<l  vote,  and  there  were  many  other  indi- 
cations of  fraud,  the  conunittee  threw  out  the  whole  vote. 

Tfiorp  vs.  McKennei/y  54th  Cong Report  1531 

Kay  help  establish  conspiracy,  even  under  directory  statute. 

"The  provision  of  law  requiring  judges  of  election  to  be  able  to  read  and  write  and 
selecte<l  from  voters  known  tolxjlungto  different  political  parties  is  wiseand  salutary, 
as  evidenced  by  its  l)eing  recognized  and  incorporate<l  in  the  election  laws  of  all 
the  States  which  claim  to  have  honest  election  laws.'*  "This  provision  might 
onlinarily  l)e  considered  as  maiKlatory,"  But,  in  Virginia,  where  it  was  expressly 
directory,  this  fai'X  "  never  was  mtendeii  as  a  shield  for  fraud,"  and  when  the  cir- 
cumstances justify  it  the  general  refusal  to  obey  the  law  may  be  one  of  the  facts 
which  establish  conspiracy. 

Thorp  vs.  McKennetjy  54th  Cong ReiK)rt  1 531 ,  j).  (> 

A  conspiracy  to  defraud  reasonably  inferred. 

*'  It  is,  of  course,  possible  for  a  lx)anl  composed  wholly  of  men  of  one  party  to  properly 
and  honestly  discharge  the  duties  of  such  board,  and  trie  law  presumes  that  their 
duties  were  so  dist^harged,"  but  in  this  case,  where  the  conduct  of  the  ofiicialswas 
generally  and  grossly  unfair,  "the  presumption  of  law  in  their  favor  is  overthrown; 
and,  construing  their  action  in  the  light  of  the  conduct  of  the  sujwrvisors  of  regis- 
tration and  Democratic  challengers,  a  conspiracy,  involving  them  all,  to  defraud 
the  colored  voters  of  their  ballots  in  the  interest  of  the  contestee,  is  reasonal)ly 
inferred."  The  vote  of  a  whole  city,  in  which  this  conspiracy  was  carried  out, 
was  exchuUnl. 

Murray  vs.  /i7/io«,  54th  Cong Report  15(57 

When  deliberate,  evidence  of  fraud. 

Where  the  law  for  giving  lx)th  parties  representation  on  the  election  lx)ards  was 
violatiHl,  not  by  ina<lvertence  but  through  delil)erate  jiartisan  design,  and  there 
were  other  circumstances  indicating  fraud  at  the  polls  at  which  contestant's  party 
had  no  rei)resentation,  the  committee  threw  out  these  polls. 

Thorp  vs.  Ei)€9,  55th  Cong Report  428 

Prima  facie  evidence  of  fraud. 

"The  appointment  on  the  election  l)oard8,  to  represent  one  of  the  opposing  parties, 
of  |H»rson8  not  in  symi)athy  with  or  objectionable  to  that  party,  or  of  persons 
unable  to  read  and  write  and  without  the  necessary  mental  capacity  to  enable 
thcin  to  serve  intelligently,  should  of  ib^elf  Ix^  regarde<i  as  evidence  of  conspiracy 
to  defraud  on  the  part  of  the  election  officials,  and  that  the  apjxjintment  oi  such 
j>ersons  was  ))rima  facie  evidence  of  fraud  and  misconduct  on  the  part  of  those 
charged  with  the  constitution  of  these  Iwards  and  the  conduct  of  the  election, 
where  it  was  possible  to  apix)int  competent  and  well-known  representatives  of  the 
complaining  party  to  at!t  as  judges  or  inspectors  of  election."  This  presumption  is 
still  more  emphatic  when  timely  and  proper  application  was  made  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  proper  persons. 

Patterson  vs.  Cartnackj  55th  Cong Rt^l)ort  895,  p.  5 
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One  circuxnatance  sliowing  conapiracy. 

The  committee  held  that  a  conspiracy  to  control  the  election  of  one  county  by  fraud 
was  shown  by  the  organization  of  the  election  boards  all  in  the  interest  of  one 
party,  by  the  conduct  of  these  election  boards  at  the  election,  and  the  conduct  of 
the  registration  officers  before  the  election. 

Aldrich  vs.  Plowman^  56th  Cong Report  284,  p.  4 

Only  regnlar  party  committees  recognised  in  Louisiana. 

Under  the  law  of  Louisiana  providing  for  the  representation  on  the  election  boards  of 
all  parties  casting  10  per  cent  of  the  vote  at  the  previous  election,  the  committee 
held  that  contestant,  who  was  nominated  by  petition  as  an  Independent  Repub- 
lican candidate,  was  not  deprived  of  any  legal  right  by  the  failure  to  apj)oint  elec- 
tion inspectors  from  a  list  of  Republicans  selected  by  him,  and  the  appointment  of 
those  proposed  by  the  regular  Republican  committee  instead. 

Romain  vs.  Meyer^  55th  Cong Report  L521,  p.  3 

Change  or  Delay  in  Appointmekpt. 

Suspicions,  bnt  standing  alone  not  fataL 

Unwarranted  changes  in  judges  of  election,  made  without  reason  or  excuse,  only  a 
few  days  before  tne  election,  are  suspicious  circumstances,  but  standing  alone,  and 
not  supported  by  evidence  of  fraud  at  the  polls  affecting  the  result  of  trie  election, 
are  disregarded,  and  the  certified  returns  permitted  to  stand  as  made. 

Ixmgston  vs.  Venabky  5Ut  Cong Rowell,  439 

Belay  in  appointment  not  fatal. 

"Delay  in  appointing  commissioners  or  inspectors  does  not  vitiate  an  election  held  by 
them;  otherwise  it  would  be  in  the  power  of  the  board  of  supervisors  to  defeat 
every  election  by  delaying  such  appointments." 

Romain  vs.  Meyer,  55th  Cong Re|X)rt  1521,  p.  4 


PAXJPEBS  (see  also  Besidence). 

May  vote. 
Paupers  have  a  right  to  vote  unless  deprived  of  that  right  by  statutory  enactment. 
Koontzva.  Coffroth,  S9th  dmg 2  Bart.,  145 

Persons  *'  employed*'  in  a  poorhonse  probably  not  paupers. 

The  committee  held  that  it  was  doubtful  whether  persons  '* employed"  on  a  poor- 
house  farm  and  receiving  their  lx)ard  and  clothing  in  lieu  of  wages  could  be  called 
paupers.  But  the  minority  held  that  as  the  compensation  for  the  work  was  extra 
KKKi,  clothing,  privileges,  et€.,  these  persons  were  as  much  i)aupe*rs  as  the  inmates 
who  did  no  work. 

IjC  Moyne  vs.  FarweU,  44th  Cong Smith,  415,  427 

One  continuously  supported  in  whole  or  in  part  out  of  public  funds. 

"Upon  the  question  of  what  constitutes  a  pauper,  there  is  some  disagreement  in  the 
authorities,  but  we  think  the  following  mav  be  taken  as  a  fair  definition:  A  [)auper 
is  one  who  is  continuously  supported  in  whole  or  in  part  out  of  funds  provided  by 
the  public  authoritias  for  that  purpose.  One  who  has  been  a  public  charge,  and 
afterwards  becomes  self-supporting  for  a  sufficient  time  before  the  election  to  show 
that  his  abilitv  to  support  himself  is  not  a  mere  temporary  condition,  may  legally 
vote.  One  who,  under  temix)rary  misfortune  or  sickness,  receives  public  aid,  but 
is  ordinarily  self-supporting,  is  not  a  pauper." 

fSmith  vs.  JacksoUj  5l8t  Cong Rowell,  28 
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PETITION. 

See  Notice  op  Contest. 

PLACE   OF  ELECTION. 

See  Polling  Places. 

PLEADINGS. 

See  Notice  of  Contest. 

POLLING  PLACES  (see  also  Irregrularities,  in  Place  of  Election). 

Eatablishment  of,  in  Georgia. 

PrtH'int'ts  entablishecl  in  Georgia  by  the  ordinary  of  a  county,  in  1868,  U8€<i  at  the 
election  of  1868  but  not  at  that  of  1870,  the  latter  election  being  held  under  a 
special  law  providing  other  precincts,  were  held  to  be  in  legal  existence  for  the 
election  of  1872  and  until  formally  abolished  by  the  ordinary  a  month  after  the 
election. 

ASioan  vs.  Rawls,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  148 

The  minority  held  that  the  precincts  had  been  established  for  the  election  of  1868 
alone;  that  in  any  case  the  law  of  1870  had  alx)lishe<i  them  by  implication,  and  that 
the  circumstances  of  the  election  of  1872  were  such  as  to  render  the  return  from 
these  precincts  untrustworthy. 

Sloan  vs.  Rawls  {minority  report) ,  4^d  Cong Smith,  171 

Hot  abolished,  in  Georgia,  by  removal  of  county  aeat. 

The  law  of  Georgia  provided  that  the  court-house  in  each  county  should  he  a  voting 
place,  and  that  otner  voting  p)ace.H  might  l)e  eHtabli8he<l  by  the  ordinary.  The 
majority  of  the  committee  held  that  a  law  removing  the  county  seat  from  one  town 
to  anotfier  did  not  necessarily  abolish  the  voting  plac»e  at  the  fonner  town.  The 
minority  held  that  the  voting  place  was  abolished  and  that  votes  cast  at  it  must 
be  rejected. 

*S7o</;i  vs.  Rawiny  4^d  (hng Smith,  151,  176 

m 

When  aboliahed,  votes  that  would  have  been  cast  not  counted. 

Where  it  was  alleged  that  the  contestee  had  Ixien  deprived  of  votes  by  the  al)olition  of 
voting  places,  leaving  large  numbers  of  tho.s(»  who  would  have  voted  for  him  from 
.'io  to  47  miles  from  the  nearest  polls,  the  coiiimittee  held  that  votes  thus  lost  to 
him  could  not  be  counted  unless  the  provisions  of  the  enforcement  act  had  been 
strictly  followed,  which  in  this  case  no  one  claimed  had  been  done. 

Ldurmce  vs.  Sypher^  i.id  Cong Smith,  342 

Removal  of,  fatal.  * 

Where  the  voting  i>lace  of  a  prt^cinct  had  been  conveniently  located  on  the  public 
road,  but  it  was  removed  the  day  l)efore  the  election  to  the  '*  negro  quarters,*'  about 
a  mile  distant,  apparently  for  the  purpose  of  depriving  contestant  of  votes,  and  the 
only  votes  cast  were  for  contestee,  the  committee  excludeti  the  vote  of  the  precinct. 

Ack'im\'».  DiirruU,  45th  Cong 1  Elk,  131,183 

Where  the  election  was  held  three-quarters  of  a  mile  from  the  usual  nlace  and  there 
was  no  proof  that  the  voters  generally  had  notice  of  the  change,  ana  it  was  proved 
that  the  registering  officer  hjfi  kept  his  office  closed  so  as  to  deprive  many  voters 
of  registration,  and  also  that  he  had  placed  on  the  list  the  names  of  persons  of  his 
own  part^  not  qualified  to  vote,  the  committee  held  that  "while  the  holding  of 
the  election  at  a  different  place  from  that  provided  by  law  would  not  vitiate  the 
poll,  provided  due  notice  was  given  of  the  change,  bo  that  knowledge  of  the  fact 
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would  come  to  both  political  i)arties,  yet,  in  this  case,  the  change  without  notice, 
added  to  the  conclusive  evidence  of  the  fraudulent  acts  of  the  registrar  and  his 
deputy,  *  *  *  so  vitiate  the  integrity  of  the  poll  as  to  destroy  the  value  of  the 
return  and  make  it  impossible  to  say  that  the  election  at  this  \Hy\\  was  a  fair  one.'* 

Goodrich  vs.  Bullock^  olst  Cottg Rowell,  5tS8 

Gliange  of,  not  fatal. 

When  the  election  is  held  at  a  different  place  from  that  require<l  by  law  it  does  not 
vitiate  the  election  if  injury  has  not  resulted  and  the  place  of  voting  was  generally 
understood. 

Smith  vs.  Jacksoiif  5l8l  Cong Rowell,  24 

Where  the  regular  inspectors  of  election  had  refused  to  open  the  poll,  and  tlie 
insi)ector8  appointed  by  the  voters  present  under  tlie  law,  fearing  danger,  had 
adjourned  the  poll  to  a  point  three-quarters  of  a  mile  distant  from  the  regular 
polling  place,  and  all  the  voters  had  notice  of  the  change,  but  the  partisans  of  con- 
testee  refused  to  recognize 'the  election  or  yote,  and  all  the  votes  cast  were  for 
contestant,  and  the  return  had  l)een  rejected  by  the  county  canvassers,  the  com- 
mittee counted  the  votes.  The  minority  refused  to  count  tlie  votes,  holding  that 
if  the  place  of  voting  was  changed  without  proper  authority  and  due  notice  no 
voter  could  be  legally  l)ound  to  take  notice  of  the  change,  and  that  an  election  so 
held  was  illegal. 

Goodrich  vs.  Bidlock^  Slsi  Cong R<:>well,  592, 615 

Election  in  each  precinot  independent. 

"  There  is  no  doubt  of  the  power  of  the  House  to  reject  for  sufficient  reasons  the  entire 
poll  of  an  election  dintrict.  In  every  precinct  the  election  is  a  separate  and  inde- 
j>endent  one.  The  mac^hinery  for  carrying  it  on  is  complete  in  itself.  The  election 
of  a  precinct  when  (conducted  and  returned  according  to  law  is  a  finished  work." 

Hurd  vs.  Rome  is  (minor  ilij  report)  ^  49ih  Cong Mobley,  429 

Hew  regfistration  not  necessary  for  new  precinct. 

Where  a  new  i)oUing  place  for  the  Congressional  election  had  l)een  established  in  a 
different  part  of  the  precinct  from  the  polling  place  for  State  officers,  a  separate  reg- 
istration tor  the  new  polling  place  was  not  necessary  under  the  South  Carolina  law. 

Smaih  vs.  Elliott  (minoritg  report) y  50th  Cong Mobley,  720 

Law  for  place  of  holding  elections  mandatory. 

Where  the  election  was  held  1  mile  from  the  place  established  by  law  and  out  of 
sight  of  it,  the  committee  sustained  the  rejection  of  the  returns,  even  though  evi- 
dence was  introduced  to  show  that  the  election  was  otherwise  full  ancffair. 

Goode  vs.  EpeHy  53d  Cong Rei)ort  1952,  p.  4 

Time  of  establishment  of,  in  New  Orleans. 

A  new  law  had  gone  into  effect  in  the  citv  of  New  Orleans  requiring  the  redistricting 
of  the  city  into  many  small  i)recincts  of  not  over  200  votes  each,  "  the  boundaries 
and  precincts  to  l)e  fixed  as  above  not  to  be  changed  witliin  three  months  prior  to 
any  general  election."  The  first  redistricting  was  not  entirely  accomplished  until 
within  one  month  prior  to  the  election  in  contest;  but  thecMmimittee  held  that  the 
three  months'  limit  of  the  law  did  not  apply  to  the  first  establishment  .of  the 
districts. 

Romoin  vs.  Mn/er,  55th  Cong Report  1521,  p.  4 

Election  at  wrongs  place  void. 

** There  is  less  latitude  allowed  in  changing  the  place  at  which  an  election  is  held 
than  in  varying  the  time  of  ojKMiing  or  closing  it,  and  it  is  a  rule  to  which  there 
are  very  few  exceptions  that  an  election  held  at  any  improper  place  will  be  hefd 
absolutely  void  without  proof  of  any  fraud  or  injury." 

Patterson  vs.  Carmack  (minority  report),  55th  Cong Rejiort  895,  part  2,  p.  2 

POLL  TAX. 

See  "Tax. 
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POLYGAMY. 

A  6au8e  for  expnliion. 

The  committee,  under  instructions  of  the  House  to  inquire  into  the  charges  of  polyg- 
amy against  the  Delegate  from  the  Territory  of  Utah,  reported  that  the  charges 
were  established  and  recommended  his  exclusion.  The  minority  recommended 
that  no  action  be  taken.     The  House  did  not  consider  the  reports. 

CanTwriy  43d  Cong Smith,  259-275 

A  Territorial  Delegate  guilty  of  polygamy  may  be  excluded  from  his  seat  by  a  major- 
ity vote. 

Ciinnon  vs.  Campbell  {Mr.  Calhins),  47th  Omg '. 2  Ells.,  613 

Polygamy  is  not  a  disqualification  for  a  Member  nor  for  a  Delegate  unless  made  so 
by  statute,  but  it  may  l)e  a  cause  for  expulsion. 

Cannon  vs.  Campbell  {Mr.  Ranney)^  47 ih  Cong 2  Ells.,  646 

A  diBqualiilcation  in  a  Bepresentative  from  Utah. 

The  committee  held  that  polygamy  was  a  disqualification  in  a  Rej)re8entative  elected 
from  Utah,  both  by  reason  of  his  violation  of  the  Edmunds  law,  by  reason  of  his 
open  defiance  of  the  law  of  the  land,  and  because  his  election  was  **an  explicit  and 
offensive  violation  of  the  understanding  by  which  Utah  was  admitted  as  a  »State." 

liobertSf  56th  Cong Report  85,  p.  3 

Technical  bigamy  not  a  disqualification. 

Where  it  was  charged  that  the  sitting  Delegate  ha<l  married  a  second  wife  l^efore  the 
granting  of  a  valid  divorce  from  his  first  wife,  but  "there  was  no  pretense  that  he 
undert(K)k  to  live  with  two  wives  at  the  same  time,  or  to  maintain  two  establish- 
ments, or  to  hold  himself  out  as  the  husband  of  two  women,  your  committee  there- 
fore were  of  opinion  that  no  question  of  ineligibility  was  raised,  and  that  this  cjLMe 
lx)re  not  the  slightest  resemblance  to  the  Roljerts  case,  which  was  presented  as  a 
precedent." 

Wilcox,  56th  Ccmg Report  3001 


PBHSiA  FACIE  BIQHT  (see  also  Burden  of  Proof,  and  Credentials). 

What  is. 

*'A  prima  facie  right  must  be  founded  upon  and  established  by  prima  facie  evidence, 
and  prima  facie  evidence  is  that  evidence  which  is  sufficient  to  establish  the  fact 
unless  rebutted." 

Hunt  vs.  Hhehhm  {minarity  report) ,  4i»t  Cong 2  Bart.,  538 

Member  certified  and  sworn  in,  prima  facie  right  concluded. 

Where  the  contestee  had  Ix^en  sworn  in  on  the  first  day  of  the  session,  and  on  the 
second  day  a  rej^olution  was  offered  referring  all  the  pajiers  in  the  caf»e  to  the  Com- 
mitte(^  on  Elections  to  rejiorton  the  prima  facie  right,  but  instead  of  this  resolution 
a  resolution  was  ado[)ted  referring  this  resolution  "with  instructions  to  report  on 
the  legal  riuestion  involved  therein,"  the  committee  hehl  that  they  were  not 
empowered  to  examine  other  evidence  than  the  certificate,  and  reported  a  resolu- 
tion that  in  the  absence  of  authority  to  examine  any  other  evidence  the  certificate 
was  conchisive  of  the  prima  facie  right. 

(iarrison  vs.  Mayo,  4^th  Cong Mobley,  53 

Returned  member  entitled  to  the  seat  until  final  decision  of  the  contest. 

Where  it  was  shown  that  the  jietitioner  was  elected  on  the  face  of  all  the  returns 
which  should  have  been  counted  by  the  governor,  and  he  asked  that  the  sitting 
member  be  unseatefl  and  he  be  given  the  seat  pending  a  contest  on  the  merits  of 
the  case,  the  application  was  refused. 

EastonvQ.  Scotl,  14th  Cong C.  and  H.,  277-279 
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Candidate  holding  certificate  has  a  right  to  the  seat  until  a  final  determination,  even 
though  not  elected  on  the  face  of  the  retuma. 

AVhere  the  Territorial  board  of  canvassers  in  Michigan  had  received  evidence  and 
thrown  out  certain  votes  for  illegality,  thereby  giving  the  seat  to  a  candidate  not 
elected  on  the  face  of  the  returns,  they  were  helcf  to  have  exceeded  their  authority; 
but  this  should  not  prejudice  the  right  of  either  party  in  the  determination  of  the 
case.  The  evidence  showing  that  the  votes  were  in  fact  ille^l,  the  committee 
excluded  them  and  recommended  that  the  sitting  member  retain  the  seat. 

BiddUe  and  Richard  vs.  Wing^  19th  Cong C.  and  H.,  513 

Unauccesaful  claimant  may  contest. 

The  privilege  of  contesting  has  always  been  given  the  unsuccessful  claimant  on  a 
prima  facie  case. 

Belknap  vs.  Richardson^  prima  fa^  case,  53d  Cong, 

The  House  has  a  right  to  stop  a  member-elect  at  the  threahold. 

**  Both  Houses  of  Congress  have  in  innumerable  instances  exercised  the  right  to  stop 
a  member-elect  at  the  threshold  and  refuse  to  admit  him  to  be  sworn  in  until  an 
investigation  has  been  made  as  Xo  his  right  to  a  seat.  In  some  cases  the  final  right 
was  accorded  to  the  claimant;  in  many  cases  it  was  denied.  The  question  as  we 
view  it  is  always  to  be  answered  from  the  standpoint  of  expediency  and  propriety. 
The  inherent  right  exists  of  necessity." 

Roberts,  56th  Cong Report  86,  p.  6 

Where   governor  threw  out  a   forged   return  candidate  certified  elected  by  him 
admitted. 

Where  the  returns  as  canvassed  by  the  district  canvassers  showed  a  majority  for  the 
contestant  and  he  was  declared  elected  by  this  board,  but  one  of  the  county  returns 
was  subsequently  shown  to  be  a  forgery,  and  the  return  judge  was  convicted  and 
sentenceil  for  the  commission  of  the  foi^ery,  the  governor  took  notice  of  the  fact 
and  issued  the  certificate  of  election  to  the  contestee,  who  had  the  majority  on  the 
original  returns.  The  House  admitted  the  contestee,  over  objections  made  in 
behalf  of  contestant.  When  the  committee  came  to  decide  the  case  on  the  merits 
they  declined  to  consider  the  question  of  the  propriety  of  the  governor's  action,  on 
the  ground  that  the  prima  facie  right  had  already  been  settled  by  the  action  of  the 
House. 
Butler  vs.  Lehman,  37th  Cong 1  Bart.,  354 

Claimant  holding  governor's  certificate  admitted. 

Mr,  Jayne  had  the  certificate  of  the  governor  of  the  Territory,  and  also  the  procla- 
mation of  the  secretary  and  acting  governor.  Mr.  Todd  had  a  certificate  from  the 
secretary  that  after  the  time  prescribed  by  law  for  canvassing  the  votes  another 
return  had  been  received,  which,  if  counted,  would  have  changed  the  result.  Mr. 
Jayne  was  admitted  to  be  sworn  in  and  held  the  seat  pending  the  contest. 

Todd  and  Jayne,  38th  Cong Rej)ort  No.  1,  1st  sess.  38th  Cong. 

Returns  as  canvassed  settle  prima  facie  right. 

Where  the  State  canvassing  board  rejected  a  large  number  of  returns  the  committee 
held  that  "whatever  might  be  the  result  of  a  contest  involving  the  validity  of  these 
returns  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  reasons  assigned  for  rejecting  the  parishes  which 
were  rejected,  the  returns  are  to  be  received  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  result 
of  the  election." 

Hunivs.  Sheldon,  4M  Cong 2  Bart.,  533 

Party  holding  certificate  should  be  seated. 

A  person  having  the  governor's  certificate  in  due  form  is  entitled,  prima  facie,  to  the 
seat. 

Colorado  case  (m  inority  report) ,  4Sth  Cong 2  Bart. ,  166 

"It  is  enough  for  a  prima  facie  case  if  the  certificate  came  from  the  proper  officer  of 
the  State  and  clearly  shows  that  the  person  claiming  under  it  has  been  adjudged 
to  be  duly  elected  by  the  official  or  board  upon  whom  the  law  of  the  State  has 
imposed  the  duty  of  ascertaining  and  declaring  the  result." 

Clark,  4^d  Cong Smith,  9 
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The  returned  member  has  Uie  right  to  hold  the  seat  pending  a  contest  with  the  per- 
son who  would  have  Ijeen  returneil  but  for  a  clerical  error,  even  though  the  fact 
be  admitted  by  the  returned  member. 

Chalmers  vs.  Manning  ( vieiat  of  Mr.  Cbok)^  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  26 

Letter  from  governor,  in  absence  of  certificate,  inanffloient. 

Where  the  governor  of  Pennsylvania  refused  to  certify  either  candidate  as  elected, 
but  in  a  letter  to  the  Clerk  of'the  House  transmitting  certain  affidavits  he  expressed 
the  opinion  that  these  affidavits  ** indicated  the  election"  of  Mr.  Covode,  and  this 
letter  was,  witli  other  papers,  referre<l  to  the  committee  with  instmctions  to  report 
who,  on  these  papers,  appearini  to  have  the  prima  facie  right  to  the  seat,  the 
majority  of  the  committee  reported  that  this  letter,  having  been  made  evidence  by 
the  resolution  of  reference,  it  established  the  prima  facie  right  of  Mr.  Covode.  The 
minority  held  that  neither  candidate  had  a  prima  facie  right,  and  the  House  sus- 
tained the  minority. 

Foi^ter  vs.  Covode  ( prima  facie  case) ,  4^^  Omg 1  Bart. ,  521 

Members  under  charges  of  disloyalty  not  sworn  in. 

Where  charges  of  disloyalty  were  made  against  members  elect  they  were  not  allowed 
to  \ye  sworn  in  pending  an  investigation  of  the  charges. 

Kentucky  members,  40th  Cong • 2  Bart.,  327-^70 

Where  credentials  and  returns  of  doabtfal  authority,  neither  party  sworn  in. 

Where  the  authority  of  a  returning  board  to  canvass  the  returns  was  doubtful,  and 
the  correctness  of  their  returns  was  "(challenged  by  evidence  which  shows  •probable 
raiiM',  abundantly  sufficient  (certainly  more  so  than  comnum  fame,  upon  which 
the  House  might  act)  to  put  the  House  up(m  inquiry  before  these  returns  are 
accepted  as  conclusive,"  the  majority  of  the  committee  recommended,  and  the 
House  ordered,  that  the  seat  remain  vacant  until  further  testimony  could  be  taken. 
The  minority  held  that  the  returns  were  not  impeached  and  ought  to  be  accepted. 

Sheridan\s.  Pinchback,  43d  Cong Smith,  200-206,  229-232 

Members  elected  on  face  of  the  returns  seated  pending  contest  in  spite  of  the  certifl- 
cate  of  election. 

Where  one  set  of  claimants  presented  regular  certificates  of  election  and  another 
set  presented  certificates  from  the  secretary  of  state  that  they  had  received  the 
lar«'est  number  of  votes,  the  House  at  first  refused  to  admit  either  set  of  claimants, 
but  afterwards  admitted  the  contesting  (rlaimnnts  (the  Committee  on  Elections 
having  rejx^rted  that  they  received  the  largest  numl)er  of  votes  cast)  to  hold  the 
seats  without  prejudice  to  the  final  right  of  the  commissioned  claimants.  The 
investigation  on  the  merits  having  shown  that  the  members  thus  admitted  received 
the  legal  majority,  their  titles  were  confirmed. 

Nt'w  Jerseti  caJie,  J6lh  <^oiig 1  Bart.,  19 

Where  a  Territorial  governor  gave  the  certificate  to  the  person  who  appeared  not  to 
have  received  the  highest  number  of  votes,  the  committee  held  that  a  certificate  so 
isHue<l,  though  regular  in  form,  did  not  confer  a  prima  facie  right  to  the  seat.  The 
House  went  hirther  than  the  committee  and  seated  the  opposing  candidate. 

Colorado  case,  40th  ( 'ong 2  Bart,  164 

Candidate  elected  on  face  of  county  returns  admitted. 

Where  the  regularly  appointed  return  judges  of  four  of  the  five  counties  in  the  dis- 
trict a*<sembled  and  canvassed  the  vote  of  the  foui  counties  and  certified  the  result 
thereon,  but  the  governor  refused  to  proclaim  the  election  of  either  candidate,  the 
committee  were  inclined  to  the  belief  that  the  certificate  of  the  four  return  judges 
gave  sufficient  prima  facie  title  to  the  seat  and  held  that  it  was  certainly  sufficient 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  vote  of  the  four  counties,  and  as  the  vote  of  the  fifth 
county  was  undisputed  and  would  not  change  the  re^jult,  they  recommended  that 
the  candidate  thus  shown  to  have  the  majority  l)e  sworn  in.  '  The  minority  w^ent 
behind  these  returns  to  the  precinct  returns  and  arrived  at  a  different  result,  but 
the  House  sustained  the  majority. 

Koontz  vs.  Coffrofh  ( prima  facie  case ) ,  ^J9th  Cong 2  Bart. ,  27 

H.  Doc.  510 51 
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In  oaae  of  oonflictmg  oertliloates. 

Contestee  had  a  certificate  that  he  had  been  elected  by  a  majority  of  the  votes;  con- 
testant a  certificate  that  he  had  l)een  elected  l)y  a  majority  of  the  legal  votes. 
Both  certificates  bore  the  same  date,  but  it  was  evident  from  all  the  circumstances 
that  the  certificate  of  contestant  must  have  been  issued  long  after  that  date.  There 
.  was  also  a  "statement"  from  the  board  of  canvassers  showing  that  contestee  had 
received  the  highest  number  of  votes,  but  claiming  that,  on  account  of  his  ineligi- 
bility, contestant  ought  to  be  seated.  The  minority  held  that  the  prima  facie  title 
was  in  contestee,  and,  he  bein^  ineligible,  they  recommended  that  neither  party 
be  sworn  in.    The  House  sustamed  the  minority. 

Wallace  vs.  Simpson  {mirwritij  rqxjri)^  41st  Cong 2  Bart.,  557 

Gertifleate  not  baaed  on  canvasa  of  votes  of  no  effect. 

Where  a  candidate  presented  a  certificate  in  due  form,  signed  by  the  legal  governor, 
but  conceded  that  at  the  time  the  certificate  was  issued  the  returns  had  never  been 
canvassed,  the  committej  unanimously  held  that  the  certificate  did  not  establish 
2l  prima  fojcie  right  and  proceeded  to  inquire  into  the  case  on  the  merits. 

Sheridan  vs.  Pinchbacky  4Sd  (hng Smith,  198, 227 

aUALIFICATIONS  OF  EliECTOBS. 

{^See  also  Illegal  Votes;  Rbhidence;  Agreement;  Tax;  Indians.) 

Freeliold  title  to  land  in  Virginia. 

Under  the  Virginia  law  permittinc:  only  freeholders  of  six  months'  standing  to  vote, 
it  is  sufficient  if  a  freehold  title  be  obtained  at  any  time  before  the  election,  if  there 
has  been  six  months'  actual  possession. 

Taliaferro  vs.  Hungerford  {M  contest) y  LSth  Cong C.  and  H.,  263 

Bassett  vs.  Baylexjj  13th  Cong C.  and  H.,  258 

Under  the  law  of  Vii^inia  requiring  a  freehold  estate  as  a  qualification  for  voting, 
all  votes  given  by  virtue  of  title  bonds  not  conveying  a  legal  freehold  estate  should 
be  rejectSl. 

Porterfield  vs.  McCoy,  J4th  Cong C.  and  H.,  270 

** Persons  possessed  of  a  mere  equitable  interest  in  lands  or  holding  a  bond  for  a 
deed  are  not  to  be  deemed  *  possessed  of  an  estate  of  freehold  in  land,'  so  as  to 
entitle  them  to  vote"  under  the  constitution  of  Virginia. 

Draper  vs.  Johnston,  2M  Cong C.  and  H.,  711 

Befinitiont  of  ^'Honsekeepera." 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  constitution  of  Virginia  granting  the  right  of  suffrage  to 
"housekeepers  and  heads  of  families,"  lield:  (1)  **Thatunmarrie<l  persons  who  are 
living  with  their  mothers  or  with  younger  brothers  and  sisters,  in  the  absence  or 
after  the  death  of  their  father,  taking  charge  of  and  providing  for  the  family,  are 
to  be  deemed  *  housekeepers  and  heads  of  families'  within  the  meaning  of  the  con- 
stitution in  Virginia." 

(2)  **That  where  the  voter  keeps  house,  having  a  woman  living  with  him  as  his 
wife,  he  is  the  *  head  of  a  family '  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution,  and  that 
the  committee  will  not  inquire  whether  he  is  legally  married  or  not." 

Draper  vs.  Johnston,  2M  Cong C.  and  H.,  711 

Beaidence. 

If  the  State  law^  requires  that  electors  shall  vote  only  in  counties  where  they  reside 
and  at  designated  places,  votes  given  at  other  places  should  not  be  counted. 

MiMer  vs.  Thompson,  Slst  Cong 1  Bart.,  121 

Hnat  vote  in  county  where  qualified,  in  Virginia. 

"Where  the  land  of  the  elector  upon  which  he  claims  the  right  to  vote  lies  in  a 
different  county,  or  where  the  other  required  qualifications  are  in  a  different 
county  from  that  in  which  the  ele<;tor  offers  his  vote,  such  vote  ought  to  l)e 
rejected,  the  constitution  giving  the  right  only  in  the  county  *  wherein  such  land 
shall  lie  or  such  housekeeper  and  head  of  a  family  shall  live.' " 

Draper  vs.  Johnston,  2iid  Cong , , .  .0.  and  H.,  711 
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Bj  land,  ¥otts  miut  be  CMt  in  county  where  land  lies. 

Under  the  law  of  Virginia  the  votes  of  freeholders  residing  out  of  the  district,  but 
having  a  competent  estate  within  it,  were  legal,  but  all  votes  not  given  in  the 
county  where  the  land  upon  which  they  were  given  was  situate  were  illegal, 
even  when  they  had  been  admitted  by  the  consent  of  parties. 

PorterfiM  Y9.  McCoy,  14th  Cong C.  and  H.,  269 

If  by  retidenoe,  gives  right  only  in  oonnty  of  residenee. 

The  (x>n8titution  of  Tennessee  provided  that  **  every  freeman  of  the  age  of  21  vears 
and  upward,  possessing  a  freehold  in  the  county  wherein  he  mav  vote,  and  being 
an  innabitant  of  this  State,  and  every  freeman  being  an  inhabitant  of  any  one 
county  in  the  State  six  months  immediately  preceding  the  election,  shall  be 
entitled  to  vote  for  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  the  county  in  which  he 
shall  reside.**  The  committee  held  that  the  branch  of  the  article  which  pre- 
scribed the  second  qulUification  of  the  voter  restricted  him  to  vote  in  the  county 
wherein  he  had  been  an  inhabitant  six  months  immediately  preceding  the  elec- 
tion and  permitted  him  to  vote  nowhere  else. 

Kelly  VB.  HarriSj  JSthCoiig C.  and  H.,  262 

By  tax  paying,  in  Virginia. 

Under  the  constitution  of  Virginia  giving  the  right  to  vote  to  those  who  for  twelve 
months  have  been  housekeepers  and  heads  of  families,  "who  shall  have  been 
assessed  with  a  part  of  the  revenue  of  the  Commonwealth  within  the  preceding 
year,  and  actually  paid  the  same,**  fields  by  a  majority  of  the  committee,  '*that 
where  taxable  property  is  owned  and  possessed  by  the  son  and  is  assessed  in  the 
name  of  the  father,  but  the  tax  is  actually  paid  by  the  son,  he,  having  all  the 
.  other  qualifications  required,  is  entitled  to  vote,  but  that  if  the  property  is  both 
assessed  to  and  paid  by  the  father,  the  vote  is  to  be  rejected.** 

Draper  vs.  Johnston,  :83d  Cong C.  and  H. ,  711 

Under  the  above  provision  of  the  constitution,  held  also  **that  where  a  revenue  tax 
is  duly  assessed  and  the  sheriff  has  paid  the  tax  himself,  and  has  not  returned  the 
party  delinquent,  as  he  has  the  right  to  do  if  he  is  insolvent,  or  the  sheriff  is  not 
able  to  collect  the  tax,  that  this  is  to  be  deemed  a  payment  by  the  party,  so  as  to 
entitle  him  to  vote.** 

Draper  vs.  Johnsimx,  22d  Cong C.  and  H.,  711 

Under  the  above  provision,  held  also  "that  the  assessment  and  payment  of  taxes 
recjuired  by  the  laws  of  Virginia  are  to  be  for  the  year  preceding  the  election,  and 
not  for  the  same  vear  in  which  the  election  is  held.*' 

Draper  vs.  Johnston,  22d  Cong C.  and  H. ,  712 

Persons  having  a  visible  mixture  of  African  blood  not  white. 

The  constitution  of  Ohio  required,  among  other  things,  that  the  qualified  voters 
should  be  "white  male  citizens  of  the  United  States."  The  committee  "are 
clearly  of  opinion  that  men  of  the  African  race,  of  mixed  n^ro  blood,  having  a 
distinct  and  visible  admixture  of  African  blood,  are  not  white  within  the  meaning 
of  the  constitution,  and  they  have  no  doubt  that  they  are  comprehended  within  the 
spirit  and  letter  of  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the 
case  of  Dred  Scott  iw.  Sanford,  19  Howard,  393,  and  theiefore  not  citizens  of  the 
United  States.  Any  other  doctrine  would  entitle  them  to  peats  upon  the  floor  as 
members  of  this  House.** 

Vallandigham  vs.  Campbell,  35th  Cong 1  Bart,  233 

Deserters  disqnalifled. 
The  votes  of  deserters  were  rejected. 

McKee  vs.  Young,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  461 

The  fact  of  desertion  a  disqnaliflcation,  even  without  oonviction. 

!■  nder  the  law  of  Ohio  providing  that  voters  must  he.  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  law  of  the  Ignited  States  providinjj  that  all  deserters  not  reporting  l)efore 
a  certain  time  should  be  considered  as  havinjj  forfeited  their  citizensnip,  deserters 
were  not  qualified  voters  in  Ohio,  and  the  disqualific^ation  consisted  in  th^  fact  of 
desertion  and  not  in  conviction  of  desertion.    The  officers  of  election  or  the  House 


804  DIGEST    OF   CONTESTED    ELECTION    CASES. 

might  judge  of  this  fact,  just  as*  they  might  judge  of  the  fact  of  lunacv  or  nonresi- 
dence,  or  as  the  House  might  reject  votes  for  bribery  where  there  had  been  no 
conviction.  Under  this  principle  the  votes  of  all  persons  proved  to  have  been 
deserters  were  rejected  by  the  committee. 

Delano  vs.  M&rgan,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  Id9 

Bebel  soldiers,  in  Kentnoky,  disqualified. 

The  committee  first  held  that  as  there  was  no  statute  of  Kentucky  disfranchising 
returned  rebel  soldiers  their  votes  (^ould  not  be  rejected.  Afterwards,  the  case 
having  been  recommitted  to  the  committed,  it  was  held  that  rebel  soldiers  from 
Kentucky,  having  surrendered  under  parole,  and  having  been  expressly  excepted 
from  the  President's  proclamation  of  amnesty,  were  still  prisoners  of  war,  unpar- 
doned, and  that  they  had  no  more  right  to  vote  than  armed  enemies  in  the  field. 
The  report  embodying  the  latter  decision  was  sustained  by  the  House. 

McKee\^.  Young,  40th  Cong : 2  Bart.,  422-461 

Betnmed  rebel  soldiers  in  Kentucky  not  permanently  disqualified. 

In  the  absence  of'  any  law  to  the  contrary,  ex-rebel  soldiers  had  a  right  to  vote  in 
Kentucky.  Their  ifiattis  as  paroled  prisoners  of  war,  on  account  of  which  their 
votes  had  been  rejected  in  a  former  case,  had  certainly  ceased  to  exist  three  years 
after  the  war  had  cloned. 

Barnes  vs.  Adams,  42»t  Cong 2  Bart.,  762 

Voter  onee  registered,  in  Arkansas,  qualified. 

Under  the  constitution  and  laws  of  Arkansas  in  force  in  1872  a  person  possessing  a 
registration  certificate,  and  whose  name  was  on  the  registry  list  when  the  regis- 
tration was  closed  by  the  board  of  review,  was  a  legal  voter,  and  no  action  of  the 
board  or  any  member  of  the  board,  or  of  any  other  power,  could  invalidate  his 
right  after  that  time. 

Bell\9.  Snyder,  4Sd  Cong .Smith,  250 

Ability  to  read  and  write,  in  Massachusetts. 

**We  think  that  it  is  a  reasonable  regulation  that  the  officers  in  charge  of  registration 
should  see  to  it  that  jwrsons  offering  to  vote  possess  the  necessary  qualifications; 
and  we  can  not  see  that  because  persons  not  qualifie<l  to  vote  have  been  allowed  to 
violate  the  law  on  one  or  more  occasions  they  can  be  heard  to  plead  such  violation 
as  a  bar  to  the  enforcement  of  the  law  against  them  thereafter.  Whenever  the  dis- 
qualification of  voters  appears  it  is  clearly  the  duty  of  the  registration  ofilicers  to 
refuse  to  register  them.  If  the  registration  officers  refuse  in  an  illegal  way  to  res- 
ister  this  class  of  persons  or  give  a  wrong  reason  for  their  refusal,  still  this  would 
give  such  persons  no  right  to  vote  while  they  admtt  that  they  are  clearly  disouali- 
fied  under  the  constitution.  We  tl  erefore  hold  that  all  persons  who  could  not 
read  and  write,  as  required  by  the  constitution  of  Massachusetts,  were  not  legal 
voters,  and  can  not  be  heard  to  complain  of  any  technical  violation  of  law  by  the 
registration  officers  whereby  they  were  deprived  of  registration,  while  admitting  at 
the  same  time  that  they  did  not  possess  the  constitutional  qualifications  of  electors.'* 

Bognlon  vs.  Loring,  4^th  Cong 1  Ells.,  350 

One  whose  faculties  are  enfeebled  by  age  is  not  an  idiot. 

"The  vote  of  a  man  otherwise  qualified,  who  is  neither  a  lunatic  nor  an  idiot,  but 
whose  faculties  are  simply  greatly  enfeebled  bv  SL^e,  ought  not  to  be  rejecte<i." 
(Sinks  vs.  Reese,  19  Ohio  St.,  307.) 

Campbell  vs.  Morey,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  227 

Person  of  unsound  mind. 

"A  person  having  sufficient  intelligence  to  make  a  valid  wnll,  or  to  bind  himself  by 
ordinary  contracts,  or  to  be  criminally  responsible  for  his  acts,  is  a  person  of  sound 
mind.  One  whose  will  would  Vkj  held  invalid  for  no  other  reason  than  mental 
incapacity  is  a  person  of  unsound  mind. 

"  In  the  record  we  find  the  oft-recurring  question,  *  Was  the  voter  in  your  opinion  a 
man  of  unsound  mind?'  put  to  a  nonprofessional  witness  without  any  attempt  to 
define  what  was  meant  by  unsoundness  of  mind.  To  the  answer  to  such  question, 
unaccompanied  by  any  explanation  of  what  the  witness  understood  by  the  term, 
we  attach  very  little  weight.    The  condition  of  the  voter,  his  acts  and  speech,  how 
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he  is  regarded  by  those  who  know  him  as  to  his  competency  to  contract,  judicial 
determinations,  and  the  like  evidence  has  been  given  due  weight.  The  term 
*  idiot '  is  so  well  understood  that  the  statement  of  a  witness  that  a  person  is  an 
idiot  is  given  more  weight,  as  being  the  statement  of  a  fact  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  witness,  and  not  a  mere  opinion." 

Smith  vs.  Jacbtorij  51st  Cong ,Rowell,  28 

"Boldiers"  not  necessarily  disqualified. 

The  designation  of  certain  voters  bv  witnesses  as  "  soldiers  "  is  not  sufficient  without 
further  proof  to  show  the  votes  illegal. 

Bothin  vs.  Maginnis^  4Slh  Cong Mobley,  378 

aXTALIFIOATIONS  OF  BEPBESElTrATIVES.     (See  also  Delegrate,   In- 
habitant, Ineligibility,  Citizenship.) 

Kay  be  restricted  to  one  county  of  a  district. 

The  State  of  Delaware  being  entitled  to  one  Representative  in  Congress,  it  was  pro- 
vided by  the  statute  that  every  person  offering  to  vote  should  **  deliver  in  writmg, 
on  one  piece  of  paper,  the  names  of  two  persons,  inhabitants  of  the  State,  one  of 
whom  at  least  should  not  be  an  inhabitant  of  the  same  county  with  himself. ' *  Held, 
that  the  law  is  constitutional,  and  that  the  ballots  containing  only  one  name  and 
those  containing  the  names  of  two  persons,  inhabitants  of  the  county  in  which  the 
ballots  were  cast,  should  be  rejected;  but  those  containing  the  names  of  two  per- 
sons, both  inhabitants  of  the  same  county  but  of  a  different  county  from  the  one 
in  which  the  ballots  were  cast,  should  be  counted. 

Latimer  vs.  PcUtoriy  Sd  Cong C.  and  H.,  69 

States  can  not  superadd  to  those  prescribed  by  the  Gonstitntion. 

The  States  can  not  superadd  qualifications  for  membership  in  Congress  to  those  fixed 
by  the  Constitution.  A  State  law  requiring  that  in  a  district  entitled  to  send  two 
Representatives  one  should  be  a  resident  of  the  city  and  the  other  of  the  comity 
held  by  the  committee  to  l^e  unconstitutional.    The  House  avoided  a  direct  dei'ision. 

Barney  vs.  McCreery,  10th  Cong C.  and  H.,  167 

The  States  have  no  power  to  prescribe  qualifications  for  Representatives  in  Congress 
additional  to  those  prescrijDed  by  the  Constitution.  "By  the  Constitution  the 
people  have  the  right  to  choose  as  Representative  any  person  having  onl>^  the 
qualifications  therein  mentioned,  without  superadding  thereto  any  additional 
qualifications  whatever.  A  power  to  add  new  qualifications  is  certainly  equivalent 
to  a  power  to  vary  or  change  them.  An  additional  qualification  imposed  by  State 
authority  would  nec^essarily  disqualify  any  person  who  had  only  the  qualifications 
prescribed  by  the  Federal  (institution." 

Although  the  constitution  of  Illinois  declared  that  all  votes  cast  for  the  judges  elected 
to  the  supreme  or  circuit  courts,  for  any  other  office  within  the  term  for  which 
they  were  electe<l  or  one  year  thereafter,  should  be  void,  the  House  held  that 
persons  clearly  coming  within  this  disqualification  were  elected. 

Tumey  vs.  Marshall  and  Fouke  vs.  Trumlndl,  34th  Cong 1  Bart,  167-169 

The  States  have  no  power  to  superadd  to  the  qualifications  prescribed  by  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States  for  a  Representative  in  Congress. 

Wood  vs.  Peters,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  80 

Neither  States  nor  Congress  can  superadd  qualifications. 

If  the  States  have  no  power  to  superadd  qualifications  for  Representatives  in  Congress 
to  those  prescribed  by  the  Constitution,  it  is  equally  clear  that  Congress  possesses 
no  such  power,  and  the  "test-oath"  act  of  July  2, 1862,  being  in  effect  the  require- 
ment of  an  additional  qualification,  is  unconstitutional. 

McKee  vs.  Young  (minority  rejHjrt)^  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  450 

States  have  power  to  superadd. 

The  enumeration  of  certain  negative  qualifications  for  Representatives  in  Congress  in 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  does  not  excluae  the  requirement  of  other 
qualifications.  The  right  to  require  additional  qualifications  is  among  the  reserved 
rights  of  the  States. 

Wood\s.  Peters  (Mr.  BenneU),  48ih  Cong Mobley,  82 
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The  House  has  the  right  to  ezclnde  a  member-elect  for  other  than  the  oonstitatioiial 
disqualificationB. 

The  House  has  the  rij^ht  to  exclude  a  member-elect  for  polygamy,  insanity,  disloy- 
ality,  or  other  obvious  disqualification,  without  permitting  him  to  be  sworn  in. 
It  has  no  right  to  expel  him  except  for  causes  connected  with  his  membership  as 
such. 

RoberOi,  56th  Cong Report,  85 

The  qualifications  enumerated  in  the  Constitntion  are  exelnsive. 

The  qualifications  of  Representatives  enumerate<i  in  the  Constitution  are  exclusive, 
and  c>an  not  be  added  to  by  law  or  hy  the  action  of  the  House.  The  House  has 
the  power  to  exclude  any  person,  with  or  without  reason,  and  no  tribunal  can 
review  its  action,  but  it  has  no  right  to  do  so. 

Roberts  {minority  report) j  56th  Cong Report  85,  part  2 

A  member  of  Congress  is  an  ''officer." 
A  member  of  Congress  is  an  "oflBcer"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution. 

Roberts,  56th  Cong Report  85,  p.  36 

He  is  not  such  an  officer. 

Roberts  {minority  report),  56th  Cong Report  85,  part  2,  p.  65 

Seat  vacated  by  acceptance  of  disqualifying  office. 

The  acceptance  of  any  office  under  the  United  States  by  a  member  after  he  has 
taken  his  seat  operates  a  lorfeiture  of  the  seat.  The  seat  of  a  member  who  had 
accepted  the  oflSce  of  major  of  militia  in  the  District  of  Columbia  was  vacated  by 
a  unanimous  yea-and-iiay  vote. 

VanNess,  7th  Cong C.  and  H.,  122 

Holding  any  office  under  the  United  States  is  incompatible  with  membership  in  the 
House,  whether  the  duties  of  the  office  be  exercised  or  not. 

Hammond  vs.  Herrxck,  15th  Cong C.  and  H.,  289 

Disqualifying  office  does  not  disqualify  if  resigned  before  the  beginning  of  the  first 
session. 

A  member-elect  who  continued  to  hold  an  office  under  the  United  States  after  elec- 
tion and  after  the  March  4  on  which  the  previous  Congress  expired,  but  resigned 
it  in  November  before  taking  his  seat,  held  not  to  have  forfeited  his  membership. 

Hammond  vs.  Herrick,  15th  Cong C.  and  H.,  286 

A  postmaster  elected  to  Congress,  continuing  to  hold  his  office  after  election  and 
after  the  March  4  on  which  the  previous  Congress  expired,  but  resigning  before 
taking  his  seat,  held  not  to  have  forfeited  his  seat  in  Congress. 

Earle,  15th  Cong C.  and  H.,  314 

Disqualifying  office  can  not  be  held  beyond  the  beginning  of  the  first  session  of  the 
Congpress. 

"  When  the  time  arrives  at  which  the  duties  of  two  incompatible  offices  are  by  law 
to  be  discharged,  a  man  at  liberty  to  choose  between  the  two  as  effectually  declines 
one  not  entered  upon  by  continuing  in  the  one  already  held  as  he  would  vacate 
the  former  if  he  did  enter  upon  the  Tatter."  A  Representative-elect  may  hold  an 
incompatible  office  subsequent  to  his  election,  and  subseouent  to  the  4th  of  March 
on  which  the  previous  Congress  ceases  to  exist,  but  at  the  beginning  of  the  first 
session  of  the  Congress  to  which  he  is  elected  he  must  choose  between  the  two 
offices,  and  if  he  continues  to  hold  his  former  office  after  the  beginning  of  the  ses- 
sion he  is  held  to  have  declined  his  election  to  Congress  and  can  not  afterw^ards 
qualify  as  a  member. 

Schenck  and  Blair,  38th  Cong Report  No.  110,  1st  sess.,  38th  Cong.,  p.  10 

Where  disqualifying  office  has  practically  expired  by  limitation  a  formal  resignation 
not  necessary. 

A  member  of  Congress  who  had  held  the  office  of  principal  assessor  of  taxes  under 
the  direct-tax  law  and  had  never  resigned  his  office  was  permitted  to  retain  his 
seat  in  Congress  on  the  ground  that  the  duties  of  the  office  had  ceased  and  the  law 
under  which  it  was  created  had  expired  before  he  took  his  seat,  and  a  formal  resig- 
nation was  hence  not  necessary. 

Mumford,  15th  Cong 0.  and  H.,  316 
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Where  contestant  had  been  employed  as  "8i>ecial  assistant"  to  a  United  States  dis- 
trict attorney,  but  the  special  work  for  which  he  was  retained  had  l)een  completed 
before  the  beginninjj  of  the  session  of  Congress,  the  committee,  without  deciding 
whether  or  not  the  position  was  an  ** office"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, held  that  as  the  connection  of  the  contestant  with  the  position  had  practically 
ceased,  no  resignation  was  necessary,  and  contestant  was  not  disqualified  as  a 
meml)er  of  Congress.  Mr.  Ranney,  and  those  signing  a  report  made  by  him,  held 
that  the  j)osition  was  not  an  office,  and  also  (-ailed  attention  to  the  fact  that  a  con- 
testant wan  not  a  member  of  Congress.  Mr.  Davis,  in  a  minority  report.,  held  that 
the  position  was  a  disqualifying  office,  and  that  contestant  not  having  resigne<l  it 
until  after  the  opening  of  the  session  of  Congress,  he  ought  not  to  be  admitted  to 
his  seat. 

Chalmers  vs.  Manning^  4^h  Cong Mobley,  35-68 

Petitioner' a  right  not  waived  by  the  acoeptanee  of  an  incompatible  office  if  resig^d 
before  beginning  of  seiaion  of  Congress. 

The  petitioner  ciaime<l  to  have  been  elected  to  Congress  in  September,  1828,  for  the 
term  beginning  March  4,  1829.  In  January,  1829,  he  accepted  a  State  office,  for 
which  a  member  of  Congress  was  disqualified  by  the  State  constitution,  for  a  term 
which  would  have  extended  beyond  March  4,  1829;  but  in  February  he  resided 
the  office  on  account  of  sickneas  in  his  family.  He  was  held  not  to  have  waived 
any  rights  under  his  claimed  election  to  Congress. 

Washhumvf^.  Ripley,  eist  Cong C.  and  H.,  682 

Acceptance  of  disqualifying  office  by  contestant  destroys  his  right  to  the  seat. 

Contestant,  on  the  same  day  on  which  he  claimed  to  have  been  elected  to  Congress, 
was  ele(;ted  to  the  legislature  of  South  Carolina;  he  took  his  scjat  and  served  his 
term.  Before  the  determination  of  the  contest  he  was  elected  to  and  held  the 
office  of  sheriff.  Both  these  offices  were  incompatible,  by  nature  and  by  the  con- 
stitution of  South  Carolina,  with  the  office  of  Representative  in  Congress,  and  the 
committee  refused  to  awahl  the  seat  to  contestant,  on  this  ground  among  others. 

Bmren  vs.  De  Ixtrgey  4'2d  Cong Smith,  100 

Whether  acceptance  of  seat  in  Congress  operates  as  resignation  of  disqualifying  office. 

It  was  contended  by  the  sitting  member  that  a  person  holding  an  office  under  the 
United  States  who  accepts  the  office  of  member  of  Congress  by  qualifying  and  per- 
forming its  duties,  should  be  held  to  have  vacate<l  his  former  office  without  a  formal 
resignation,  and  be  permitte<l  to  retain  the  latter.  But  the  committee  seems  not  to 
have  sustained  the  jx^int. 

Mumford,  1,5th  Cong C.  and  H.,  318 

Acceptance  of  disqualifying  office  a  resignation  of  former  office. 

"That  the  acceptance  by  the  saihe  person  of  an  office  incomnatible  with  another 
held  by  him  is  a  virtual  resignation  or  forfeiture  of  the  office  nrst  held  is  too  plain 
a  proposition  to  need  illustration,  it  results  from  the  presumption  that  no  man 
ciin  intend,  as  well  as  from  the  policy  that  no  man  shall  l^e  permitted,  to  hold  a 
trust  the  duties  of  which  he  has  discjualified  himself  from  performing." 

Byington  vs.  Vamt(n)er,  37 Ih  Cong 1  Bart. ,  .397 

"The  acceptance  and  entering  upon  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  an  office  which, 
from  the  nature  of  its  dutiei«,  or  from  express  legal  or  constitutional  prohibition,  is 
incompatible  with  another  previously  held,  vacates  the  former  office  from  the  time 
of  such  acceptan(M3  and  entering  upon  the  duties  assigned  to  the  latter  office.  And, 
t!onsequently,  when  a  person  elected  to  Congress  accepts  that  office,  or  qualifies 
and  enters  upon  the  discharge  of  its  duties,  he  vacates  or  forfeits  any  office  ne  may 
then  hold  under  the  United  States.  And  when  any  member  of  Congress,  after  he 
has  qualified  or  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties  as  such  member,  accepts 
or  enters  upon  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  *any  office  under  the  United  States,' 
he  ipso  facto  vacates  or  forfeits  his  seat  an  a  meml)er  of  Congrea*?." 

Schenck  and  Blair j  SSth  Cong Report  No.  1 10,  1st  sess.,  .38th  Cong.,  p.  9 

Acceptance  of  commission  in  the  Army  vacates  seat. 

The  office  of  colonel  in  the  Volunteer  Army  (in  the  Mexican  war)  held  to  be  incom- 
patible with  that  of  Representative  in  Congress  and  that  the  acceptance  of  the 
former  vacates  the  latter. 

Bahr  and  Yell,  ^mh  Cong 1  Bart.,  92 
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The  acceptance  of  an  office  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  was  held  to 
vacate  a  seat  in  Congress,  even  though  the  commission  of  the  officer  styled  him  an 
officer  in  the  "militia  of  Iowa.*'  The  committee  were  of  opinion  that  the  volun- 
teer army  was  part  of  the  Army  of  the  United  States,  and  its  officers  officers  of  the 
United  States. 

Byingion  vs.  Vandever^  37th  Cong -. ..I  Bart.,  396 

Britiih  pensioner  eligible. 

A  native  American  who  had  been  an  officer  in  the  British  army  during  the  Revolu- 
tion, and  had  drawn  half  pay  up  to  within  six  months  of  his  elet!tion  to  Congress, 
when  he  had  renounced  it,  but  who  had  never  taken  the  oath  t)f  allegiance  to  Great 
Britain,  and  had  held  office  and  taken  the  required  oaths  in  Maryland,  held  to  be 
eligible  to  Congress. 

Keyy  10th  Qmg C.  and  H.,231 

Inhabitancy. 

A  person  having  moved  into  a  State  two  weeks  before  the  election,  announcing  his 
intention  to  make  it  his  permanent  residenc^e,  but  intending  to  s|>eud  his  winters 
at  his  former  residence  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  held  to  l)e  an  inhabitant  of  the 
State  and  eligible  to  Congress. 

Key,  10th  Cong (\  and  H.,224 

Employment  of  an  attorney  in  United  States  case  not  a  disqualifying  office. 

Where  an  attorney  is  employed  or  retained  by  the  Attorney-Cieneral  to  assist  in  a 
given  case  or  cases,  and  for  a  stipulated  compensation,  it  d(x»3  not  make  him  an 
officer  of  the  United  States  so  as  to  discjualify  him  from  holding  a  seat  in  Congress. 

Massey  vs.  Wise,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  367 

'* Special  assistant  to  the  district  attorney"  a  disqualifying  office. 

The  office  of  '^sjjecial  assistant  to  the  district  attorney  "  of  the  Unite<l  States  is  an 
office  of  the  United  States  within  the  mejining  of  the  Constitution,  antl  disqualifies 
from  holding  the  office  of  meml)er  of  Congress. 

Massey  vs.  Wise  (m inorily  report),  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  371 

Disloyalty  a  disqualification. 

A  candidate  who  had  sympathized  with  the  rebellion  and  had  aide^l  it  by  fecKling 
rebel  soldiers,  pointing  out  the  hiding  place  of  a  Union  soldier  and  advising  his 
arrest,  etc.,  was  held  not  to  be  entitled  to  Ikj  sworn  in. 

McKee  vs.  Y(mng,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  422 

Where  one  claimant  had  i)een  the  e<litor  of  a  disloyal  newspain^r  during  the  war 
and  the  other  had  served  as  an  ennign  in  the  rt^hel  army,  the  committee  held  that 
neither  of  them  was  entitled  to  l)e  sworn  in. 

Christy  vs.  Wimpy,  40th  ( \mg 2  Bart. ,  465 

W^here  the  disloyaltv  of  contestt»e  was  shown  by  a  letter  published  by  him  in  a  news- 
paper, at  the  beginning  of  the  war,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  entitleil  to  Ije 
sworn  in. 

Smith  vs.  Brown,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  395 

A  really  loyal    person   eligible,  though    not    technically    within    the    fourteenth 
amendment. 

Where  contestee  had  done  acts  in  violation  of  the  letter  but  not  of  the  spirit  of  the 
fourteenth  amendment,  and  it  appeared  that  he  had  been  really  loyal  throughout 
the  war,  he  was  held  to  Ih'  eligible. 

Tucker  vs.  Btxjker,  4i-'*t  Cong i 2  Bart.,  772 

Disloyal  acts  prior  to  complete  annexation  of  Hawaii  overlooked. 

Where  it  was  charged  that,  after  the  annexation  of  Hawaii  but  before  Congress  had 
provided  a  system  of  government,  the  sitting  Delegate  (who  had  lKH.m  of  the  Roy- 
alist party)  was  guilty  of  acts  disloyal  to  the  Unite<l  States,  the  committee  said, 
**  We  do  not  think  that  the  (conduct  of  a  native  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands  a  year  or 
more  prior  to  the  adoption  of  that  organic  act,  however  impro^x^r  it  may  have  l)et»n, 
abstractly  viewed,  ought  to  deprive  the  Hawaiian  people  of  the  rt^prestmtiitive 
whom  they  have  solemnly  sent." 

Ifi/cojT,  56th  Cong lUJiK)rt  3001 
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Polygamy  a  disqaalifleation. 

Where  a  meml)er  was  duly  elected,  duly  returned,  and  had  all  the  constitutional 
qualifications,  but  was  a  polygamist,  the  House  vacated  the  seat  by  the  following 
resolution:  "  Resolved ^  That  under  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  this  case,  Brigham 
H.  Rol)erts,  Representative-elet^t  from  the  State  of  Utah,  ought  not  to  have  or  hold 
a  seat  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  that  the  seat  to  which  he  was  elected 

*   is  hereby  declared  vacant.'* 

RoberUty  56th  Cong Report  86,  p.  52 

REBUTTAL. 

See  Evidence  in  Chirf  in  Time  for  Rebuttal, 

RECOUNT. 

Applieation  for  recount  should  show  some  probability  of  fraud  or  error. 

Where  contestant  had  made  an  unsuccessful  effort  to  procure  a  recount  of  the  ballots 
within  the  sixty  days,  and  applied  for  an  order  of  tne  House  to  send  for  the  ballot 
boxes  and  recount  the  votes,  *'the  committee  were  of  opinion  that  such  an  applica- 
tion should  be  founded  upon  some  proof  sufficient,  at  least,  to  raise  a  presumption 
of  mistake,  irregularity,  or  fraud  in  the  original  count,  and  ought  not  to  be  granted 
upon  the  mere  suggestion  of  possible  error."  *  *  *  *' To  adopt  a  rule  that  the 
ballot  boxes  should  he  opened  upon  the  mere  reqtiest  of  the  defeatetl  candidate 
would  occasion  more  frauci  than  it  could  possibly  expose." 

Kline  vs.  Myers,  38th  Cong 1  Bart.,  574 

In  West  Virginia  demand  need  not  be  made  on  day  of  first  count. 

Under  the  statute  of  West  Virginia  providing  for  a  recount  on  the  demaml  of  either 
party  this  demand  need  not  be  made  on  the  day  of  the  announcement  of  the 
result  of  the  first  count.  The  governor  of  West  Virginia  erred  in  refusing  t4)  count 
the  returns  based  on  the  result  of  a  recount  legally  had. 

Smith  vs.  Jackson,  51st  Cong Rowell,  15 

Can  not  be  made  in  Pennsylvania  by  the  officer  taking  testimony. 

Under  the  law  of  Pennsylvania  j^ermitting  the  ballot  boxes  to  l>e  opened  only  upon 
oath  as  to  the  fact*?  expected  to  be  shown  by  them,  and  by  a  tribunal  authorized 
to  try  the  merits  of  the  election,  the  minority  (whose  report  was  sustained  by  the 
House)  held  that  the  magistrate  taking  testimony  *' was  not  a  |)er9on  nor  a  tribu- 
nal authorize<l  to  try  the  merits  of  the  election  and  had  no  authority  under  the 
law  of  Pennsylvania  or  of  Congress  to  order  those  boxes  to  be  broken  oi)en.  In 
the  opinion  of  the  undersigne<i,  the  objection  of  the  sitting  member  to  theoixjuing 
of  these  boxes  was  well  taken,  and  if  that  objec'tion  had  not  l)een  waived  at  the 
hearing,  the  testimony  as  to  the  recount  should  have  bi*en  overruled." 

Butler  vs.  I^hman  (minority  rejmrt),  87th  Cong , 1  Bart.,  361 

Commissioner  taking  testimony  authorized  to  require  production  of  ballots. 

Where  the  contestant,  acting  under  the  impression  that  the  language  of  the  statute 
"to  answer  the  call  of  any  person  or  tribunal  authorized  to  try  the  merits  of  such 
election  "  <lid  not  authorize  the  officer  taking  depositions  to  re<juire  the  production 
of  the  Imllots,  had  called  the  voters  instead  to  testify  how  they  voteii,  the  com- 
mittee said:  **In  the  opinion  of  the  committee  the  contestant  would  have  found 
ample  authority  for  the  pnxiuction  of  the  Imllots  in  sections  122  and  123  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States.  In  section  123  full  power  is  given  to  the 
oflicer  engaged  in  taking  depositions  in  a  contested  election  case  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  *to  require  tne  production  of  papers,'  and  if  *any  person  refuse  or 
neglect  to  produce  and  deliver  up  any  paper  or  papers  in  his  possession  jtertaining 
to  the  election'  he  is  made  liable  U)  heavy  penalties.  The  l)allots  were  papers  per- 
taining to  the  election." 

Grvevy  vs.  Scali,  oM  Cong Stofer,  157 
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The  notary  haa  a  right  to  require  production  of  ballots. 

Under  the  Federal  statute  for  taking:  testimony  in  election  cases  the  notary  has  the 
right  to  require  the  production  of  the  ballots,  even  under  a  statute  (of  Illinois) 

Eermitting  the  ballots  to  be  opened  only  in  open  court  or  in  open  session  of  the 
ody  trying  the  contest.  It  is  obviously  impossible  to  open  tne  ballots  in  open 
session  of  the  House,  and  the  notary  fully  represents  the  House  and  constitutes  a 
tribunal  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  to  written  form  such  evidence  as  the  ballots 
may  contain. 

Rinaker  vs.  Dovm.ing^  ,')4th  (hng Report  1400,  p.  8 

The  Constitution  and  the  statute  [for  taking  testimony]  enacted  in  pursuance  thereto 
are  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  and  under  this  law  the  ballots  can  be  required  to 
be  produced  in  a  Congressional  contested  election  case,  anything  in  the  constitu- 
tion or  laws  of  a  State  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.  A  State  court  would  have 
been  under  obligations  to  compel  the  production  of  the  ballots  under  the  Federal 
law. 

Van  Horn  vs.  Tarmetfj  64th  Cong Report  356,  part  1,  p.  17 

Right  not  enforceable  by  State  conrti. 

The  minority  held  that  while  Congress  itself  could  not  be  prevented  by  State  laws 
from  ascertaining  the  result,  "we  do  not  agree  with  the  majority  that  any  court  in 
the  land  has  power,  in  aid  of  that  Congressional  prerogative,  to  compel  officers 
*  *  *  contrary  to  a  State  law  to  exhibit  ballots  *  *  *  to  any  officer  or  com- 
missioner other  than  a  duly  authorized  representative  of  either  of  the  Houses  of 
Congress." 

Van  Horn  vs.  Tarsney  (minority  report) ^  64th  Cong Report  355,  part  3,  p.  5 

Not  to  be  received  where  ballots  conld  have  been  tampered  with. 

Where  the  evidence  showed  a  possibility  that  the  ballots  might  have  been  tampered 
with,  the  minority  held  that  no  recount  could  be  received. 

Archer  vs.  Allen  {ininorUy  report),  S4th  Cong 1  Bart.,  176 

Where  ballot  boxes  were  kept  by  the  official  custodians,  but  in  such  a  manner  afl  to 
expose  them  to  the  danger  of  being  tampered  with,  and  there  were  indications 
that  they  were  tampered  with,  the  committee  unanimously  refused  to  receive  the 
results  of  a  recount. 

Klinnv^,  Verree,37th  Cong 1  Bart., 384 

Rejected,  where  ballots  improperly  kept  and  not  legally  in  existence. 

Where  the  ballots  recounted  had  no  legal  existence,  were  not  recounted  by  the  full 
board  of  inspectors,  and  had  not  been  in  legal  custody  nor  kept  under  effective 

f)recaution,  tne  committee  rejected  the  recounts,  holding  that  under  the  New  York 
aw  for  the  destruction  of  ballots  there  could  be  no  legal  recount  and  that  in  any 
case  no  confidence  could  be  placed  in  a  recount  made  under  such  circumstances. 

Noyesws.  Rockwell,  62d  Cong Stofer,  28-30 

Ballots  must  be  the  same  and  in  the  same  condition. 

It  is  well  settled  that  before  resort  can  be  had  to  the  ballots  as  means  of  proof  abso- 
lute proof  must  be  made  that  the  ballots  offered  are  the  identical  ballots  cast  at  the 
election;  that  they  had  been  safely  kept  as  required  by  law;  that  they  are  in  the 
same  condition  they  were  when  cast;  that  they  had  not  been  tainperetl  with,  and 
that  no  opportunity  had  been  had  to  tamper  with  them.  The  burden  of  making 
this  preliminary  proof  rests  on  the  party  who  seeks  Xo  use  the  Imllots  as  evidence. 

English  vs.  Hilbom,  63d  Cong Report  614,  p.  4 

Ballots  must  be  so  kept  as  to  rebut  a  presumption  of  being  tampered  with. 

In  order  to  command  confidence  in  a  recount  "it  is  necessary  for  the  contestant, 
first,  to  establish  the  identity  of  the  ballot  boxes;  and,  secondly,  to  show  that  those 
boxes  had  been  so  kept  as  to  rebut  any  reasonable  presumption  that  they  had  been 
tampere<l  with." 

Butler  vs.  Lehman  {minority  report,  sustained  by  House),  S7th  Cong 1  Bart.,  358 
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Identity  and  integrity  of  ballets  mast  be  shown. 

''The  law  regards  with  jealousy  and  suspicion  recounts  of  ballots  and  is  slow  to 
sanction  any  chaui^e  from  results  originally  declared  to  results  effec^ted  by  such 
recounts.  The  rules  of  law  governing  recounts  of  ballots  are  plain  and  positive. 
Before  courts  or  legislative  Ixxlies  will  give  weight  to  results  of  recounts  of  ballots 
it  must  be  shown  absolutely  that  the  ballot  boxes  containing  such  ballots  had  been 
safely  kept;  that  the  ballots  were  undoubtedly  the  identical  ballots  cast  at  the 
election;  and  when  these  facts  are  established  beyond  all  reasonable  doubt,  then 
full  force  and  effect  are  given  to  the  developments  of  the  recount.''  In  this  case 
the  committee  found  the  evidence  sufficient  a»id  accepted  the  results  of  recounts, 
which  changed  the  result  of  the  election. 

Acklen  vs.  rkirrall,  46ih  Cong 1  Ells.,  132 

'*  The  temptation  to  tamper  with  and  change  the  ballots  after  an  election  is  so  great, 
especially  when  the  election  is  close  and  a  slight  change  w^ill  elect  the  one  and 
defeat  the  other  candidate,  that  courts  and  the  House  have  uniformly  required  the 
party  offering  the  ballots  to  overcome  the  official  count  made  at  tne  time  of  the 
election  to  show  that  the  ballots  have  been  kept  strictly  as  required  by  law.  Upon 
the  person  offering  the  ballots  is  cast  the  burden  of  showing  that  the  ballots  offered 
for  recount  are  the  identical  ones  cast  at  the  election  and  have  been  in  no  way 
tampered  with  or  changed." 

Wallace  vs.  McKinley  {minority  report)  48th  Cong Mobley,  210 

The  returns  of  election  officers  are  prima  facie  correct,  and  a  recount  showing  a  dif- 
ferent result  can  not  be  regardea  unless  it  affirmatively  appears  that  the  oallots 
recounted  are  the  same  as  those  originally  counted,  and  in  the  same  condition. 

Atkinson  vs.  Pendleton^  Slat  Cong Rowell,  47 

In  order  to  justify  a  recount  it  ought  to  appear  that  the  statutory  requirements  have 
been  complied  with  '*or  clearly  shown  that  the  failure  to  comply  therewith  has 
resulted  in  no  injury.  If  proper  care  is  not  taken  to  so  preserve  the  ballots  that 
they  may  not  be  changed  they  will  always  be  the  subject  of  a  natural  suspicion,  and 
when  a  material  difference  appears  between  the  original  count  and  the  recount  the 
weight  to  be  given  to  the  recount  must  depend  wholly  upon  the  methods  used  in 
preserving  the  ballots  free  from  suspicion  or  opportunity  to  do  wrong.  In  the  con- 
flict between  the  first  and  second  count  it  is  evident  that  the  one  or  the  other 
does  not  show  the  true  result.  If  every  opportunity  to  change  the  ballots  has 
been  prevented,  and  if  the  law  in  relation  to  a  recount  has  been  complied  with, 
the  recount  becomes  entitled  to  the  greater  credit  and  should  prevail.  But  if,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  ballots  have  been  so  kept  that  they  may  be  readily  changed, 
our  observation  upon  this  committee  would  hardly  justify  us  in  indulging  in  the 
conclusion  presumptive  that  no  one  had  been  found  wicked  enough  to  make  the 
change." 

McGinnis  vs.  AlderBOUj  Slst  Cong Rowell,  636 

Ballots  must  be  sbown  to  have  been  safely  kept. 

''In  order  to  sustain  a  recount  the  parties  seeking  the  benefit  of  it  must  prove  con- 
clusively that  between  the  time  of  the  first  and  second  count  there  was  no  oppor- 
tunity given  for  tamoering  with  the  ballots.  It  is  not  in  this  case  for  the  cont^tant 
to  show  that  the  ballots  might  have  been  tampered  with,  but  the  contestee,  who 
relies  upon  the  recount,  must  establish  affirmatively  that  the  ballots  had  been  safely 
kept,  and  that  they  had  not  been  exposed  to  the  public  or  handled  by  unauthorized 
persons." 

DeanvB.  Field,  4Sth  Cong 1  Ells.,  212 

Must  be  honest,  fair,  and  correct. 

"Recounts  to  be  of  value  must  be  honest,  fair,  and  correct.  It  must  be  shown  that 
the  ballots  were  never  out  of  the  custody  to  which  the  law  assigned  them,  and  that 
they  must  be  free  from  the  imputation  that  they  could  have  been  tampered  with 
by  the  party  claiming  under  the  recount." 

English  vs.  PeeUe,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  170 
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Mait  have  been  conducted  ai  carefully  as  the  original  count 

The  House  does  not  *' favor  the  setting  aside  of  official  and  formal  counts,  made  with 
all  the  safegrnards  required  by  law,  on  evidence  only  of  subsequent  informal  and 
unofficial  counts  without  such  safeguards."  In  no  mstance  has  a  person  entitled 
to  the  seat.by  an  official  count  been  deprived  of  it  by  a  subsequent  unofficial  count. 
**  On  principle  it  would  seem  that  if  such  a  thing  were,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  in 
the  official  count,  in  any  case  admissible,  it  should  be  permitted  only  when  the 
ballot  boxes  had  been  so  kept  as  to  be  conclusive  of  the  identity  of  the  ballots,  and 
when  the  subsequent  count  was  made  with  safeguards  equivalent  to  those  provided 
by  law.  In  the  absence  of  either  of  these  conditions,  the  proof,  as  mere  matter 
of  fact  and  without  reference  to  statutory  rules,  would  be  less  reliable  and  there- 
fore insufficient." 

Gooding  vs.  Wilson^  4^d  Cong Smith,  79 

V. 

In  M aaiachuietti,  can  be  made  by  board  of  aldermen  only  when  law  strictly  followed. 

A  statute  providing  that  the  board  of  aldermen,  or  a  committee  of  their  number,  may 
examine  the  ballots  and  "determine  the  questions  raised,"  on  the  presentation  of 
a  petition  of  10  qualified  electors  stating  that  they  have  reason  to  believe  that  the 
original  returns  are  erroneous  "and  specifying  wherein  thev  believe  them  to  be  in 
error,"  confers  upon  the  board  of  aldermen,  or  their  committee,  a  specnal  jurisdic- 
tion, and  must  be  strictly  construed,  and  such  board  of  aldermen  can  not  proceed 
except  in  strict  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  If  they  assume  to 
act  in  a  manner  different  from  that  prescribed  by  the  statute  their  acts  are  abso- 
lutely void. 

A  petition  stating  that  the  petitioners  believe  the  returns  to  be  in  error  in  that  there 
were  more  votes  counted  for  one  candidate  and  less  for  the  other  than  were  cast  for 
him  does  not  sufficiently  "specify  wherein  they  believe  them  to  be  in  error,"  and 
confers  no  jurisdiction.  Such  a  statute  does  not  make  the  board  of  aldermen  a 
general  returning  l)oard,  and  does  not  contemplate  a  general  |)olicy  of  recounting 
the  ballots,  or  that  a  recount  shall  Ije  granted  merely  because  the  vote  is  close. 
An<l  if  the  ballots  are  so  recounted  all  the  proceedings  and  the  certification  of  the 
result  must  l)e  strictly  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  statute,  otherwise  the  origi- 
nal count  made  and  returned  by  the  precinct  officers  must  stand. 

The  minority  held  that  the  petitions  were  sufficiently  specific  to  confer  jurisdiction; 
that  the  law  contemplated  that  the  count  made  by  the  aldermen  should  prevail 
over  the  original  count,  and,  there  being  no  evidence  going  behind  the  returns  to 
show  the  correctness  or  incorrectness  of  either  count,  the  second  count  should 
stand. 

DeanxB,  Field,  4Sth  Cong ^ 1  Ells.,  190-223 

Where  ballots  exposed  to  danger  of  tampering,  recount  not  accepted. 

Where  the  ballot  boxes  had  been  privately  opened,  in  some  cases  two  or  three  times, 
and  the  ballots  handled  and  counted  by  a  paid  a^ent  of  contestant,  and  the  boxes 
had  been  otherwise  exposed  to  the  danger  of  being  tampered  with,  the  minority 
held  that  no  valid  recount  Qf  such  ballots  could  be  made. 

Frederick  vs.  Wilson  (minority  report),  48lh  Cong Mobley,  406,  419 

Privately  made,  without  due  precautions,  not  considered. 

A  recount  privately  made  bv  an  unofficial  person,  where  there  was  no  proof  of  the 
identity  of  the  ballots  and  where  it  affirmatively  appeared  that  they  could  have 
been  tampered  with,  was  not  considered. 

CooA;  vs.  Cutis,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  252 

Privately  made  by  agent  of  one  of  the  candidates,  not  to  be  accepted. 

A  recount  privately  made  by  an  unsworn  agent  of  one  of  the  candidates  ought  not  to 
be  permitted  to  overturn  the  sworn  returns  of  the  officers  of  election,  especially 
when  no  memoranda  are  presented  and  the  testimony  does  not  attempt  to  show 
the  vote  of  either  candidate  in  any  precinct  or  the  changes  in  any  precinct,  but 
merely  the  net  result  of  the  recount. 
EnglishYS.  Peelle  {minority  repijrt),  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  179 
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Privately  made,  aceepted  where  offloial  recount  prevented  by  contestee. 

Where  contestant  had  undertaken  to  have  all  the  hallots  recounted,  but  had  been 
prevented  by  an  m junction  issued  at  the  instance  of  contestee,  the  committee 
accepted  the  result  of  a  private  recount  of  part  of  the  precincts,  made  by  an  out- 
sider during  a  recount  of  the  votes  on  local  officers,  on  the  ground  that  contestee 
had  made  this  recount  admissible  by  himself  preventing  an  official  recount  from 
being  held.  But  the  House  agreed  with  the  minority  and  voted  to  recommit  the 
case  lor  a  recount. 

Rinaker  vs.  Doioningy  54th  Cong Report  1400 

When  it  ihowed  the  election  of  oontestant  he  was  seated. 

Where  the  case  had  been  recommitted  to  the  committee  for  a  recount  of  the  ballots, 
and  the  recount  conducted  under  the  direction  and  supervision  of  the  committee 
showed  the  election  of  contestant,  the  committee  reported  in  his  favor. 

Rinaker  vs.  DwDmng,  54th  Cong Report  2247 

Votes  gained  on  reoonnt  added  to  vote. 

A  recount  of  the  ballots  having  been  made,  at  which  contestant  gained  131  votes,  the 
committee  added  that  number  to  his  vote. 

Booze  vs.  Rxiskf  54th  Cong Report  849 

A  reoonnt  of  ballots  where  retnm  discredited,  proof  alinnde  of  vote. 

Where  the  ballot  box  had  been  taken  away  over  night  and  counted  the  next  day 
the  committee  rejected  the  return,  but  accepted  a  recount  of  the  ballots  as  proof 
aliunde  of  the  vote. 

The  minority  held  that,  as  the  ballots  \*ere  the  very  thing  discredited,  a  count  of 
them  was  not  proof  aliunde  of  the  vote. 

Pearson  vs.  Crawford,  56ih  Cong Report  199 

Parol  evidence  to  correct  original  connt. 

The  tally  sheet  was  kept  by  an  unsworn  outsider  and  was  the  only  actual  count 
made.  Two  witnesses  swore  that  they  watched  the  tally  and  that  it  was  16  votes 
more  than  the  returns  showed.  The  tally  keeper  was  not  tailed  as  a  witness. 
The  committee  counted  the  extra  vot^s;  the  minority  dissenting. 

Martin  vs.  Lockhart,  54th  Cong Report  2002 

Accepted  to  change  the  resnlt  of  an  election. 

Where  a  recount  of  the  ballots  in  one  precinct,  made  six  months  after  the  election, 
and  during  the  taking  of  testimony  in  the  ca«e  showed  a  change  of  enough  votes  to 
overcome  the  sitting  member's  relumed  majority  of  one  vote,  and  the  committee 
were  satisfied  that  the  ballots  had  not  been  tampered  with,  they  accepted  the 
result  of  the  recount 

Archerva,  AUen^  S4th  Cong 1  Bart,  172 

Made  by  ward  officers,  in  Massachnsetts,  accepted. 

Under  the  statutes  of  Massachusetts  (in  force  in  1862)  the  ward  officers  had  a  right 
to  make  an  amended  return,  to  correspond  to  the  truth,  within  a  certain  time  after 
the  election.  This  was  held  to  include  the  right  to  ascertain  the  truth  by  a  recount 
of  the  ballots,  and  an  amended  return,  based  on  a  recount  made  seven  days  after 
the  election,  was  held  to  be  legal. 

Sleeper\9.  Rice,  38th  Cong 1  Bart.,  476 

Where  ballots  conld  have  been  tampered  with,  bat  were  not,  reoonnt  received. 

Where  the  ballots  had  been  kept  unsealed  in  a  trunk  in  the  attic  of  the  house  of  the 
clerk  of  the  ward,  and  had  once  been  privately  recounted  by  him  without  untying 
the  packages,  but  he  testified  that  they  had  not  been  tampered  with,  and  the  coin- 
cidences of  the  recount  with  the  original  tallv  sheets,  after  correcting  mistakes 
obvious  on  the  face  of  the  tally  sheets,  were  sucn  as  strongly  to  confirm  the  recount 
and  to  render  the  correctness  of  the  first  count  very  improbable,  the  result  of  the 
recount  was  accepted. 

Sleeper  \8.  Rice,  SSth  Cong 1  Bart.,  477 
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To  be  received  unleei  ballots  thown  to  bave  been  tampered  with. 

Where  the  contestant  prochKred  boxes  from  legal  cnstdlians,  sealed  up  and  in  the 
same  apparent  condition  as  when  left  with  the  custodians,  the  majority  (not 
sustained  by  the  House)  held  that  under  these  circumstances  the  burden  of  proving 
them  to  liave  been  tampered  with  rested  upon  the  contestee,  and  that  it  was  not 
enouj^h  to  show  merely  a  possibility  of  their  being  tampered  with. 

Ihitler  vs.  Lehman  (majority  report)^  37th  Cong 1  Bart.,  357 

Made  by  ananthorlsed  person  should  be  received  unless  impeaehed. 

Re<:ounts  of  the  ballots  made  within  a  few  weeks  after  the  election  by  persons  who 
were  unimpeached  and  credible  witnesses,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  ballots  had  been  tampered  with,  should  have  been 
receiv^  to  overthrow  the  official  cx>unt  made  on  the  evening  of  the  election. 

Gooding  vs.  WiUon  ( minority  report),  4^d  Cong Smith,  83 

Made  by  unofficial  person  accepted  if  his  capacity  and  veracity  shown. 

The  value  of  a  re(!Ount  unofficially  made  by  a  private  individual  must  turn  upon  his 
capacity  and  veracity.  ''  If  these  are  both  established,  as  much  weight  should  be 
given  to  his  count  as  if  he  had  been  directed  by  the  court  to  make  it." 

EnglUhyB.  Peelle,  4Slh  Cong Mobley,  171 

Accepted  if  preponderance  of  evidence  in  its  favor. 

Where  it  is  a  question  between  the  original  count  and  a  recount  the  preponderance  of 
evidence  must  prevail. 

English  vs.  Peellef  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  173 

Where  large  changes  explained  by  circumstances,  recount  accepted. 

Where  a  recount  showe<l  a  change  of  over  a  thousand  votes  in  five  precincts,  tut  the 
seals  on  the  ballot  boxes  were  intact,  and  it  was  shown  that  Kepublican  tickets 
were  in  circulation  bearing  the  name  of  contestant  or  bearing  no  name  for  Con- 
gress, and  that  the  judges  of  election,  not  being  aware  of  this  fact,  counted  the 
ballots  hastily,  crediting  to  contestee  all  ballots  appearing  to  l)e  straight  Repub- 
lican tickets,  the  committee  counted  the  votes  according  to  the  recount  The 
minority  held  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  show  that  the  Iwilot  boxes  had 
not  been  tampered  with,  and  that  the  recount  could  not  l)e  accepte<l.  Part  of  the 
minority  held  that  the  circulation  of  the  **  lK)gus"  tickets  at  some  polls  cast  doubt 
ujwn  the  accuracy  of  the  first  count  also,  and  thai  neither  count  should  be  accepted. 

Acklen\B.  Darrall,  4Sth  Cong 1  Ells.,  124-189. 

Where  ballots  properly  kept,  and  error  in  original  count  probable,  recount  accepted. 

Where  (in  Iowa)  there  is  no  law  providing  for  a  recount,  the  only  question  before 
the  committee  is.  Are  they  the  same  ballots  as  cast,  and  what  is  the  correct  count? 
If  the  circumstances  of  the  original  count  indicate  error  of  a  certain  sort,  and  the 
ballots  being  so  kept  that  they  could  not  have  been  tampered  with,  a  recount 
shows  such  error,  it  .should  he  accepted. 

Frederick  vs.  Wilson,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  403 

Where  original  count  fraudulent,  recount  accepted. 

Where  the  original  count  was  tainted  with  fraud,  the  result  of  a  recount  may  be 
accepted  in  lieu  of  throwing  out  the  poll. 

Sullivan  vs.  Felton,  60th  Cong Mobley,  751 

Where  identity  of  ballots  proved,  recount  accepted. 

The  result  of  a  recount  of  the  ballots  conducted  according  to  the  State  law  was  unani- 
mously accepted  by  the  committee,  though  the  majority  expressed  some  doubt  as 
to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  showing  the  identity  of  the  ballots.  The  minor- 
ity held  that  the  identity  of  the  ballots  was  conclusively  proved,  and  that  they 
were  the  best  evidence  of  the  vote. 

Mudd  vs.  ComptoUf  51st  Cong Rowell,  165, 164 

REJECTED  VOTES. 

See  VoTBS,  Illegally  Rejected. 
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BEGISTBATION. 

Required  proof  of  qualification  not  presented  by  nonregistered  voters.  See  Illegal 
votes,  required  proof  of  qualification  not  presented  at  the  polls. 

May  be  made  the  neeeiiary  evidence  of  qualification. 

Where  r^stration  is  not  a  constitutional  qualification  for  voting  it  may  be  made  the 
necessary  evidence  of  qualification.  A  registration  list  is  presumed  to  be  correct, 
and  the  votes  of  persons  whose  names  were  not  on  the  registration  list  were  prop- 
erly rejected. 

McLean  vs.  Broadfiead,  4Slh  Cong Mobley,  386 

Power  of  legrielatare  to  enact  regietration  law. 

"The  right  of  suffrage  is  n^ulated  by  the  States,  and  while  the  legislature  of  a  State 
can  not  add  to,  abridge,  or  alter  the  constitutional  qualifications  of  voters,  it  may 
and  should  prescribe  proper  and  necessary  rules  for  the  orderly  exercise  of  the 
right  resulting  from  these  qualifications.  It  can  not  be  denied  that  the  power  to 
enact  a  registration  law  is  within  the  power  to  regulate  the  exercise  of  the  elective 
franchise  and  preserve  the  purity  of  tne  ballot." 

Goodrich  vs.  Bullock  (minority  report)y  SUt  Cong Rowell,  598 

Pnrpoee  of. 

"The  intention  of  the  legislatures  of  all  the  States  in  providing  for  r^istration  lists 
is  to  guard  against  fraudulent  voting,  to  prevent  colonizing  and  men  without  fixed 
habitations  from  depositinp;  their  ballots  wherever  they  may  chance  to  be  on  an 
election  day,  and  to  require  residents  sufficiently  long  in  a  community  that  the 
voter  may  become  known  and  regarded  as  a  bona  fide  resident,  and  not  a  mere 
floater  or  bird  of  passage.'* 

Greevy  vs.  Scully  52d  Cong Stofer,  161 

Where  registration  reqnired,  election  invalid  withont  it. 

Under  a  law  requiring  the  registration  of  voters  in  all  towns  of  over  2,500  inhabit- 
ants, the  committee  threw  out  the  vote  of  a  town  of  more  than  2,500  population 
in  which  no  registration  was  made. 

Thrasher  vs.  Bnloe,  5Sd  Cong Report  842,  p.  7 

Effect  of  setting  aside  by  governor,  in  Arkansas. 

The  governor  of  Arkansas  had  the  power,  under  certain  circumstances,  to  set  aside 
the  registration  of  a  county  and  order  a  new  one.  In  some  counties  a  new  regis- 
tration ordered  by  the  governor  had  not  been  completed  by  the  day  of  election, 
and  the  county  clerks  refused  to  certify  the  returns  of  counties  and  precincts  not 
yet  registered.  The  committee  held  that  the  governor  "was  not  authorized  to  set 
aside  the  old  registration,  except  by  making  anew  one,*'  and  did  not  "think  that 
a  fair  construction  of  this  law  can  give  the  governor  the  authority  to  disfranchise 
a  county  by  setting  aside  the  registration."  The  committee  counted  the  votes  as 
shown  by  duplicate  original  precinct  returns. 

Ganse\8.  Hodges,  4Sd  Cmg Smith,  305,316,320 

ImperatiTe,  in  California. 

The  votes  of  persons  whose  names  are  not  on  the  "Great  Register"  in  California 
were  rejected  by  the  committee. 

Wlgginton  vs.  Pacheco,  45lh  Cong 1  Ells.,  13 

Registration  not  mandatory,  in  Alabama. 

The  (constitution  of  Alabama  does  not  make  registration  an  absolute  prerequisite  for 
voting,  nor  do  the  statutes  of  the  State. 

Loweys,  Wheeler,  47(h  Cong 2  Ells.,  76 

Registration  is  required  in  Alabama,  and  unregistered  votes  should  be  rejected. 

Lowe  vs.  Wheeler  (minority  report) ,  47th  Cong , 2  Ells. ,  137-145 
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Keqairement  of  affidavits,  in  Iowa,  directory. 

**  Where  the  elector,  acting  in  good  faith  and  honestly  supposing  himself  to  be  regis- 
tered, deposits  his  vote,  and  the  same  is  re<,'eive<l  by  the  judges,  it  is  a  valid  vote. 
But  where  the  elector  does  not  act  in  good  faith,  and  knows  he  is  not  registered, 
his  vote  should  be  rejected."  The  buraen  of  showing  the  want  of  good  faith  is  on 
the  party  attacking  the  vote. 

Campbell  vs.  Weaver^  49th  Cong Mobley,  462 

Requirement  of  affidavits  in  Iowa,  mandatory. 

The  statute  of  Iowa  requiring  an  affidavit  of  unregistered  voters  is  mandatory  both 
upon  the  officers  of  election  and  the  voters,  and  both  as  to  the  production  of  the 
affidavit  and  its  contents. 

Camp})dl  vs.  Weaver  ( minority  report ) ,  49th  Cong Mobley,  472 

In  North  Carolina  registration  transfers  to  newly  established  precincts  should  be 
made  withont  personal  application. 

Where  two  precincts  in  North  Carolina  which  had  been  consolidated  for  several  years 
were  again  separated  shortly  before  the  election,  and  the  judges  of  election  at  the 
new  precinct  refused  to  receive  the  votes  of  voters  who  did  not  present  certificates 
that  their  names  had  been  erased  from  the  registry  of  the  other  precinct,  the 
majority  of  the  committee  held  that  they  were  properly  rejected  under  the  North 
Carolina  law.  The  minority  held  that  the  names  should  have  been  transferred 
without  personal  appli<;ation,  or  on  personal  application  on  the  day  of  election, 
and  that  the  votes  rejected  shouUl  be  counted. 

Yeates  vs.  Martin,  46th  Cong 1  Ells.,  389,412 

Transferred  voters  registered  on  election  day,  in  Virginia. 

Where  voters  were  required  to  be  registered  at  least  ten  days  before  the  election, 
except  those  having  transfer  certificates,  who  might  l)e  registere<l  at  any  time, 
including  the  day  of  election,  the  majority  refused  to  count  as  illegal  the  votes  of 
transferred  voters  registered  on  election  day.  The  minority  did  not  mention  this 
point,  but  excluded  the  votes  in  question  as  illegal. 

PlaU  vs.  Goode,44th  Cong Smith,  ()6(),  682 

When  new  certificate  necessary  under  Florida  law. 

A  new  certificate  of  r^istration  is  not  a  condition  precedent  to  voting,  under  the 
Florida  law,  when  a  voter  has  moved  from  one  house  to  another  within  a  voting 
district  *' While  the  law  provides  for  issuing  a  new  registration  certificate  to  a 
voter  who  has  changed  his  residence,  either  within  the  precinct  or  to  another  one, 
it  does  not  require  such  a  new  certificate  as  a  condition  precedent  to  voting  when 
the  change  of  residence  is  within  the  precinct  or  voting  district.  On  the  contrary, 
it  expressly  provides  that  a  new  certificate  shall  be  necessary  if  the  change  of  resi- 
dence is  from  one  voting  district  to  another,  thus  implying  that  it  shall  not  be 
necessary  if  the  change  is  not  from  one  voting  district  to  another.  Inchisio  wnitw, 
exdusio  aiterius.** 

Goodrich  vs.  Bullock^  oM  ( \mg Rowell,  585 

Reregistration  is  not  necessary  in  Florida  when  a  voter  has  changed  his  residence 
from  one  place  to  another  in  the  same  votinc  precinct.  "While  t-ection  8  of  the 
act  of  June  7,  1887,  may  possibly  admit  of  a  different  construction,  we  are  inclinecl 
to  the  opinion  that  a  mere  change  of  residence  from  one  house  to  another  in  the 
same  voting  precinct  should  not  deprive  an  elector  of  his  right  to  vote." 

Goodrich  vs.  Bullock  {minority  report) ,  61st  Cong Rowell,  612 

May  be  proved  by  parol  evidence. 

It  was  not  necessary  (in  Virginia)  to  have  introduced  the  registration  lists  to  show 
that  rejected  voters  were  m  fact  qualified.  '*The  registration  books  in  Virginia 
are  not  public  records  to  which  verity  can  be  attached.  In  fact,  they  are  only 
prima  facie  evidence  that  a  man  is  a  voter,  and  may  be  attacked  by  parol  evidence 
in  various  ways."  Where  the  question  at  is-^ue  was  whether  the  excluded  person 
was  a  (jualified  voter,  not  merely  whether  he  was  registered,  the  committcn* 
accepted  his  own  testimony  that  he  was  qualified. 

Thorp  vs.  Ej/es,  56th  Cong _ Report  428 
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The  books  should  be  introduced. 

Where  the  qualifications  of  voters  asked  to  be  counted  as  unlawfully  exchided  were 
shown  by  their  own  testimony,  the  minority  held  that  the  registration  books 
should  have  been  introduced.  The  electicm  officers  (in  Virginia)  were  not  per- 
mitted to  receive  parol  evidence  of  (jualitication,  and  the  partv  seeking  to  have 
counted  on  a  contest  votes  not  cast  must  furnish  proof  of  equal  ffignity. 

Thorj)  vs.  Epes  (minority  report) ^  55th  Cong Report  428,  part  2,  j).  9 

Can  be  shown  by  parol  evidence. 

The  fact  of  rej^istration  can  be  proved  by  parol  evidence.  "Registration  does  not 
create  the  right  to  vote,  but  it  is  an  official  memorandum  of  an  existing  right,  and 
parol  evidence  is  as  near  the  fact  as  the  books.  In  fact,  the  books  are  made  from 
parol  evidence." 

Brown  vs.  Suxtnaon,  55th  Cong Report  1070,  p.  7 

No  registration  in  a  county,  vote  thrown  oat. 

Where  the  State  constitution  provides  that  no  |x?rson  not  registered  shall  l>e  allowed 
to  vote,  and  there  was  no  valid  registration  in  one  county,  held  that  there  was  no 
valid  election  and  the  returns  from  sutrh  county  must  l)e  set  aside. 

BisbcevQ.  Finley,  47ih  Cong .' 2  Ells.,  188 

No  registration  in  a  county,  vote  counted. 

Where  the  governor  failed  to  appoint  a  supervisor  of  registration  for  a  county,  and 
there  was  consequently  no  registration  as  provided  by  law,  but  the  election  was 
held  under  the  old  registration,  and  no  harm  appears  to  have  been  done,  held 
that  the  vote  of  the  county  should  l)e  counted.  '*The  committee  are  clearly  of 
opinion  that  voters  complying  with  all  other  requirements  of  the  law  can  not  be 
disfranchised  by  the  neglect  of  public  officials  to  furnish  them  opportunity  to  ro- 
ister."    The  committee  were  unanimous  in  this  opinion. 

Goodrich  vs.  Bullock,  5Jst  Cong Rowell,  585,  613 

BEGISTBATION  LAWS. 

Begistration  law  of  Missouri  unconstitutional. 

The  registration  law  of  Missouri,  prescribing  qualifications  for  voters  not  found  in 
the  (constitution,  is  unconstitutional.  Where  names  are  stricken  from  the  registry 
without  proper  investigation  and  in  disregard  of  the  forms  of  law,  voters  should 
not  thereny  be  disfranchised. 

Mcljcan  vs.  Broadhead  (minority  report),  4Sth  ( 'ong Mobley,  394-399 

i  Begistration  ordinance  of  8t.  Louis  invalid. 

"The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  having  declared  that  the  legislatures  of  the 
several  States  shall  provide  for  choosing  members  of  Congress,  and  the  constitu- 
%  tion  of  Missouri  having  authorize<l  the  general  assembly,  and  that  alone,  to  enact 

a  registration  law,"  the  registration  law  of  the.  city  of  St.  1-K)ui8,  passed  by  the 
municipal  assembly  as  a.city  ordinance  and  never  ratified  by  the  legislature,  was 
held  to  be  invalid. 

Semngham  vs.  Frotit,  47th  Cong .2  Ells.,  387 

Begistration  law  for  St.  Louis  constitutional. 

The  Missouri  registration  law  of  1881  for  St.  Louis  held  to  be  constitutional,  and  that 
the  votes  of  i)ersons  whose  names  had  l)e<»n  stricken  from  the  list  and  duly  adver- 
tised according  to  law,  and  who  had  not  applied  to  the  lx)ard  of  revision  for  rein- 
statement, were  properly  rejected  by  the  election  officers. 

Frank  vs.  (Hover,  50th  Cong Mobley,  655 

Begistration  law  of  South  Carolina  unconstitutional. 

The  registration  law  of  South  Carolina  is  unconstitutional,  because  it  is  not  a  reason- 
able regulation  of  the  right  to  vote,  but  is,  under  the  pretense  of  regulation,  an 
abridgment,  subversion,  and  restraint  of  that  right.  Its  unreasonable  or  restrictive 
features  are  (1)  that  it  does  not  provide  sufficient  fat'ilities  for  registration,  and 
leaves  to  the  registering  officer  a  dangerous  discretion;  (2)  that  it  attaches  the 
penalty  of  permanent  disfranchisement  for  failing  for  any  cause  to  register  for  the 
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first  election  at  which  the  citizen  wouhl  \ye  entitled  to  vote  if  registered;  (3)  that 
it  affixes  a  like  penalty  for  parting  with  or  destroyinfir  a  registration  certificate; 
(4)  that  all  applications  for  transfer  or  renewal  of  certihcates  must  be  made  at  the 
county  seat  of  the  county  where  the  original  certificate  was  issued;  (5)  that  when 
the  board  of  appeals  has  decideil  a^inst  an  applicant  for  registration,  he  may 
appeal,  but  must  give  notice  in  writmg  within  tive  days,  and  commence  proceed- 
ings in  court  within  ten  days  thereafter,  or  be  forever  debarred  from  voting.  This 
is  asi>ecial  remedy  with  a  fifteen  days'  statute  of  limitations;  (6)  that  the  supjer- 
visor  is  given  arbitrary  power  to  strike  names  irom  the  registry  list  without  posting 
the  names  and  without  notice  to  anybody. 
The  minority  held  that  the  law  was  reasonable  and  constitutional. 

MiUerys.  Elliott,  Slst  Cong Rowell,  509-515,537 

Under  the  constitution  of  South  Carolina,  which  provided  that  every  male  person 
otherwise  qualified  who  had  resided  in  the  precinct  sixtv  days  should  have  the 
right  to  vote,  the  committee  held  that  the  registration  law  of  the  State  which 
required  all  voters  to  be  registered  hy  July  1  preceding  the  election  was  in  conflict 
with  this  provision  and  was  unconstitutional. 

Johnston  vs.  Stokes,  54th  Cong Report  1229 

The  constitutionality  of  the  registration  law  of  South  Carolina  being  brought  in 
question,  the  committee  said:  "A  majority  of  this  committee  has  reacihed  the  con- 
clusion that  the  voters  of  the  district  now  in  consideration,  who  were  qualified  under 
the  constitution  of  ■  South  Carolina,  and  who  were  rejected  under  color  of  the 
enforcement  of  the  registration  law,  are  entitled  to  be  heard  in  this  contest.  In 
this  conclusion  no  violence  is  done  to  the  doctrine  that  *  where  the  proper  authori- 
ties of  a  State  have  given  a  construction  to  their  own  statutes  that  construction 
will  be  followed  by  the  Federal  authorities.*  While  the  supreme  court  of  South 
Carolina  has  not  passed  decisively  upon  the  statute  in  question,  the  people  them- 
selves, the  highest  authority  in  that  State,  have  decreed  its  disappearance  from  the 
statute  book.'* 

Wilson  vs.  McLaurin,  54th  Cong Report  1566 

Contestant  claimed  that  the  registration  law  of  South  Carolina  was  unconstitutional, 
and  that  votes  rejected  bemuse  of  nonregistration  should  be  counted.  But  as, 
even  on  the  most  favorable  construction  of  the  law  and  the  evidence,  these  votes 
were  too  few  to  change  the  result,  the  committee  did  not  pass  on  the  question. 

Moorman  vs.  Latimer,  54th  Cong Report  626 

Whether  reg^tration  law  of  Alabama  anconstitutional. 

It  was  objected  that  the  registration  law  of  Alabama  was  in  conflict  with  the  consti- 
tution of  the  State,  and  that  all  registrations  under  it  were  therefore  unlawful. 
But  the  committee  did  not  consider  the  objection,  calling  attention  to  the  fact  that 
no  vote  in  this  case  was  shown  to  be  affected  by  the  only  point  on  which  the  law 
could  be  claimed  to  be  unconstitutional. 

Goodwyn  vs.  CV)6/>,  54th  Cong Report  1122,  p.  6 

Alabama  regriitration  law  elearly  anoonstitutional. 

The  minority  said  on  this  point:  "This  statement  seems  to  be  made  on  the  idea  that 
an  enactment  mav  l)e  unconstitutional  as  to  a  class  of  persons  and  valid  as  to  all 
others,  and  also  that  no  one  (;an  attack  an  enactment  as  unconstitutional  unless  he 
shall  first  be  able  to  show  that  he  has  been  injured  by  it.  Our  view  is  that  as  soon 
as  an  unconstitutional  enactment  is  presented  to  the  court,  in  any  way,  which 
affects  the  cause  before  it,  it  will  be  declared  void,  not  only  as  to  the  parties  liti- 
gant, but  as  to  all  other  persons.  It  is  on  this  view  that  enactments  similar  to  the 
one  now  under  consideration  have  been  dei^lared  void  by  the  supreme  courts  of 
Pennsylvania,  North  Carolina,  and  other  States  of  the  Union.  *  *  *  That  the 
registration  law  was  unconstitutional  and  void  can  not,  we  are  confident,  be  seri- 
ouslv  doubted." 

Goodwyn  vs.  Cohh  (minority  report),  54th  Cong Report  1122,  part  2,  p.  8 

BEPBESENTATIVES,  aUALIFICATIONS  OF. 

See  Qualifications  of  Representatives. 
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BESrDENGE. 

What  Constitutes. 

Chiefly  a  qneition  of  intentioii. 

"The  question  of  domicile  has  been  a  fruitful  source  of  difficulty  to  courts.  It  is 
because  no  fixed  or  universal  rule  can  be  adopted  for  its  test.  The  animus  manendi 
is  the  principal  point  looked  to  in  the  ascertainment  of  domicile.  If  the  intention 
to  estaolish  a  permanent  residence  be  ascertained,  the  recency  of  the  establishment, 
though  it  may  have  been  for  a  day  only,  is  immaterial.  The  iyvtent  is,  in  each 
case,  the  real  subject  of  inquiry,  *and  the  circumstances  requisite  to  establish  the 
domicile  are  flexible  and  easily  accommodated  to  the  real  truth  and  equity  of  the 
case.'  " 

Let^y,  27ih  Cong 1  Bart. .  43 

Actaal  abode  ii  prima  facie  reiidenee. 

To  constitute  resiclence  there  must  l)e  intention  to  remain,  but  this  intention  is  con- 
sistent with  a  purpose  to  change  the  place  of  abode  at  some  future  and  indefinite 
day.     Actual  abode  is  prima  fade  residence. 

MiUer  vs.  Thompson,  Slst  Cong 1  Bart,  120 

Presumption  in  favor  of  actaal  residence. 

The  presumption  should  be  in  favor  of  actual  residence,  as  against  a  claimed  intent 
to  return  to  an  abandoned  residence,  when  the  intent  only  appears  by  the  act  of 
voting. 

Atkinson  vs.  Pendleton,  Slat  Cong Rowell,  56 

'*  Where  a  man  has  his  home.'* 

The  word  *' residence"  used  in  the  constitution  of  Pennsylvania  is  equivalent  to 
"domicile,"  not  in  the  sense  in  which  a  man  majr  have  a  commercial  domicile  or 
residence  in  one  country,  while  his  domicile  of  origin  and  of  allegiance  is  in  another, 
but  in  the  broadest  sense  of  the  term.  Either  word,  as  used  in  law,  is  incapable  of 
exact  definition.  "Inquiries  into  it  are  very  apt  to  \ye  confused  by  taking  tne  tests 
which  have  l)een  found  satisfactory  in  some  cases  and  attempting  to  apply  them  as 
inflexible  rules  to  all.  Probably  the  definition  which  is  most  expressive  to  the 
American  mind  is  that  a  man's  domicile  is  '  where  he  has  his  home.'  Two  or  three 
rules,  however,  are  well  established.  A  man  must  have  a  domicile  somewhere;  a 
domicile  once  gained  remains  until  a  new  one  is  acquired;  no  man  can  have  two 
domiciles  at  the  same  time.  With  these  exceptions,  it  will,  we  believe,  be  found 
that  nearly  every  rule  laid  down  on  the  subject  in  the  books,  even  if  generally  use- 
ful, fails  to  be  of  universal  application,  and  would  be  opposed  to  the  common  sense 
of  mankind  if  extended  to  some  states  of  fact  that  may  arise." 

Cessna  vs.  Meyers,  42d  Cong Smith,  61 

Presence  and  engagement  in  business  sufficient. 

"In  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  'having  resided'  simply  means  that  a  man  shall, 
in  good  faith,  have  lived  in  Illinois  for  twelve  months,  not  as  a  mere  itinerant  or 
visitor,  but  that  he  shall  have  been  substantially  engaged  in  business  there  during 
that  time." 

Lc  Moyne  vs.  Farwell,  44th  Cong Smith,  420 

Both  act  and  intention  required. 

"It  takes  l)oth  act  and  intention  to  constitute  a  residence.  An  intention  to  retain  a 
residence  which  has  been  left  must  be  an  intention  actually  to  return  to  it  and 
reside  in  it." 

tSmith  vs.  Jackson,  51st  Cong Howell,  28 

Besidence  to  be  more  liberally  construed  for  purposes  of  suifhige  than  for  other 
purposes. 

A  strict  rule  should  be  applied  in  the  definition  of  the  terms  "residence"  and 
"domicile"  where  the  rights  of  property,  the  law  of  descent  and  distribution,  or 
the  law  of  the  duty  of  the  citizen  or  the  subject  to  his  government  are  involved. 
But  in  regard  to  suffrage  the  strictness  of  the  rule  should  not  apply  in  our  Govern- 
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ment.  Under  this  principle  a  decision  of  a  State  court  in  regard  to  the  residence 
of  paupers,  made  in  a  case  arising  under  the  statute  providing  for  the  support  of 
paupers  by  the  township  of  their  residence,  waa  held  not  to  be  a  binding  precedent 
upon  the  question  of  the  voting  residence  of  paupers.  But  the  minority  held  it  to  be 
conclusive. 

Le  Moyne  vs.  Fanvellj  44ih  Cong Smith,  415 

"Colonisers''  do  not  aeqaire, residence. 

Where  the  law  onlv  required  ten  days'  residence  in  the  precinct,  and  persons  came 
into  a  ward  ten  days  before  the  election  under  an  agreement  that  they  would  l)e 
furnished  l)oard  and  drinks  on  condition  of  voting  a  certain  ticket,  the  committee 
held  that  ten  days'  presence  in  the  ward,  under  such  circumstances,  did  not  con- 
stitute residence. 

Howard  v^.  Cooper,  36th  Cong : 1  Bart.,  282 

Domicile  of  minor  at  home  of  his  father. 

Domicile  of  the  father  is  domicile  of  the  son  during  his  minority,  while  the  son  is 
under  the  control  and  direction  of  the  father. 

Ij€vyj  27th  Cofig 1  Bart,  47 

Must  be  intention  to  leave  permanently  to  lose  residence. 

The  committee,  by  a  majority  vote,  adopted  as  a  rule  of  decision  *'  That  an  individ- 
ual having  the  right  of  suffrage  in  Kentucky  does  not  lose  it  by  removal  from  the 

'  State  merely  J  but  there  must  be  evidence  of  his  intention  at  the  time  he  departs  to 
leave  the  State  permanently,  or  proof  of  his  permanent  location  elsewhere,  to  for- 
feit his  right  as  a  voter."  The  House  disagreed  with  the  committee  in  regard  to 
some  of  the  individual  cases  decided  under  this  principle,  but  did  not  overrule 
the  general  principle. 

Letcher  vs.  Moore,  23d(  Cong 0.  and  H.,  749,  825,  844 

Lost  by  traveling  with  a  circus. 

Where  a  voter  left  the  place  of  his  residence  to  travel  with  a  circus,  saying  he  had 
"left  for  ^ood,"  but  returned  on  election  day  and  swore  his  vote  in,  the  com- 
mittee held  that  the  vote  was  illegal.  The  minority  held  the  evidence  to  be  insuf- 
ficient to  overthrow  the  presumption  of  legality. 

WiggiiUon  vs.  Pacheco,  4^th  Cong 1  Ells. ,  11,  25 

A  department  clerk  in  Washington  presumed  to  have  lost  his  residence  in  Indiana. 

The  constitution  of  Indiana  provided  that  '*  no  person  shall  be  deemed  to  have  lost 
his  residence  in  the  State  by  reason  of  his  absence  on  the  business  of  the  State  or 
United  States."  A  person  who  had  been  in  the. Government  service  at  Washing- 
ton for  nine  vears  offered  to  vote,  and  his  vote  was  accepted  by  the  election  offi- 
cers. The  minority  of  the  committtie  held:  '*To  bring  him  within  the  exception 
of  the  Indiana  constitution  above  quoted,  the  oniis  was  upon  the  contestee  to  show 
the  intent  to  return  to  reside,  in  order  to  overcome  the  opposite  presumption  aris- 
ing from  the  facto!  a  continuing  residence  elsewhere  for  more  than  nine  years." 

Gooding  vs.  Wiison  ( minority  report ) ,  42d  Cong , Smith,  86 

Nonresidence  not  proved  by  mere  statement  of  a  witness. 

The  mere  statement  by  a  witness  that  a  voter  was  or  was  not  a  resident,  without  giv- 
ing facts  to  justify  his  opinion,  is  not  sufficient  to  throw  out  such  a  vot«. 

flooding  vs.  WiUtonf  4'^d  (\mg Smith,  82 

Temporary  employment  does  not  give  residence. 

Surveyors,  whose  families  resided  out  of  the  Territory,  who  were  in  the  Territory 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  working  on  a  contract  of  surveying,  who  lived  in  tents, 
and  who  left  soon  after  the  election,  their  return  depending  on  the  securing  of 
future  contracts,  were  held  not  to  be  residents  of  the  Territory. 

Toddys,  Jayne,  38th  Cong 1  Bart.,  557 
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Of  Laborers. 

At  the  place  of  employment. 

The  votes  of  journeymen  mechanics  and  other  laborers  having  no  fixed  and  settled 
residence,  but  remaining  for  the  time  where  they  could  get  employment,  were 
received  when  cast  in  the  place  of  employment. 

Letcher  vs.  Moore,  SSd  C<mg C.  and  H.,  752 

The  residence  of  journeymen  mechanics  and  like  laliorers  is  the  place  where  they 
,  happen,  for  the  time  being,  to  be  employed.  (Cited,  with  approval,  from  Letcher 
'  vs.  Moore.) 

Campbell  vs.  Marey,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  226 

May  be  acquired  at  place  of  employment. 

"The  habits  of  our  people,  compared  with  many  other  nations,  are  migratory.  To 
persons,  especially  young  men,  in  many  most  useful  occupations,  the  choice  of  a 
residence  is  often  experimental  and  temporary.  The  home  is  chosen  with  intent 
to  retain  it  mitil  the  opportunity  shall  offer  of  a  better;  but  if  it  be  chosen  as  a 
home  and  not  as  a  mere  place  of  temporary  sojourn,  to  which  some  other  place, 
which  is  more  truly  the  principal  seat  of  the  affections  or  interest,  has  a  superior 
claim,  we  see  not  why  the  policy  of  the  law  should  not  attach  to  it  all  the  privi- 
leges which  belong  to  residence,  as  it  is  quite  clear  that  it  is  the  residence  in  the 
common  and  popular  acceptation  of  the  term.*' 

Cessmi  vs.  MeytrH,  4iid  Cong Smith,  63 

"The  statute  which  declares  that  employees  of  the  State  shall  not  thereby  become 
residents  of  the  place  where  employed  does  not  prevent  their  l)ecoming  re*jidents 
if  they  so  elect.     The  presumption  of  nonresidence  can  be  overcome  by  proof." 

Atkinson  vs.  Pendleton,  Slst  Cong Rowell,  56. 

Where  the  statute  provides  that  no  person  shall  l>e  deemed  a  resident  in  any  county 
or  district  by  reason  of  being  employed  therein  by  any  corporation,  8U(*h  employ- 
ment is  not  to  be  construed  a»  premit'mg  anyone  from  acquiring  a  residence  at  the 
place  of  his  employment. 

Smith  vs.  Jackson,  51si  Cong Rowell,  32 

Bailroad  laboren  may  or  may  not  gain  reiidenoe  at  place  of  employment. 

A  person  coming  into  an  election  district  for  the  purpose  of  working  on  a  railroad  in 
process  of  construction  may  or  may  not  be  a  resident.  The  cases  should  be  deter- 
mined by  the  following  rules: 

**  First.  Where  no  other  fact  appears  than  that  a  person,  otherwise  qualified,  came 
into  the  election  district  for  the  purpose  of  working  on  the  railroad  for  an  indefinite 
period,  or  until  it  should  be  completed,  and  vote<l  at  the  election,  it  may  or  may 
not  be  true  that  his  residence  was  in  the  district.  His  vote  having  l>een  accepted 
by  the  election  officers,  and  the  burden  being  on  the  other  side  to  show  that  they 
erred,  we  are  not  warranted  in  deducting  the  vote. 

**  Second.  Where,  in  addition,  it  appears  that  such  voter  had  no  dwelling  house  else- 
where, had  his  family  with  him,  and  himself  considered  the  voting  place  as  his 
home  until  his  work  on  the  railroad  should  be  over,  we  consider  his  residence  in 
the  district  affirmatively  established. 

**  Third.  On  the  other  hand,  where  it  appears  that  he  elected  to  retain  a  home  or  left 
a  family  or  a  dwelling  pla4^;e  elsewhere,  or  any  other  like  circumstances  appear 
negativmg  a  residence  in  the  voting  precinct,  the  vote  should  be  deducteii  from 
the  candidate  for  whom  it  is  proved  to  have  been  cast." 

Cessna  vs.  Meyers,  4^d  Cong Smith,  64 

Chiefly  a  qnestion  of  intent. 

**It  may  be,  and  often  is,  difficult  to  determine  the  home  or  domicile  of  a  boatman, 
or  one  who  is  constantly  engaged  in  steamboating  or  on  railroads,  but  as  the  law 
contemplates  every  man  has  a  domicile  or  residence,  it  is  often  only  known  to  the 
party  himself.     It  is  a  question  of  intent,  known  alone  to  the  party." 

i^o«/vs.  Metcalfe,  45lh  Cong 1  Ells.,  290 
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Not  acquired  in  place  of  temporary  employment. 
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may  remain.  It  follows  that  such  persons  as  went  into  any  of  the  pre(!incts  in 
question  for  the  purpose  of  working  on  the  railroad  and  with  the  intention  of  leav- 
ing when  the  road  should  be  compTete<i  had  no  right  to  vote.  *  *  *  Whenever 
it  appears  that  a  person  came  into  the  precinct  for  the  purpose  of  working  on  the 
railroad,  that  he  resided  in  a  temporary  habitation,  and  was  generally  regarded  as 
a  temporary  inhabitant,  and  that  he  actually  left  very  soon  after  the  i-oad  was  com- 
pleted and  soon  after  the  election,  his  vote  should  \)e  rejected." 

Barnes  vs.  Ad(irnSy  41st  ( Vmg 2  Bart.,  771 

Op  Soldiers. 

Can  not  aoqaire  residence  by  being  quartered  in  a  place. 

"The  well-recognized  rule  of  law  *  *  *  is  this:  That  the  fact  that  an  elector  is  in 
the  Army  does  not  disqualify  him  from  voting  at  his  place  of  residence;  but  he  can 
not  acquire  a  residence  so  as  to  qualify  him  as  a  voter  by  being  stationed  at  a-par- 
ticular  place  while  in  the  service  of  the  United  States." 

Wigginton  vs.  PachecOj  45th  Cong 1  Ells.,  12 

Under  the  law  for  the  government  of  Michigan  Territory,  requiring  citizenship  and  a 
year's  residence  as  a  qualification  for  voting,  heldy  that  soldiers  long  quartered  in 
the  Territory,  but  discharged  from  the  United  States  Army  less  than  a  year  before 
the  election,  could  not  vote,  their  residence  not  beginning  until  the  date  of  their 
discharge. 

Biddle  and  Richard  vs.  Wing,  19th  Cong C.  and  II. ,  512 

May  be  gained  at  barracks  by  reenlistment. 

Where  soldiers  permanently  ^rrisoned  at  a  place  voted  there,  the  committ^ee  retained ' 
the  votes  of  such  as  had  originally  enlisted  from  that  plac^e  or,  having  served  one 
enlistment,  had  reenlisted  there,  but  deducted  the  others.     The  minority  counted 
all  the  votes. 

Taylor  vs.  Reading,  4l8t  Cong 2  Bart.,  ()64 

Op  Soldiers  in  Soldiers*  Home. 

At  their  original  place  of  residence,  under  Michigan  decision. 

Where  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  Michigan  had,  since  the  election,  passe<l  on 
the  legality  of  votes  of  inmates  of  the  Soldiers'  Home,  and  had  decided  that  only 
those  could  vote  at  the  j:)recinct  in  which  the  Home  was  located  who  were  residents 
of  that  precinct  at  the  time  of  their  admission,  the  committee  followed  this  deci- 
sion ana  threw  out  the  votes  for  nonresidence. 

Mr.  Thomas,  in  a  dissenting  opinion,  argued  that  the  opinion,  having  been  rendered 
since  the  election,  was  either  not  retroactive,  or,  if  retroactive,  the  subsequent 
action  of  the  i)eople  in  amending  the  constitution  so  as  to  reverse  the  effect  of  this 
dei'ision  was  also  retroactive. 

Bdknap  vs.  Richardsoji,  53d  Cong Report  1946,  part  1,  p.  1 ;  part  2,  p.  1-6 

Op  Paupers  and  Prisoners. 

m 

Of  paupers;  in  the  place  from  which  sent  to  the  poorhouse. 

Under  the  law  of  New  York  providing  that  **no  i>erson  shall  l)e  deemed  to  have  lost 
or  acquired  a  residence  by  living  in  any  poorhouse,  almshouse,  hosj)ital,or  asylum 
in  which  he  shall  be  maintained  at  public  expense,"  all  the  committee  held  that 
the  legal  residence  of  paupers  in  the  almshouse  was  the  place  of  their  residence 
before  entering  the  almshouse.  The  majority  of  the  committee  also  held  that, 
"independent  of  all  legislation,  *  *  »  by  the  common  law,  living  in  an  alms- 
house or  other  pla<'e  of  public  charity  for  any  length  of  time  would  not  create  a 
residence  or  give  the  pauper  the  rights  of  a  resident  in  the  town,  wani,  or  city  in 
which  such  charitv  is  situate*!." 

Monroe  vs.  Jackson,  SOih  Cong 1  Bart.,  101 
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The  committee  held  that  paupers  sent  to  the  county  poorhouse  from  otlier  precincts 
did  not  acquire  a  residence  or  the  right  to  vote  in  the  jx)orhouse  precinct.  *' Their 
residence  at  this  place  was  not  their  own  voluntary  su'Xy  hut  the  act  of  the  puhlic 
authorities,  who,  for  reasons  of  e(X)nomy  and  convenience,  sent  them  here  that 
they  might  he  supporte<i  at  the  public  expense." 

Covode  vs.  Foster,  4Jf*t  Cong 2  Bart.,  ()09 

Hot  acquired  in  poorhoaie  precinct.- 
The  legal  residence  of  a  pauper  is  the  place  from  which  he  entered  the  poorhouse. 
Campbell  vs.  yforey  ( mmoritij  report ) '  4^h  Cong Mobley ,  2;i5 

,Sesidence  not  acquired  in  poorhouse  precinct. 

In  California,  under  the  statute,  the  legal  residence  of  a  pauper  is  the  precinct  from 
which  he  entered  the  almshouse.  Paupers  voting  in  the  almshouse  precinct  are 
not  to  be  presumed  without  proof  to  have  come  to  the  county  almshouse  from  that 
precinct. 

$SuUivan  vs.  FeUon,  50ih  Cong Mobley,  765 

Whether  acquired  at  poorhouse  precinct 

There  are  authorities  for  the  opinion  that  a  pauper  can  not  acauire  a  residence  at 
the  almshouse,  and  there  are  many  strong  reasons  both  for  and  against  this  opin- 
ion.    (For  a  full  disijussioi  see  the  report  quoted  in  full  in  this  volume.) 

Cejssna  vs.  Meyers^  4^d  Cong Smith,  65 

May  be  acquired  in  the  poorhouse  precinct. 

The  committee,  after  reviewing  the  conflicting  decisions  of  courts  and  committees, 
held  that  the  weight  of  authority  was  that  a  pauper  in  a  county  poorhouse  might 
acquire  a  voting  residence  in  the  poorhouse  precinct,  though  another  township 
was  liable  for  his  support.  The  minority  held  that  the  weight  of  authority  was 
the  other  way. 

Le  Moyne\».  Farwell,  44th  Cong Smith,  416-420,  425 

"An  inmate  of  a  county  infirmary  who  has  adopted  the  township  in  which  the  infirm- 
ary is  situated  as  his  place  of  residence  is  (in  Ohio)  a  resiuent  and  voter  in  the 
township  in  which  the  infirmary  is  situated."  (Sturgeon  vs.  Korte,  34  Ohio 
St.,  525.) 

Wallace  vs.  McKinley  (minority  report) j  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  198 

Campltell  vs.  Morey,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  228 

Prisoner  in  jail  does  not  acquire  a  residence  there. 

Where  the  only  residence  of  a  voter  in  the  place  where  he  voted  consisted  in  having 
been  kept  in  jail  there,  the  committee  held  that  *'he  could  not  acnjuire  a  residence 
*    *    *    while  in  prison." 

Wigginton  vs.  PacJiero,  45th  Cong 1  Ells.,  12 

Of  Students. 
Student  votes  legal. 

The  committee,  by  a  majority  vote,  adopted  as  a  rule  of  decision  "that  the  residence 
of  young  men  from  other  States  and  counties  at  schools,  academies,  or  collies  as 
scholars  or  students  is  not  such  a  residence  as  entitles  them  to  the  right  of  suffrage 
in  the  county  where  they  are  for  the  time  being,  and  that  all  such  votes  be  stricken 
from  the  ixJll  l)ook."  The  students  were  mostly  theological  students,  at  Center 
College,  Kentucky,  were  all  of  full  age,  had  left  their  former  homes  with  no  inten- 
tion of  ever  returning  permanently,  were  generally  supported  by  themselves  or 
their  churches,  but  in  some  cases  by  their  parents;  they  paid  taxes,  w^orked  the 
roads,  and  did  militia  dutv  in  the  college  town.  They  all  swore  that  they  con- 
sidered the  college  tow'n  tneir  home,  and  that  they  had  no  definite  intentions  in 
regard  to  residence  after  their  educations  were  completed.  They  had  most  of 
them  spent  their  vacations  at  the  homes  of  their  parents,  and  had  been  heard  to 
speak  of  "going  home"  when  going  to  the  homes  of  their  parents.  Their  votes 
had  been  unanimously  accepted  by  the  election  officers.  The  minority  reported 
in  favor  of  allowing  their  votes,  and  the  House  sustained  the  minority. 

Letcherva.  Moore,  2Sd  Cong C.  and  II.,  750,826-^30,844 
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Students  of  mature  years,  who  were  not  supported  by  their  parents,  and  who  had 
left  their  lant  residences  animo  noii  rerertendiy  and  regarded  the  coll^re  town  as 
their  residence,  not  having  any  definite  intentions  in  regard  to  residence  after  the 
completion  of  their  studies,  were  held  by  the  committee  to  be  legal  voters. 

The  min(^rity  held  that,  though  they  had  left  their  last  residences  animo  mm  rever- 
tendi,  they  had  not  come  to  the  college  town  animo  manendi j  And  were  consequently 
not  legal  voters.  The  House  sustained  the  majority  on  this  point  by  the  casting 
vote  of  the  Speaker. 

Farke  vs.  Runkj  '29th  Cong. .  1  Bart.,  91,  and  lieport  310,  Ist  sess.,  29th  Cong.,  p.  8 

May  be  acquired  in  college  town. 

The  fact  that  persons  voting  are  students  in  a  university  does  not  of  itself  create  any 
presumption  that  they  were  not  legal  voters.  Where  there  was  no  other  evidence 
against  the  legality  of  the  votes,  and  the  circumstances  were  such  as  to  render  it  ver^' 
improbable  that  any  students  voted  who  were  not  legal  voters,  the  committee'  unani- 
mously refused  to  reject  their  vote-^. 

Duffy  vs.  Mason,  4f>th  Cong 1  Ells.,  376 

Students  emancipated  from  parental  control  and  having  no  other  home  may  acquire 
a  residence  in  the  town  where  they  attend  college.  ( Very  fully  discuased  and 
cases  cited. ) 

Campbell  vs.  Morey  {minority  report) ,  4^h  Cong Mobley,  237-25 

Where  young  men  have  entirely  severed  their  connection  with  the  home  of  their 
parents  and  are  relying  on  their  own  resources,  efforts,  and  means,  having  no  fixed 
detenni^iation  as  to  their  future  place  of  abode,  they  may  acquire  a  voting  residence 
in  the  place  where  they  are  attending  college. 

Worthington  vh.  Pod,  50th  Cong Mobley,  652 

May  be  acquired  in  college  town,  though  presumption  to  the  contrary. 

"Residence  is  a  mixed  question  of  factt  and  intention.  The  fact  without  also  the 
intention  is  not  sufficient  of  itself  to  establish  a  legal  residence;  and  it  is  a  well- 
settled  principle  of  the  crises  that  one  who  leaves  his  home  to  go  to  college  for  the 
purpose  of  an  education  does  not  from  continuance  there  the  reiiuired  time  gain  a 
residence.  On  the  contrary,  the  very  object  of  his  stay  raises  a  presumption 
against  such  result."  The  question  in  the  case  of  students  is  "  whether  they  have 
ever  given  up  their  last  residence  and  undertaken  to  acquire  another  at  the  college. 
To  do  so  they  must  either  directly  have  renounced  their  former  home  and  assumetl 
the  obligations  of  citizens  in  their  plac^e  of  adoption  or  done  act^,  open  and  ai'.knowl- 
edged,  inconsistent  with  the  one  and  assertive  of  the  other.  Everyone  hius  a  well- 
recognize<l  right  to  change  his  place  of  residence,  and  may  do  so  if  he  proceeil  in 
consonance  with  known  principles."  Where  students  testified  that  they  had 
made  the  college  town  their  residence,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  this  inten- 
tion was  not  formed  and  acted  on  in  good  faith,  the  committee  held  that  they 
would  not  be  justified  under  the  state  of  the  evidence  in  rejecting  their  votes. 

Posey  vs.  ParreU,  olst  Cong Rowell,  190, 191 

Students  may  or  may  not  gain  residence  in  college  town. 

'*The  fact  that  the  citizen  came  into  the  place  where  he  claims  a  residence  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  pursuing  his  studies  at  a  school  or  college  there  situate  and  has  no 
design  of  remaining  there  after  his  studies  terminate  is  not  necessarily  inconsistent 
with  a  legal  residence  or  want  of  legal  residence  in  such  place.  *  This  is  to  ))« 
determine<l  by  all  the  circumstances  oif  each  case.  Among  such  circumstances  the 
intent  of  the  party,  the  existence  or  al>sence  of  other  ties  or  intere-«t-s  elsewhere, 
the  dwelling  place  of  the  parents,  or,  in  the  ca.»*e  of  an  orphan  just  of  age,  of  such 
near  friends  as  he  had  been  accustomed  to  make  his  home  with  in  his  minority, 
would  of  course  be  of  the  highest  importance. 

C^esKiia  vs.  Meyers,  4~d  Cong Smith,  (>3 

Barely  acquired  in  college  town. 

Persons  residing  in  a  college  town  for  the  purpose  of  attending  college  do  not,  except 
in  very  rare  instances,  actjuire  a  voting  residence  thert*.  (  Very  fully  dis(russed  and 
many  precedent*^  cited. ) 

Campbell  vs.  Morvy,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  218-224 
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RESIGNATION. 

See  Qualifications  of  Reprksentatives,  and  V^acancy. 

BES  INTEB  AlilOS  ACTA. 

t>ee  Evidence  in  other  proceedings. 

BETTJItNS. 

As  Evidence. 

Which  best  evidence. 

Where  the  return  of  a  county,  as  forwarde<l  to  the  governor,  contain<^d  two  more  votes 
for  the  sitting  member  than  the  return  filed  with  tlie  county  clerk,  and  it  appeared 
by  adding  together  the  votes  credite<l  to  all  the  candidates  on  tlie  former  return 
that  there  were  two  more  than  the  total  number  of  votes  certified  to  have  been 
given,  the  committee  deducted  two  votes  from  the  vote  of  sitting  member. 

KeUy  vs.  Harris,  13th  Cong C.  and  H.,  260 

Precinct  returns  primary  evidence. 

"It  is  well  settled  that  the  primary  returns  of  votes,  made  under  State  authority, 
such  as  these  division  returns,  are  prima  facie  evidence  of  their  legality,  of  the 
number  of  votes  cast,  and  the  rights  of  the  resjx^ctive  candidates." 

Butler  vs.  Lehman  {minority  report ,  sustained  by  House)  37th  Cong 1  Bart.,  358 

Precinct  returns  better  than  county  returns  under  certain  circumstances. 

The  provision  of  the  Alalmma  statute  of  1868  empowering  the  county  board  to  reject 
votes  or  returns  on  proof  of  fraud  or  intimidation  was  characterized  by  the  com- 
mittee as  "extraordinary,  not  to  say  dangerous,"  "yet  it  is  believed  by  the  com- 
mittee that  the  action  of  such  a  board  under  the  statute  in  question,  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  power  conferred  thereby,  is  to  l>e  regarded  2i»  prima  fade  correct, 
and  to  be  allowed  to  stand  as  valid  until  shown  bv  evidence  to  be  illegal  or 
unjust."  But  where  it  was  shown  that  the  board  had  not  obtained  the  evidence 
which  they  were  eini)owered  to  obtain,  by  the  statute,  and  had  decided  the  case 
upon  a  comparison  of  the  poll  lM)ok  with  registry  lists  shown  to  be  exceedingly 
imperfect,  the  presumption  in  favor  of  the  correctness  of  the  decision  of  the  olficers 
of  elec^tion  in  admitting  the  votes  is  stronger  than  that  in  favor  of  the  action  of  the 
canvassing  board  in  throwing  them  out. 

Norris  vs.  Handley,  4^d  Cong Smith,  73 

Betum  higher  evidence  than  tally  sheet. 

Under  the  laws  of  Iowa  the  returns  made  to  the  county  auditor  to  l>e  canvassed  by 
the  county  canvassers  are  higher  evidence  than  the  tally  sheet. 

Frederick  vs.   WihoHy  4^h  ( 'ong Mobley ,  402 

Precinct  returns  better  evidence  than  county  returns. 

"Acx'ording  to  the  law  of  Maryland,  the  duties  of  the  presiding  judges  when  assem- 
bled at  the  county  seat  are  purely  ministerial.  They  are  to  tu\i\  up  the  votes  of 
the  precinct  retunis  on  the  books  of  the  polls  and  to  certify  the  results  of  this  addi- 
tion to  the  governor.  They  can  neither  throw  out  votes  certifitHl  by  the  precinct 
judges  nor  return  votes  not  certified  by  the  precinct  judges.  It  is  presumed,  of 
course,  that  the  presiding  judges  will  do  their  work  accurately,  and  that  their 
returns  to  the  governor  will  contain  a  correct  summary  of  the  votes  in  their  county. 
This  presumption  is,  however,  merely  a  prima  facie  oney  and  can  be  rebutte<l  at 
any  time  by  showing  that  these  returns  were,  in  fact,  n(»t  a  c<»rrect  sunniiary  of 
the  precinct  returns;  and  when  this  is  done,  the  returns  to  the  governor  must  l)e 
disregarded  and  resort  had  to  the  primary  evidence  of  the  result  of  the  eleittion ; 
that  is,  to  the  precinct  returns  themselves." 

Mudd  vs.  Compton,  5M  Cong Rowell,  150 
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When  nnimpeached,  better  eyidence  than  the  ballota. 

Where  certain  precinct  returns  were  not  forwarded  for  several  days,  owing  to  the 
neglect  of  the  secretary  of  state  to  furnish  blanks,  but  there  was'  no  testimony  to 
show  that  the  returns  were  incorrect,  and  there  was  oral  testimony  to  their  cor- 
rectness, contestant  claimed  that  their  correctness  should  be  established  by  pro- 
ducing the  ballots,  as  the  best  evidence.  The  minority  of  the  committee  said: 
"The  contestee  has  given  the  vote  as  cast  in  these  three  precincts,  as  found  by  the 
oflScers  who  held  the  election,  on  an  actual  count  of  the  ballots  made  by  them  as  soon 
as  the  polls  closed.  It  is  hard  to  conceive  how  it  is  possible  for  a  new  count  of  the 
ballots  by  unauthorized  persons  long  after  the  election  would  constitute  higher  evi- 
dence of  the  true  state  of  the  vote  in  these  precincts  than  we  have  already  given. 
It  w^ould  be  exactly  the  same  character  of  evidence,  but  given  by  persons  not 
authorized  under  the  law  to  make  the  count.*' 

IhmeUy  vs.  Wiuitibxini  ( minority  report ) ,  4^th  Cong 1  Ells. ,  506 

Kot  oonclnsiye  on  the  Honse. 

Returns  made  by  State  authorities  are  prima  facie  evidence  only  and  not  conclusive 
on  the  House.  The  power  of  the  House  to  judge  of  returns  is  not  confined  to  the 
mere  judging  of  the  authenticity  of  the  certificate  of  the  final  returning  officer. 

Spaidding  vs.  Mead,  9th  (Jong C.  and  H. ,  159 

Connty  return  signed  by  migority  of  return  judges  (in  Pennsylvania). 

The  committee  were  of  the  opinion  that  a  county  return  signed  by  a  majority  of  the 
return  judges  was  valid,  and  on  a  prima  facie  case  conclusive,  though  a  minority 
of  the  return  judges  proteste<l  and  made  out  a  different  return.  The  minority  of 
the  committee  thought  that  it  would  be  safer  to  allow  a  dishonest  majority  temjio- 
rarily  to  deprive  a  duly  elected  candidate  of  his  seat  than  to  allow  a  dishonest  ma- 
jority to  give  the  seat  to  a  person  not  elected.     The  House  sustained  the  majority. 

Kttontz  vs.  Coffroth  (prima  fade  rvwe),  S9th  Cong 2  Bart.,  29,  42 

In  New  Tork,  numbers  on  face  of  returns  and  not  on  sample  ballota. 

Under  the  New  York  law  requiring  a  statement  of  the  result  to  be  made  on  the  face 

of  the  returns  and  sample  ballots  to  be  pasted  on  the  back,  with  another  statement 

of  the  numl)er  of  each  sort  cast  written  ac^ross  them,  the  committee,  in  awonlance 

with  the  decision  of  the  court  of  last  resort  of  the  State,  counted  the  votes  as  writ- 

^ten  on  the  face  of  the  returns. 

Noyes  vs.  Rochrell,  5'^d  Cong Stofer,  28 

Discrepancy  between  tally  sheet  and  retnm  not  oonclnsiye  of  falsity  of  either. 

Where  there  were  conflicts  between  the  tally  sheets  and  the  returns,  the  committee 
examined  all  the  circumstances  and  adopted  whichever  count  appeared  to  Ix?  cor- 
rect, but  the  mere  fact  of  a  discrepancy  between  the  tally  sheet  and  the  return  was 
not  considered  conclusive  of  the  lalsity  of  the  return.  The  minority  followed  the 
tally  sheet  in  all  cases. 

Taylor  vs.  Reading,  41i^  Cong..^ 2  Bart.,  661-698 

A  duly  certified  and  recorded  connty  return  stands  until  shown  not  to  represent  the 
true  vote. 

Wliere  the  record  of  a  county  l)oard  of  supervisors,  in  California,  showed  a  vot«  of 
1)86  for  a  (^ndidate  and  the  certificate  of  the  vote  signed  by  the  president  and 
clerk  of  the  board  and  forwanled  to  the  governor  8howe<l  the  same  amount,  the 
coriimittee  held  that  this  certificate  and  rc»cord  imported  verity,  and  that  the  burden 
of  proof  was  on  the  party  attacking  it  to  show  that  it  did  not  represent  the  true 
state  of  the  vote.  Evidence  of  doubtful  admisHibility  was  presente<l.  If  admitted, 
it  showed  that  the  vote,  as  taken  down  by  the  clerk  of  the  board  in  his  notes  of 
the  |)r()cee<Ungs,  was  988,  and  that  it  had  been  changed  to  986  on  the  minutes  and 
certificate  by  the  clerk,  in  consultation  with  part  of  the  members  of  the  boanl, 
after  the  adjournment.  But  the  evidence  did  not  show  that  986  was  not  the  true 
vote,  and  rather  indicate<l  that  it  was,  and  the  committee  held  the  evidence  insuf- 
ficient to  impeach  the  record.  Mr.  Springer,  in  a  dissenting  report,  held  that  the 
vote  as  found  by  the  boanl,  rather  tlian  that  reconled  and  certified,  was  prima 
facie  correct,  and  that  the  burden  of  proof  was  on  the  i)arty  sustaining  the  accu- 
ra<!y  of  the  altered  record. 

Wigginton  v.s.  Pacheco,  45ih  Cong 1  Ells.,  7,  19 


I 

1 
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Only  prima  facie  evidenoe. 

I  "The  precinct  returns  are  merely  nrima  fade  evidence  of  the  vote,  and  may  he 

'  attacked,  rebutted,  or  impeached  oy  evidence  from  any  source." 

I  Mclhiffie  vs.  Davidson  (minority  report),  60th  Cong Mobley,  599 

I 

A  rebuttable  preaumptioii  of  law  stands  behind  them. 

Returns  are  only  prima  facie  correct,  meaning  simply  that  a  rebuttable  presumption 
of  law  stands  behind  them.  Their  credit  is  greatly  impaired  where  the  ele(*tion  is 
entirely  under  the  control  of  one  party. 

\  Englishxn,  PeeUe,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  170 


i 


Presumed  to  be  correct  until  the  contrary  proved. 

"The  action  of  a  board  of  supervisors  of  election,  when  in  due  form,  is  prima  facie 
correct,  and  it  must  stand  until  it  is  shown  by  extrinsic  evidence  to  be  illegal  and 
unjust.  The  presumption  is  always  against  the  commission  of  a  fraudulent  or 
illegal  act  and  in  favor  of  the  honesty  and  correctness  of  the  official  acts  of  a  sworn 
officer." 

Bromherg  vs.  Haralson,  44th  Cong Smith,  358 

Weakened  when  election  officers  of  bad  character. 

"When  public  officers  are  shown  to  be  corrupt  men,  their  acts  as  officers  are  not 
entitled  to  the  same  presumption  of  fairness  extended  to  officers  of  unimpeachable 
character." 

Buchanan  vs.  Manning  ( minority  report ) ,  47th  Cong 2  Ells. ,  321 

"In  considering  the  evidence  with  reference  to  particular  precinct  returns  it  is  first 
necessary  to  inquire  by  whom  the  election  was  held  in  order  to  determine  what 
weight  should  be  ^ven  to  che  returns.  Returns  are,  as  a  rule,  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  result;  but  if  the  integrity  of  the  inspectors  is  in  an^  way  impeached,  either 
by  showing  that  their  character  is  such  as  to  cast  suspicion  on  their  acts,  or  that 
tneir  l)elief  is  that  frauds  uinm  elections  are  justifiable,  or  that  the  manner  of  their 
selection  was  such  as  to  indicate  a  purpose  to  procure  a  false  statement  of  results, 
then  the  returns  lose  much  of  the  weight  that  would  otherwise  attach  to  them." 

McDuffie  vs.  Turpin,  61st  Cong Rowell,  264 

Should  be  presented  by  authoriied  officer. 

Where  the  returns,  ballots,  and  other  election  papers  of  a  countv  had  disappeared, 
and  it  was  sought  to  prove  the  vote  of  a  precinct  by  one  of  the  original  returns, 
presented  by  an  unauthorized  person,  but  identified  and  its  correctness  sworn  to 
r)y  the  judges  of  election,  the  committee  hesitated  to  accept  the  return  as  evidence, 
but  thrt»w  out  the  vote  of  the  precinct  on  account  of  other  evidence  indicating 
fraudulent  action  on  the  part  of  one  of  the  judges  ^f  ele(!tion. 

Spencer  vs.  Morey,  44th  Cong Smith,  444-447 

Unidentified  ballots  not  to  be  counted  as  returns. 

Where  a  number  of  ballots,  unaccompanied  by  any  affidavits  or  other  evidence,  were 
handed  to  the  secretary  of  a  i>olitical  ccjmmittee  on  election  day,  by  him  handed 
io  the  county  clerk,  and  by  him  certified  as  votes  to  the  secretary  of  state,  the 
committee  de<lucted  them. 

BellYH,  Snyder,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  255 

True  return  to  be  counted. 

Where  the  return  counted  by  the  governor  was  made  by  an  unauthorized  person, 
not  based  on  a  canvass  of  the  precinct  returns,  and  was  false  and  fraudulent,  and 
the  return  made  by  the  county  clerk,  ba^ed  on  a  full  canvass  of  the  precinct  re- 
turns, showed  a  much  less  majority  for  the  contestee,  the  committee  held  that  if 
the  testimony  establishing  the  facts  had  not  l)een  inadmissible  because  taken  out 
of  time,  the  difference  between  the  returns  should  have  been  deducted  from  the 
vote  of  contestee. 

Bell\»,  Snyder,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  256,  257 


828  DIGEST   OF   CONTESTED   ELECTION    CASES. 

When  Set  Ahide. 

See  a&o  Ele<^tion,  when  whole  election  set  aside;  Fraud;  Irrejyiilarity;  Intimidation; 
,    Officers  of  election,  disciualification  of;  and  Not  Hworn. 

For  gross  irregularity. 

A  precinct  return  rejected  by  the  county  returning  board,  irregularly  forwarded  to 
the  governor,  and  showing  important  defects  on  its  face,  but  counted  by  the  gov- 
ernor, rejected  by  the  committee  for  this  among  other  reasons. 

EaMon  vs.  ScoU,  14th  Cong C.  and  H.,  276 

If  irregularity  not  sufficient  to  set  aside  returns  under  State  law,  allegation  imma- 
terial. 

It  bein)^  alleged  that  more  votes  were  cast  for  i)etitioner  in  a  town  than  were  returned 
for  him,  heMj  that  inasmuch  as  this  irregularity  would  not  he  sufficient,  if  proved, 
to  set  aside  tlie  vote  of  the  town,  under  the  laws  of  New  York,  where  the  contest 
originated,  the  allegation  was  immaterial. 

Van  Reihu^ehier  vs.  1  'an  AUen,  3d  Cong C.  and  H.,  74 

JPor  fraud,  uncertainty,  or  bribery. 

A  return  may  he  rejected  and  the  entire  poll  thrown  out  (1)  when  the  return  is 
proved  to  l)e  false  and  the  vote  not  proved  aliunde;  (2)  where  the  irregularities 
of  the  officers  of  eletrtion  involve  the  result  in  uncertainty;  (3)  where  the  l)allot8 
may  have  been  tampered  with;  (4)  where  there  has  been  general  bribery,  and 
the  bribed  votes  can  not  be  separated  from  the  honest  ones. 

Hnrd  vs.  Romeis  {mmorlti/  rejHjrt)^  49th  Cong Mobley,  431 

for  fraud,  irregularity*  or  disqualification  of  officers. 

"An  entire  \yo\\  should  always  Ik?  rejected  for  one  of  the  three  following  reasons: 
(1)  Want  of  authority  in  tlie  election  board;  (2)  fraud  in  conducting  the  elec- 
tion; (3)  such  irregularities  or  misconduct  as  render  the  result  uncertain." 

Heid  vs.  Jvlian^  4J«t  Cong 2  Bart.,  831 

More  yotes  than  voters. 

A  return  was  sought  to  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  that  more  votes  were  returned 
than  there  were  qualified  voters,  as  shown  oy  the  tax  lists,  and  the  House  seems 
to  have  sustained  the  charge  and  set  aside  the  return. 

Jackson  vs.  Wayne^  :^d  Cong C  ami  H.,  47 

Kot  set  aside  if  possible  to  ascertain  result 

An  entire  i)oll  should  never  be  Rejected  unless  it  is  impossible  to  ascertain  the  result. 
The  proper  course  is  not  to  reject  the  return  and  allow  each  party  to  pmve  the 
legal  votes,  but  to  re(|uire  the  parties  to  prove  the  illegal  votes,  and  reject  these. 

Covode  vs.  Foder  ( m  Inority  report) ,  4Jst  C  hng 2  Bart. ,  613 

Void  if  not  made  by  officers  required  by  law. 

Where,  from  an  examination  of  the  various  laws  of  Florida  governing  elections,  it 
appeared  that  the  only  officers  authorized  tjo  make  returns  of  Congressional  elec- 
tions to  the  secretary  of  state  were  the  probate  judges  and  (in  certain  contingen- 
cies) the  county  clerks,  the  committee  refused  to  count  returns  ma<ie  to  the  sec- 
retary of  state  by  the  prec^inct  insiHictors  direct.  But  they  held  that  if  any  returns 
of  precinct  insi)ect()rs  were  to  be  counted,  all  should  be  counted,  which  would 
produce  the  same  result. 

The  minority  hel<l  that,  under  the  decision  of  the  committee,  returns  of  precinct 
inspectors  made  to  the  secretary  of  state  after  the  legal  time  should  not  be  counted, 
though  returns  made  after  the  legal  time  by  the  proper  officers  were  counteil. 
But  the  original  tabulated  statement  of  returns  on  whitth  the  certificate  of  election 
was  based  having  Ix^en  put  in  evidence  bv  the  (contestant,  he  could  not  he  heard 
to  object  to  counting  all  the  votes  induJecl  in  it,  including  those  made  by  the 
precinct  inspecters. 

Brockenljrough  vs.  Cal>eU,  ^uth  <.'ong 1  Bart. ,  79-87,  and  Rei)ort  35 
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Beoeiyed  too  late. 

Under  a  special  statute  of  Pennsylvania  requiring  army  returns  to  be  filed  l)y  Novem- 
)  ber  10  and  canvassed  by  November  15,  heldy  that  a  return  received  Iwtween  Novem- 

Ijer  10  and  15,  and  regularly  examined,  should  be  countc(l,  but  one  receive<l  three 
months  later,  substantially  defective,  not  accompanied  by*a  list  of  voters,  not  regu- 
larly filed  nor  examined  by  the  county  judges,  should  be  reje<'ted. 

Richards,  4th  Cong C.  and  H.,  95 


Where  the  law  required  the  return  to  l)e  made  in  Octol>er  or  (under  certain  circum- 
stances) in  November,  and  it  was  not  made  until  May,  tlie  committee  sent  for  the 
\  original  county  returns,  and  these  confirming  the  district  return,  the  election  was 

held  not  to  be  invalidated. 


) 


Bard,  4th  C(mg C.  and  H.,  116 

Where,  under  the  law  of  Georgia,  returns  were  required  to  be  tran8mitte<l  within 
twenty  days  after  the  election,  and  the  result  certifiinl  within  five  days  thereafter, 
hdd,  that  returns  transmitted  after  the  legal  time  could  be  counted  by  the  House, 
though  not  by  the  governor. 

Spauldvng  vs.  Mead,  9th  Cong C.  and  \l,,  157 

A  law  requiring  the  poll  books  to  be  returned  to  the  clerk's  office  within  a  certain 
time  held  to  be  directory  merely,  and  that  a  failure  to  return  them  within  the 
required  time  would  not  vitiate  the  election,  it  appearing  that  the  returns  were 
afterwards  returned  and  filed  and  had  been  in  the  meantime  in  the  hands  of  the 
agent  of  the  party  asking  for  the  rejection  of  the  returns. 

Draper  vs.  Johnston,  22d  Ckmg C.  and  U.,  712 

The  committee  held  that  the  provision  of  the  Florida  law  requiring  returns  to  be 
made  to  the  secretary  of  state  within  thirty  days  was  only  directory,  and  counted 
all  returns  otherwise  legal,  though  not  received  by  the  secretary  of  state  until 
after  the  thirty  days. 

Brockenbrough  vs.  Cabell,  29th  Cong 1  Bart.,  84 

Where  a  precinct  return  was  not  received  by  the  county  managers  until  the  day 
after  they  had  consolidated  the  return,  and  was  not  included  in  their  return  to  the 
governor,  the  committee  unanimously  counted  the  vote. 

Sloanws.  Bawls,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  147,  168 

Properly  certified,  to  be  accepted. 

A  return,  if  properly  identified,  to  l)e  accepted  even  if  found  in  the  possession  of  an 
unauthorized  person. 

Spencer  vs.  Morey  {minority  re/wrt),  44th  Cong Smith,  467 

No  returns  made,  vote  connted  on  ontside  evidence. 

In  a  number  of  precincts  from  which  returns  were  not  made  or  not  counte<l  the 
committee  counted  the  vote  on  outride  evidence,  which  in  other  precincts  from 
which  returns  were  made  they  did  not. hold  sufficient  to  overcome  the  returns. 

McDuifie  vs.  Tarpln,  52d  Cong Stofer,  58-62 

Kot  transmitted,  vote  shown  by  record  in  clerk's  office. 

Where,  through  the  neglect  of  the  town  representative  in  the  legislature,  to  whom 
the  town  return  had  been  legally  intrusted,  it  was  not  deliveretl  to  the  State  can- 
va.s8ing  committee,  but  the  record  in  the  town- clerk's  office  showed  how  the  votes 
were  cast,  the  committee  counted  them  as  cast. 

Mallary  vs.  Merrill,  16th  Cong C.  and  H.,  331 

Not  signed. 

The  return  from  a  precinct  which  gave  a  larger  majority  for  the  sitting  member  than 
his  total  majority  was  not  signed  by  the  poll  keei)ers.  This  was  alleged  as  a  ground 
for  setting  the  election  aside,  but  the  committee  necided  the  case  on  other  grounds. 

Randolph  vs.  Jennings,  11th  Cong C.  and  H.,  240 
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Where  one  of  the  returns  was  not  signed  by  the  judge,  as  required  by  law,  the  com- 
mittee w^ere  unanimously  of  the  opinion  that  the  objection  to  it  on  this  ground 
ought  not  to  prevail. 

BxUler  vs.  Lehman^  S7th  Cong 1  Bart.,  354 

An  unsigned  paper  purporting  to  be  a  return  is  void. 

Bisbee  vs.  Finley,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  190 

Where  it  was  properly  canvassed  by  the  county  canvassing  boani,  and  tliere  is  no 
indication  of  fraud,  it  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  correctly  received. 

Bisbee  vs.  Finl^/  ( minority  report) j  47th  Cong 2  Ells. ,  230 

Where  poll  books,  tally  lists,  and  returns  were  without  signatures,  and  also  where 
the  poll  book  was  signe<i  by  the  judges,  the  tally  list  by  the  clerks,  and  there  was 
no  return  proper,  the  committee  refused  to  count  the  votes. 

Fullerxs.  DawwnySmh  Cong 2  Bart.,  i:i3 

An  unsigned  statement  counte<l  as  a  return  by  the  county  commissioners  was 
rejectcS  by  the  committee. 

Langtfton  vs.  Venabley  51«t  Cong Rowell,  444 

**The  committee  are  of  opinion  that  where  the  law  requires  the  certifirato  to  be  made 
by  three  officers,  a  majority  at  least  must  sign  it  to  make  the  certificate  evidence. 
This  is  not  a  merely  technical  rule;  it  is  substantial,  because  the  refusal  or  failure 
of  a  majority  of  the  board  to  sign  the  return  raises  a  presumption  that  it  is  not 
correct.'* 

Niblackvs.  WaUsy  4^d  Cong Smith,  103 

Kot  certifled. 

Where  a  poll  book  (in  a  viva  voce  election)  was  not  certified  by  any  of  the  officers 
of  election,  the  committee  rejected  the  votes,  though  they  had  Ijeen  counted  by 
the  county  and  State  canvassing  boards. 

Chrisman  vs.  Anderson^  36th  Cong 1  Bart.,  334 

The  law  of  Kentucky  requiring  the  poll  book  to  be  certified  over  the  signatures  of 
the  election  officers  is  directory  merely,  and  an  uncertified  return,  especially  when 
it  has  already  been  counted  by  the  county  and  State  canvassers,  ought  not  to  be 
rejected. 

Chrisman  vs.  Anderson  (minority  report) ,  36th  Cong 1  Bart.,  337 

Where  poll  books  (in  a  viva  voce  election)  were  not  certified  to  be  correct  by  any 
officer  of  election  the  precincts  were  rejected.  "This  objection  is  substantial  and 
not  technical.  The  paper  purporting  to  be  a  poll  book  from  this  precinct  proves 
nothing  whatever.  To  admit  such  a  paper  as  evidence  would  be  to  set  aside  all 
rules  and  open  wude  the  door  for  fraud." 

Barnes  vs.  AdamSj  41st  Cong 2  Bart.,  771 

Cured  by  a  oertifioate  of  their  oontents  firom  county  canyaMers. 

Where  the  law  required  the  county  commissioners  to  transmit  to  the  secretary  of 
state  *'a  statement  of  the  whole  number  of  votes  given  in  their  county  for  each 
candidate,"  and  the  commissioners  reje<^teil  certain  precinct  returns  bticause  not 
certified  to  by  the  inspectors,  but  transmitted  a  statement  of  the  number  of  votes 
for  each  partv  shown  by  the  rejected  returns,  the  committee  held  that  this  state- 
ment cured  the  defect  in  the  returns. 

Lynchws.  Chalmers,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  366 

Kot  cured  by  oertifieate  of  its  eontentt  from  county  canvassers. 

A  return  not  certified  by  the  inspectors  proves  nothing,  and  its  rejection  by  the 
county  commissioners  was  proper.  A  certificate  from  the  commissioners  stating 
the  fact  of  its  rejection  and  also  the  number  of  votes  shown  by  it  for  each  party 
can  not  cure  the  defect. 

Lynch  vs.  Chalmers  (minority  report),  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  365 
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OmiNion  of  the  word  *' junior"  (see  alio  Ballote). 

Votes  cast  for  Silas  Wright,  junior,  but  returned  by  mistake  of  the  inspectors  as  cast 
for  Silas  Wright,  were  counted  by  the  committee  as  cast,  on  pTooi  of  the  facts. 

WrighivB,  Fisher,  eist  Cong C.  and  H.,  518 

Where  votes  shown  by  the  evidence  to  have  been  cast  for  James  Guyon,  junior,  w^ere. 
by  mistake,  returned  for  James  Guyon,  the  House  counted  them  as  cast  and  seatea 
the  petitioner. 

Guyon  vs.  Sage,  16th  Cong .^ C.  and  H.,  348 

Where  votes  cast  for  Daniel  Hugunin,  junior,  were,  by  mistake,  returned  for  Daniel 
Hugunin,  the  committee,  on  proof  of  the  facts,  counted  the  votes  as  cast,  and  the 
seat  w^as  given  to  the  petitioner. 

Hugunin  vs.  Ten  Eyck,  19th  Ceng ---■  .,    . .C.  and  H.,  501 

Evidence  to  Impeach.     (See  also  Evidence  and  Fraud.) 

"Before  the  official  return  can  be  proi)erly  rejected,  there  must  be  satisfactory  proof, 
that  the  proceedings  in  the  conduct  of  the  election  or  in  the  return  of  the  vote 
were  so  tainted  w^itn  fraud  that  the  truth  can  not  be  correctly  ascertained  from  the 
returns.  In  other  words,  the  returns  must  be  accepted  as  true  until  they  are 
clearly  shown  to  be  false." 

Goodrich  vs.  Bullock  {minority  report) ,  61st  Cong Rowell,  599 

Outtide  partUan  count  insuffleient 

"It  would  be  an  exceedingly  dangerous  precedent  to  permit  the  actual  returns  as 
made  by  the  inspectors  and  sworn  oflScers  of  election  to  be  disregarded  and 
impeached  by  returns  made  out  by  irresponsible  partisan  workers  at  the  polls." 

McDuffie  vs.  Turpin,  52d  Cong Stofer,  62 

Evidenoe  of  voters  not  received  until  foundation  laid  by  proof  of  fraud. 

Where  124  voters  testified  that  they  voted  for  contested  in  a  precinct  where  he  was 
returned  as  receiving  only  18,  but  there  was  no  other  evidence  of  fraud,  the  com- 
mittee said:  "Butnt  may  well  be  questioned  whether  such  testimony  as  this  ought 
to  be  received  to  invalidate  an  election.  It  would  be  productive  of  unending  frauds 
and  perjuries  to  permit  parties  to  come  forward  after  an  election  by  ballot  and 
swear  that  thev  votetl  differently  from  what  the  ballots  themselves  exhibit.  Espe- 
cially must  this  principle  applv  under  the  system  adopted  in  New  Mexico,  where 
every  ticket  is  numbered  and  the  number  also  recorded  in  the  poll  lx>oks  opposite 
to  the  name  of  the  voter.  The  only  proof  which  ought  to  be  admitted  to  establish 
a  fraud  such  as  that  charged  in  this  case  would  be  to  show,  by  affirmative  testi- 
monyj,  that  the  judges,  clerks,  or  some  other  persons  actually  withdrew  the  tickets 
given  by  the  voters  and  substituted  others  lor  them.  Until  this  shall  l)e  shown 
the  oath  of  the  voter  should  not  be  received  to  contradict  the  record  and  the  ballots 
themselves.  The  very  nature  of  the  ballot  renders  this  principle  a  necessity;  other- 
wise every  election  ought  to  be  tried  over  a  second  time  by  the  oath  of  the  voters 
instead  of  the  ballots  deposited  in  the  boxes  in  the  presence  of  the  officers  and  of 
the  public.*' 

Otero  vs.  Gallegos,  S4th  Cong 1  Bart.,  184 

It  seems  to  be  implied  in  the  argument  of  the  minority  report  in  Miller  vs.  Elliott 
(as  well  as  in  several  other  minority  reports  in  the  Fiftv-first  Congress,  though  the 
ruling  is  nowhere  explicitly  made)  that  the  minority  held  the  law  to  be  that  the 
false  or  fraudulent  character  of  the  returns  could  not  be  proved  in  the  first  instance 
by  calling  the  voters  or  otherwise  proving  that  the  votes  received  by  a  candidate 
was  larger  than  that  returned  for  him,  but  that  a  foundation  must  first  be  laid  for 
this  sort  of  proof  by  showing  suspicious  circumstances  connected  with  the  election 
or  count  sufficient  to  overthrow  the  presumption  of  the  fairness  of  the  returns. 

Miller  vs.  Elliott  {minority  report),  61st  Cong Bowell,  571 
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TesUmony  of  voters  to  overthrow  return. 

Where  more  voterH  testified  to  having  voted  for  contestant  than  were  returned  for 
him,  and  there  was  circumstantial  proof  of  fraud,  the  committee  rejected  the 
return?,  and  counted  only  the  votes  proved  outside  the  returns  for  contestant. 
Where  the  circumstantial  proof  of  fraud  was  lacking,  except  the  discrepancy  in 
the  vott^s,  the  committee  preferred  not  to  reject  the  return,  but  counted  for  con- 
testant the  extra  votes  proved  for  him. 

Washfmrn  vs.  Voorhees,  39ih  Cong 2  Bart. ,  60-64 

The  committee,  by  a  majority  vote,  adopted  as  a  rule  of  decision  "that  votes 
recorded  upon  the  poll  Iwoks  as  given  to  one  candidate  can  not  Ik»  (^hanged  anci 
transferreil  to  the  other  by  oral  testimony."  The  minority  reported  that  where 
voters  made  oath  that  they  had  voted  for  one  candidate,  and  their  votes  appeared 
ujwn'the  poll  book  (the  election  being  x-ivn  voce)  as  voting  for  the  other,  they  should 
l)e  counted  according  to  the  testimony  of  the  voters;  and  the  House  sustained  the 
minority. 

Letcherys,  Moore,  23d  Cong C.  and  H.,  750,  826,  844 

TeBtimony  of  voters  may  be  insnffloient. 

Where  contestant  called  12  more  voters  who  swore  they  voted  for  him  than  were 
returned  for  him,  but  at  least  12  of  the  witnesses  were  either  impeached  or 
showed  that  they  did  not  really  know  for  whom  they  voted,  the  committee  unani- 
mously disregaraed  the  testimony. 

Wright  vs.  Fuller  {minority  report),  32d  Cong Report  136,  part  2,  pp.  6  and  7 

Testimony  of  voters  not  sufficient. 

Where  in  one  precinct  the  contestant  was  returned  as  having  receive<l  35  votes,  and 
60  voters  (or  at  least  55)  swore  that  they  had  voted  for  him,  the  committee  held 
that  "this  does  not  constitute  such  proof  of  fraud  as  to  require  them  to  reject  the 
return,  but  they  might  properly  ada  to  it  such  votes  as  the  contestant  proves  were 
cast  for  him  above  the  number  returned."  But  it  not  Ixjing  material  to  the  result 
of  the  present  case,  the  committee  made  no  count  of  them.  The  minority  held 
that  an  examination  of  the  evidence Isho wed  it  to  be  insufficient  for  any  purpose. 

Slmni  vs.  RdiHsj  43d  Cong Smitli,  150,  157 

The  testimony  of  voters  as  to  how  they  voted  may  be  overthrown  by  circumstances, 
such  as  the  illiteracy  of  the  voters,  rendering  it  impossible  for  them  to  know  how 
they  voted,  the  circulation  of  mixed  tickets,  the  improbability  of  the  result  appar- 
ently shown,  etc. 

Bisbee  vs.  Fhdei/  ( minority  re})orl ) ,  47ih  Cong 2  Ells. ,  219 

Testimony  of  voters  may  prevail  over  returns. 

Where  voters  testifie<l  that  they  voted  for  contestant  who  were  not  returne<l  as  vot- 
ing, or  as  voting  for  contestee,  the  committee  counted  their  votes  according  to 
their  testimonv. 

lilair  vs.  Barrett,  3fHh  Cong 1  Bart.,  318 

Evidence  of  voters  sufficient. 

Where  the  testimony  of  all  the  voters  in  two  townships  was  taken  and  it  appeare<l 
that  many  more  votes  were  cast  for  contestant  and  many  less  for  contestee  than  the 
returns  showed,  the  committee  were  unanimous  in  counting  the  vote  according  to 
the  testimony  and  not  acconiing  to  the  returns.  The  minority,  however,  held  that 
no  fraud  was  proved. 

Delano  vs.  Morgan,  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  171,  172,  179 

Where  contestee  was  returiie<l  as  receiving  only  475  votes  at  a  jioll,  and  he  called 
508  voters  who  clearly  swore  that  they  were  legal  voters  and  voted  for  him,  and 
proved  48  votes  more  by  other  testimony,  the  committee  held  that  this  sort  of 
testimony  was  admissible  to  show  the  incorrectness  of  the  return.  '*  In  the  judg- 
ment of  the  committee  the  evidence  of  these  witnesses  is  as  full,  complete,  and 
reliable  as  it  is  possible  for  human  testimony  to  be  given.  It  would-be  received 
in  any  court  of  justice  in  the  country  and  held  sufficient  to  establish  any  fact  in  a 
civil  or  even  criminal  case." 

Held  vs.  Julian,  4Jst  Cong 2  Bart.,  828 
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Where  a  lai^r  number  of  voters  than  were  returned  as  voting  for  contestant  testified 
that  they  voted  for  him,  and  the  testimony  of  the  ticket  distributers  indicated  a 
still  larger  number,  the  returns  were  rejected  for  fraud,  and  the  vote  counted 
according  to  the  proof. 

Lowevs.  Wheeler,  47lh  Cong ..2  Ells.,  66-75 

Where  contestant  was  returned  as  having  received  130  votes  in  a  precinct,  and  283 
voters  testified*  to  having  voted  for  him,  and  the  testimony  of  persons  who  read 
the  tickets,  saw  them  voted,  and  kept  a  list  of  the  voters,  showed  that  377  votes 
were  cast  for  contestant;  heldj  that  this  was  sufiicient  to  reject  the  return  and  count 
only  such  votes  as  were  proved  aliunde. 

Jxinggton  vs.  VenabUj  51st  Cong Rowell,  462 

When  Rejected,  what  Votes  Counted.     (See  aUo  Fraud,  effect  of.  ) 

Only  votes  proved  aliunde  oonnted. 

Where  the  return  is  so  tainte<l  with  fraud  that  the  truth  can  not  be  deduced  there- 
from it  should  be  rejected.  **The  proposition  is  too  plain  to  admit  of  dispute;  to 
hold  as  true  that  which  is  so  false  and  fraudulent  that  the  truth  can  not  be  deduced 
therefrom  is  to  hold  an  absurdity.  *  *  *  But  the  rejection  of  a  return  does 
not  necessarily  leave  the  votes  actually  cast  at  a  precinct  uncounted.  It  only 
declares  that  the  return  having  been  shown  to  be  false  shall  not  be  taken  as  true, 
and  the  parties  are  thrown  back  upon  such  other  evidence  as  is  in  their  power  to 
show  how  many  vc  ted,  and  for  whom,  so  that  the  entire  vote,  if  sufiicient  pains 
be  taken  and  the  means  are  at  hand,  may  be  shown  and  not  a  single  one  be  lost, 
notwithstanding  the  falsity  of  the  return.'* 

WoMkhurn  vs.  Voorhees,  39th  Cong 2  Bart,  58,  62 

**No  legal  voter  is  disfranchised  by  throwing  out  a  fraudulent  poll.  The  only  effect 
of  such  action  by  the  proper  tribunal  is  to  destroy  the  prima  facie  character  of  the 
return  and  to  deny  to  the  official  acts  of  such  officers  the  legal  presumption  of 
correctness  usually' acconied  to  the  conduct  of  faithful  aeents.  The  way  is  always 
open  to  every  candidate  upon  the  trial  of  any  coutesteo-elected  case  to  come  for- 
ward and  prove  the  vote  which  he  received  at  any  and  every  assailed  precinct." 

JReidva.  Juliany41st  Cong 2  Bart.,  832 

"The  returns  of  an  election  must  be  certified  by  the  proper  officers.  If  not  so  certi- 
fied they  prove  nothing,  and  when  offered  in  evidence,  if  objected  to,  they  must 
l>e  rejected.  *  *  *  It  does  not,  however,  necessarilv  follow  that  the  vote  vsst 
at  such  election  is  lost  or  thrown  away.  An  uncertified  return  does  not  prove  what 
the  vote  was,  that  is  all.  The  duly  certified  return  is  the  best  evidence,  but  if  it 
be  shown  that  this  does  not  exist  we  doubt  not  secondary  evidence  would  be 
admissible  to  prove  the  actual  state  of  the  vote. 

**The  failure  of  an  officer,  either  by  mistake  or  design,  to  certify  a  return  should  not 
be  allowed  to  nullify  an  election,  or  to  change  a  result,  if  other  and  sufficient  and 
satisfactory  evidence  is  forthcoming  to  show  what  the  vote  actually  was.'* 

McKenzie  vs.  Braxton,  43d  Cong 1 Smith,  25 

Where  the  statute  required  the  county  returns  to  be'  signed  by  at  least  two  of  the 
thn^  county  canvassers,  and  the  State  canvassers  rejected  a  county  return  because 
it  was  only  signed  by  one  officer,  the  committee  sustained  the  action  of  the  State 
canvassers  in  rejecting  the  return,  but  counted  the  vote  upon  proof  aliunde. 

Norris  vs.  Handley,  4^d  Cong Smith,  73 

**  In  the  absence  of  the  certificate  prescribed  by  law  recourse  will  be  had  to  the  poll 
lists,  the  ballots,  or  other  returns,  and  if  from  these  or  any  of  them  the  result  can 
be  ascertained,  and  there  is  no  taint  of  fraud,  effect  will  be  given  to^he  result  pre- 
cisely as  though  the  certificate  was  present." 

Gooding  vs.  Wilson  (minority  report),  4Sd  Cong Smith,  85 

In  one  precinct  it  was  shown  by  the  testimony  of  the  sheriff,  who  had  seen  the  votes 
counted,  that  at  least  42  votes  were  given  for  sitting  member,  but  the  returns  gave 
him  no  votes  at  all.  The  committee  excluded  the  vote  of  the  precinct  The  con- 
testant asked  that  he  be  allowed  the  vote  returned  for  him  and  the  sitting  member 

H.  Doc.  510 53 
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the  42  votes  additional,  but  the  committee  said:  *^  It  having  been  shown  that  the 
return  is  fraudulent  and  tiilse  in  a  matter  so  material  as  the  suppression  altogether 
of  the  whole  of  the  sitting  member's  vote,  it  can  not  be  receivea  for  any  purpose." 

Niblackya,  WaiU,  4^d  Cong Smith,  102 

When  a  return  is  shown  to  be  fraudulent  only  such  votes  as  are  proved  aliunde  can  be 
counted. 

LotDevB.  Wheeler  (minority  report)  y  47th  Cong '-...• 2  £lls.,  155 

When  the  evidence  shows  a  return  to  be  false,  it  is  impeached  and  destroyed  as  evi- 
dence. The  vote  may  be  proved  by  the  voters,  and  no  vote  not  proved  can  be 
counted.     (Cases  cited.) 

BiabeewB.  Finley,  47h  Cong 2  Ells.,  180 

If  returns  are  shown  to  be  fraudulent  no  correction  can  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the 
returns.  They  must  either  be  accepted  as  correct  or  rejected  in  toto.  In  the  latter 
case  no  votes  not  proved  aliunde  can  be  counted. 

Bisbee  vs.  Mnley  {minority  report) ,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  233 

Where  the  prima  facie  character  of  the  returns  is  destroyed,  only  those  votes  proved 
aliunde  can  be  counted. 

McDuffie  vs.  Davidson^  50th  Cong Mobley,  59S 

Where  the  evidence  shows  a  return  to  be  false  and  not  a  true  statement  of  the  votes 
cast,  such  return  is  impeached  and  destroyed  as  evidence.  But  the  rejection  of  a 
return  does  not  necessarily  leave  the  votes  actually  cast  at  a  precinct  uncounted. 
The  return  beins  shown  to  be  false,  the  parties  are  thrown  back  on  such  evidence 
as  it  may  be  in  tneir  power  to  produce  to  show  how  many  votes  were  cast,  and  for 
whom.  All  the  votes  may  thus  be  proved  and  counted,  but  if  only  a  part  is  proved, 
those  proved  are  to  be  counted  and  the  rest  disregarded. 

Featherston  vs.  Cnte,  51st  Cong Rowell,  103 

Where  the  returns  i^ere  rejected  for  fraud,  and  the  only  votes  proved  aside  from  the 
returns  were  for  contestant,  held^  that  no  others  could  be  counted,  for  "it  is  evi- 
dent that  giving  to  contestee  the  vote  not  accounted  for  would  be  a  direct  encour- 
agement to  election  frauds,  as  it  would  give  him  the  benefit  of  every  fraudulent 
vote  which  his  friends  had  made  it  impossible  for  the  opposition  to  expose,  even 
after  the  proof  clearly  established  fraud  to  such  an  extent  as  to  destroy  absolutely 
the  integrity  of  the  official  returns.    In  no  case  has  such  a  rule  been  adopted." 

Langston  vs.  VenabUy  5l9t  Cong Rowell,  465, 466 

Where  ballot  boxes  were  proved  to  have  been  stuffed,  the  returns  were  rejected  and 
no  votes  counted  except  those  proved  or  conceded  aside  from  the  returns.  This  in 
spite  of  the  fact  that  the  excess  of  votes  had  been  "puiged"  as  provided  for  in  the 
statutes  of  South  Carolina,  for  '^such  method  of  disposing  of  extra  ballots  is  pro- 
vided for  mistakes,  and  not  for  frauds." 

MiUer\8,  EUioU,  51st  Cong Kowell, 526, 526 

Where  the  ballot  boxes  had  been  stolen  by  an  armed  body  of  men,  after  the  close  of 
the  polls,  the  committee  counted  the  votes  according  to  the  evidence  of  the  vote 
cast.  The  minority  found  that  the  evidence  was  inmifficient  to  establish  the  vote 
received  by  each  candidate. 

GoodrichvB,  Bullock,  51st  Cong Rowell, 592-594, 615 

When  returns  are  impeached  they  can  not  be  received  for  any  purpose,  but  only  those 
votes  proved  aliunae  can  be  counted.  "If  the  returns  have  been  falsified  by  the 
election  officers  it  is  a  well-settled  rule  of  law  that  they  cease  to  have  any  prima 
facie  effect,  and  each  party  can  only  be  credited  with  such  votes  at  the  box  m  ques- 
tion as  he  may  show  by  other  evidence.  This  rule  is  one  of  long  standing.  It 
works  no  hardship  upon  contestee  which  does  not  fall  as  heavily  on  the  contest- 
ant. The  contestant  is  required  in  the  first  instance  to  show  the  fraud  in  the  return, 
and  then  must  follow  that  up  by  proving  his  vote;  or,  in  some  instances,  the  proof 
of  the  fraud  is  connected  with  the  proof  of  his  vote." 

ClaytowvB.  Breckinridge,  61st  Cong Rowell,  691 
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Where  rejectton  would  inerease  the  evil,  true  yote  determined  approximately. 

Where  the  ballots  of  a  precinct  were  stolen  and  secretly  returned  after  having  t)een 
obviously  tampered  with,  but  the  rejection  of  the  return  would  only  increase  the 
evil  done  by  the  fraud,  the  committee  said:  *'  It  is  the  duty  of  the  committee  to 
ascertain,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  the  true  vote,  that  the  right  may  prevail  at  least 
approximately.'* 

Moore  vs.  Funston,  5Sd  Cong Report  1164,  p.  10 

Only  those  proved  aliunde  eounted. 

Where  fraud  was  established  by  proof  that  a  large  part  of  those  returned  as  voting 
did  not  vote,  part  of  the  committee  rejected  the  returns  entirely  and  only  counted 
such  votes  as  were  proved  aliunde;  others  of  the  committee  eliminated  the  number 
of  votes  shown  to  be  fraudulent  and  counted  the  remainder  on  the  basis  of  the 
returns. 

Aldrich  vs.  RohhinSy  64th  Cong Report  572 

"Where  retunu  impeached,  votes  proved  aliunde  counted. 

**  The  universal  rule  of  law  is  that  where  the  evidence  shows  the  returns  to  be  false 
and  not  a  true  statement  of  the  votes  cast,  such  returns  are  impeached  and  destroyed, 
but  that  the  true  vote  may  be  proved  by  calling  the  electors  whose  names  are  on  the 
poll  list  as  having  voted  at  sucn  election,  and  such  votes  as  are  proved  by  competent 
evidence  should  be  counted  for  each  candidate.  Fraud  does  not  invalidate  the 
legal  vote  cast,  but  simply  makes  it  necessary  for  those  claiming  the  benefit  of  it 
to  prove  the  vote.  The  rule  of  rejecting  an  entire  poll  is  not  to  be  adopted  if  it 
can  be  avoided." 

Aldrich  vs.  Robbins  (minority  report) ^  56th  Cong Report  327 

Where  rejected,  unjust  to  count  votes  for  only  one  candidate  on  proof  aliunde. 

Where  the  returns  of  a  poll  were  proved  to  be  false  and  fraudulent,  and  the  general 
testimony  of  the  vote  was  very  conflicting,  and  much  of  it  impeached,  the  com- 
mittee unanimously  rejected  the  returns  and  refused  to  count  any  votes  on  this 
general  testimony.  But  contestee  had  called  308  voters,  who  testified  that  they 
voted  for  him,  and  asked  that  these  votes  be  counted.  The  committee  held  that 
as  these  voters  were  very  ignorant  and  might  easily  have  been  deceived,  or  per- 
haps induced  to  swear  fairly,  the  testimony  was  very  doubtful.  But  even  if  it 
were  accepted  the  votes  ought  not  to  be  counted,  because  it  would  be  counting  the 
vote  for  only  one  candidate  (there  being  proof  that  the  other  candidate  received  a 
considerable  number  of  votes,  but  no  definite  proof  of  the  number),  and  would 
be  giving  to  contestee,  already  the  beneficiary  of  the  fraud,  a  larger  majority  than 
was  given  him  in  the  fraudulent  returns.  The  minority  held  that  the  votes  should 
be  counted,  and  referred  to  many  cases  to  show  that  the  evidence  of  the  voter  was 
the  best  evidence  of  the  vote. 

Finleyys.  Bishee,  4Sth  Cong 1  Ells.,  87,110 

**  Your  committee  admits  that  if  there  was  no  evidence  other  than  the  returns,  they 
being  fraudulent  and  void,  proving  that  the  contestant  received  votes  at  said  poll, 
then  it  would  be  unquestionably  right  to  count  the  vote  clearly  proven  to  have 
been  cast  for  contestee.  But  when  the  proof  shows  that  a  large  number  of  votes 
were,  in  point  of  fact,  cast  for  one  candiaate,  as  for  the  contestant  in  this  case,  but 
the  number  not  being  suflSciently  certain  to  enable  them  to  be  counted,  it  seems 
to  your  committee  to  be  manifest  injustice  to  count  the  votes  of  his  opponent, 
thereby  increasing  his  majority  to  the  full  number  of  votes  so  counted.  There  is 
no  rule  of  law  or  equity  that  will  justify  such  action,  but  it  would  be  a  clear  case 
of  uncertainty  in  the  proof    *    *    *    and  the  entire  vote  must  be  rejected." 

Finley  YB.  Bisbee,  4oth  Cong 1  Ells,  88 

If  a  return  is  to  be  rejected,  and  votes  counted  for  contestant,  the  contestee  should  at 
least  be  given  his  well-defined  party  vote,  which  was  cast  for  him. 

Langston  vs.  Venahle  (minority  report) j  SUt  Cong Rowell,  489 

All  votes  not  proved  for  contestant  counted  for  contestee. 

Where,  in  a  case  investigated  by  a  subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Elections,  after 
the  death  of  contestant,  more  voters  in  four  precincts  testified  to  having  voted  for 
contestant  than  were  returned  for  him,  the  minority  held  that  the  tmth  of  this  tes- 
timony, considering  the  character  of  the  voters,  was  very  doubtful,  but  that  even 
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if  the  testimony  were  to  be  believed,  all  the  votes  in  the  precincts  attacked  which 
were  not  proved  to  have  been  cast  for  contestant  should  be  counted  for  contestee. 
This  rule  should  be  applied  because  of  the  unfair  manner  in  which  the  testimony 
was  taken  and  abruptly  dosed  by  the  investigating  committee,  and  because  the 
rules  established  in  contested-election  cases  should  not  apply  to  an  investigation 
like  this. 

Clayton  vs.  Breckim-idge  (minority  report)^  5Ut  Cong Row^ell,  781 

Where  proof  aliunde  Bhows  same  resultB  as  return,  votes  oonnted. 

Where  "concerning  the  precincts  wherein  the  irr^ularities  were  of  so  grave  and 
important  a  nature  as  to  affect  the  validity  of  the  returns,  the  secondary  proof  of 
the  actual  votes  cast  shows  a  result  not  differing  from  that  shown  by  the  returns," 
the  committee  counted  the  votes. 

Bums  vs.  Youngj  4Sd  Cong Smith,  181 

Where  county  return  fatally  irregular,  precinct  returns  counted. 

Where  the  precinct  returns  were  delivered  to  an  unauthorized  outsider,  who  kept 
them  some  time,  consolidated  them  himself,  and  signed  the  names  of  the  mana- 
gers to  the  consolidated  return,  without  their  knowledge  or  consent,  and  this 
return,  showing  the  vote  of  the  county  unanimous  for  contestee,  was  forwarded  to 
the  secretary  of  state  indirectly  and  irregularly,  the  committee  held  that  the  con- 
solidated return  was  of  no  value,  and  expressed  the  opinion  that  very  little  confi- 
dence was  to  be  placed  in  any  of  the  returns.  They,  however,  counted  the  pre- 
cinct returns,  except  one  which  did  not  show  in  what  county  or  precinct  the  election 
was  held. 

Sloan  vs.  RawU^  4Sd  Cong .Smith,  152 

Where  county  return  rejected,  oidy  precincts  proved  aliunde  counted. 

Where  a  county  return  was  based  on  the  votes  of  only  three  of  the  five  precincts  in 
the  county  and  had  been  rejected  by  the  State  canvassing  board,  the  committee 
counted  only  the  precincts  whose  vote  was  proved  aliunde. 

Niblack  VB.  Walk,  4^d  Cong Smith,  102 

Where  returns  not  conclusive,  votes  counted  according  to  the  ballots. 

Where  the  precinct  returns  did  not  show  for  what  office  votes  cast  for  contestant  and 
contestee  were  given,  and  the  county  clerk  had  refused  to  certify  the  vote  to  the 
secretary  of  state,  but  the  ballots  themselves  had  clearly  shown  that  the  votes 
were  cast  for  Congress,  the  committee  counted  the  votes. 

Bell  vs.  Snyder,  4Sd  Cong 1 Smith,  255 

Must  be  shown  to  have  been  counted  before  they  can  be  deducted  firom  total  result 

Where  returns  are  asked  to  be  rejected  for  irregularity,  it  must  be  shown  '*(1)  that 
the  votes  embraced  in  these  returns  were  actually  counted,  and  (2)  that  it  was 
unlawful  to  count  them."  The  mere  fact  that  these  returns  are  on  file  wnth  the 
secretary  of  state  or  th^county  prothonotary  is  not  evidence  that  they  were  included 
in  the  canvass.  "While  it  might  well  be  claimed  that  the  presence  of  regular 
returns  in  these  offices  would  be  prima  facie  evidence  that  they  were  embraced  in 
the  canvass,  how  can  it  be  said  that  the  presence  of  irregular  returns  would  be 
prima  fade  evidence  that  they  were  counted?" 

Fuller  \B.  Davmnj  S9th  Cong • 2  Bart,  134 

Where  return  stolen  and  ballots  altered,  votes  counted  on  proof  of  contents  of  original 
return. 

Where  the  seal  of  the  box  containing  the  returns  and  ballots  of  a  precinct  had  been 
broken  open  after  the  delivery  of  the  box  to  the  county  canvassers,  the  return 
abstracted  and  the  ballots  altered  so  as  to  show  a  practical  reversal  of  the  vote, 
and  the  county  canvassers  counted  the  ballots  in  the  box  and  canvassed  the  vote 
according  to  them,  the  committee  counted  the  vote  according  to  the  proved  con- 
tents of  the  original  returns. 

Mackeyys.  O'Connor,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  568 
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When  Rejected,  What   Evidence  Required  to  Establish  the  Vote  Aliunde.  . 

Legality  of  yotes  must  be  proved.     (See  also  Evidenoe. ) 

Where  a  return  was  rejected  because  of  proof  that  illegal  votes  had  been  received 
with  the  fraudulent  connivance  of  the  officers  of  election,  heldj  that  proof  aliunde 
of  the  actual  number  of  votes  cast  for  each  candidate  was  not  sufficient;  there 
must  be  proof  of  the  number  of  legal  votes  cast. 

Ftnleyys.  WaJh,44th  Cong Smith,  389 

Where  retnms  rejected  for  firandnl^nt  votiiig,  proof  of  the  vote  aliunde  mnetfally 
show  qualifieations  of  voters. 

Where  there  was  no  legal  registry  in  a  precinct  and  the  return  was  rejected  because 
of  frauds  made  possible  by  the  lack  ol  r^istry,  the  committee  were,  *' however,  of 
opinion  that  it  was  competent  for  either  contestant  or  sitting  member  to  prove  the 
casting  of  legal  votes  at  this  poll,  even  without  a  register;  out,  in  such  case,  the 
voter  must  make  special  proof  of  his  qualification  to  vote  in  a  manner  particularly 
pointed  out  in  the  statute.'*  But  no  such  proof  being  made,  and  the  fraudulent 
transactions  upon  which  the  return  was  based  being  such  that  no  presumption  of 
the  legality  of  any  vote  could  arise  from  them,  the  whole  vote  was  excluded. 

Dodge  vs.  Brooks,  39  Cong 2  Bart.,  85 

Contenta  of  rejected  returns  mnst  be  fally  proved. 

Where  in  several  counties  it  was  charged  that  the  abstracts  of  the  vote  made  out  by 
the  county  clerk  represented  only  part  of  the  vote  of  the  county,  the  committee 
held  that  the  abstracts,  having  been  regularly  certified  and  transmitted  and  acted 
upon  by  the  State  authorities,  were  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  vote,  and  the  con- 
testant having  produced  no  precinct  returns  or  other  sufficient  evidence  of  the  vote 
of  any  precincts  that  may  have  been  omitted,  the  vote  as  counted  was  allowed  to 
stand.  The  minority  held  that  precinct  returns  having  been  unlawfully  rejected 
by  the  countv  clerks,  under  fraudulent  instructions  from  the  attorney-general,  and 
a  complete  abstract  being  in  each  case  in  evidence  and  proved  to  lie  correct,  the 
vote  was  sufficiently  proved  and  should  be  counte^l. 

Gause  vs.  Hodges,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  291-322 

When  return  rejected,  vote,  may  be  connted  upon  any  evidenoe  snfficient  to  show  it. 

"Upon  the  impeachment  of  the  return,  the  party  relying  on  it  may  show  the  true 
vote  by  other  evidence.  This  may  be  done  by  a  recount  of  the  ballots  or  by  the 
testimony  of  the  voters  or  of  anyone  who  was  present  at  the  election  and  is  able 
to  establish  the  true  result  When  this  can  not  be  shown  no  vote  from  the  pre- 
cinct for  any  of  the  candidates  can  be  counted." 

Hurd  vs.  Rorneis  {minority  report),  49th  Cong Mobley,  431 

Parol  evidence  of  vote  inadmissible  when  docnmentary  evidence  accessible. 

"  In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  of  the  loss,  destruction,  or  inaccessibility  of  the 
returns,  parol  evidence  as  to  what  the  vote  was  should  not  be  considered.  *  *  * 
In  the  absence  of  any  legal  evidence  as  to  how  the  vote  was  counted  from  a  pre- 
cinct by  the  county  canvassers  in  canvassing  the  vote  of  the  county,  the  evidence 
of  the  voters  as  to  how  they  voted  is  immaterial." 

SmallsYB.  EUiotl,  60th  Cong Mobley,  665 

Identity  of  names  prima  facie  evidenoe  of  identity  of  persons. 

Where  it  was  shown  that  persons  voted  for  the  sitting  member  whose  names  were 
the  same  as  names  found  on  the  register  of  those  persons  who  had  elected  to  retain 
their  Mexican  citizenship,  the  committee  held  that  this  "wsia  prima  fade  evidence 
that  the  persons  voting  were  Mexican  citizens  and  sufficient  to  shift  the  burden  of 
proof.  In  the  absence  of  contradictory  testimony  the  votes  were  shown  to  be 
illegal,  without  further  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  voters  and  the  persons  on  the 
list  of  Mexican  citizens. 

Otero  VB,  Gallegos,  S4th  Cong Report  90,  pp.  4-6 


838  DIGEST    OF    CONTESTED   ELECTION    CASES. 

Where  identity  of  TOterB  not  clearly  shown. 

Where  it  was  proved  that  persons  of  the  same  name  as  those  voting  had  been  natu- 
ralized since  the  election,  and  that  the  voters  had  refused  to  obey  the  subpoena  of 
the  commissioner  to  testify  in  the  case,  the  committee  held  that  they  were  proved 
to  be  illegal.     The  minority  held  that  the  identity  of  the  voters  was  not  shown. 

Wright  vs.  Fuller,  SM  Cong 1  Bart.,  159;  and  Report  136 

Where  retamB  rejected  by  county  canvaiiers  counted  only  on  extrinsic  proof  of 
correctness. 

"Mistakes  and  errors  of  the  election  officers  in  declaring  the  result  and  making  the 
returns  will  not  vitiate  the  election."  Where  .the  countv  boards  had  rejected  the 
votes  of  a  lai^e  number  of  precincts  on  technical  grounds,  the  committee,  "out  of 
extreme  caution,"  counted  only  those  shown  by  extrinsic  proof  to  be  correct. 

Craig  vs.  Shelley,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  373-376 

Vote  at  "side  polls"  indication  of  vote. 

Where  the  ballot  box  in  a  precinct  had  been  stolen  after  the  polls  were  closed  and 
before  the  ^votes  were  counted,  but  the  poll  list  was  in  evidence,  showing  the 
number  of  votes  cast,  and  the  number  of  votes  cast  at  an  informal  side-election 
held  at  the  same  poll,  at  which  substantially  all  the  Democratic  voters  voted,  was 
also  in  proof,  the  committee  counted  for  contestee  the  number  of  Democratic  ^otes 
shown  by  this  side-election  and  for  contestant  the  remainder  of  the  votes  shown 
by  the  poll  list.  The  minority  held  that  this  evidence  of  the  vote  was  insufficient. 
Goodrich  vs.  Bullock,  Slst  Cong Rowell,  592,  615 

Cox^cting  evidence  of  election  officers  insufficient  when  returns  lost. 

Where  no  returns  appeared  to  have  been  made  from  a  precinct  and  all  the  ballots 
and  other  election  papers  of  the  county,  except  the  poll  list  of  this  precinct,  had 
disappeared  from  the  clerk's  office,  and  it  was  sought  to  show  the  vote  of  the  pre- 
cinct by  the  poll  list  and  the  testimony  of  the  jud^  of  election  as  to  how  the 
votes  were  cast,  but  the  testimony  of  the  judges  varied  by  two  or  three  votes,  the 
committee  said:  "The  uncertain  memory  of  two  or  three  witnesses  as  to  the  result 
of  an  election  six  months  after  it  took  place  can  not  be  permitted  to  take  the  place 
of  the  testimony  of  the  voters  themselves."  And  in  this  case  the  fact  that  part  of 
the  time  the  votes  had  been  called  and  part  of  the  time  the  tally  sheets  haa  been 
kept  by  unsworn  outsiders  further  weakened  the  testimony  to  such  an  extent  that 
it  could  not  be  considered  evidence  of  the  vote.  The  minority  held  that  if  con- 
testant were  ^iven  the  largest  number  testified  to  for  him  and  contestee  the  least 
number  testified  to  for  him,  contestant  would  have  no  right  to  object. 

Spencer  vs.  Morep,  44th  Cong Smith,  448 

Where  the  evidence  of  the  vote  of  a  precinct  from  which  the  returns  were  lost  was 
the  testimony  of  one  of  the  judges  from  memory,  and  evidence  that  another  judge 
had  made  an  affidavit  immediately  after  the  election  stating  the  vote,  but  the  affi- 
davit was  not  produced,  and  the  testimony  and  the  proved  contents  of  the  affidavit 
agreed  in  giving  7  votes  to  contestant  and  the  remainder  to  contestee,  but  did  not 
exactly  agree  as  to  the  total  number  of  votes  cast,  the  committee  held  the  evidence 
to  be  insufficient  to  establish  the  vote.     The  minority  held  that  it  was  sufficient. 

Spencer  vs.  Morey,  44th  Cong Smith,  449 

Testimony  of  election  officers  adds  little  weight  to  the  returns. 

Where  the  contestee  attempted  to  rebut  the  evidence  offered  by  recounts  of  the  ballots 
by  calling  the  election  officers  who  made  the  precinct  returns  to  testify  that  those 
returns  were  correct,  the  majority  (whose  report  was  not  sustained  by  the  House) 
expressed  the  opinion  that  "this  testimony  neither  impairs  the  case  of  the  con- 
testant nor  strength  ens  t  hat  of  the  respondent.  Officers  who  had  declared  upon  their 
official  oaths  that  returns  made  by  them  were  true  would  not  be  likely  to  come  into 
court  afterwards  and  swear  that  they  were  false." 

Buller  vs.  Lehman  {majority  report),  S7th  Cong ' 1  Bart. ,  357 

"  When  the  official  act  of  one  holding  public  place  is  rejected  because  he  has  violated 
the  law  and  neglected  his  duty,  what  he  himself  says  to  sustain  this  act  is  entitled 
to  little  credit.  The  same  evidence  which  impeaches  his  official  acta  will  also 
imi>each  his  unofficial  declarations." 

Hard  vs.  Romeis  ( minoriiy  report),  49th  Cong Mobley,  433 


/ 


RETUBN9.  889 

Where  ^Hhe  officers  of  election  violated  their  official  oath  and  the  penal  statute  of 
the  State,  and  shamefully  disregarded  their  duties  which  they  had  sworn  to  per- 
form" the  commitee  did '*  not  think  any  testimony  given  hy  them  in  this  case 
uncorroborated  by  other  evidence  is  entitled  to  much  weight'' 

Bisbeevs.  FmUUy  47th  Ckmg 2 Ells.,  179 

Testimony  of  elootion  offloen  not  weakened  by  charget  of  fraud. 

The  testimony  of  election  officers  can  not  be  discredited  merely  by  charging  them 
with  fraud. 

Butler  vs.  Lehman  {minority  report,  mttained  by  House),  S7th  Cong.  .Report  6,  p.  26 

Testimony  of  elecftion  offloen  the  strongest  possible  evidenoe. 

''If  a  return,  local  or  general,  be  attacked  for  fraud  or  ill^;ality,  the  testimony  of 
officers  holding  the  election  is  of  great  weight,  because  of  opportunities  to  know, 
and  the  motive  of  duly  to  observe  all  things  relating  to  the  election  in  their  charge; 
and  such  is  the  weight  of  their  evidence  that  it  can  not  be  overthrown  by  circum- 
stantial evidence  unless  so  strong  as  to  admit  of  no  reasonable  hypothesis  com- 
patible with  the  truthfulness  and  integrity  of  the  officers." 

Biabee  vs.  Finley  (mhwrity  report),  47th  Oong 2  Ells.,  203 

When  retnms  lost,  evidenoe  of  offloen  of  eleotion  reoeived. 

When  returns  are  shown  to  have  been  lost,  the  evidence  of  the  officers  of  election 
may  be  received  to  show  what  their  contents  were. 

Spe7icerv9.  Morey  (minority  report),  44th  Cong Smith,  480 

Ballots  best  evidenoe. 

The  best  evidence  of  the  true  state  of  the  vote  of  a  precinct  is  the  ballots  themselves, 
when  they  have  been  properly  preserved. 

McLean  vs.  Broadhead  {minority  report),  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  389 

'*The  committee  are  of  opinion  that  where  the  ballots  themselves  cast  at  any  election 
are  preserved,  they  will  furnish  the  best  evidence  of  the  number  of  votes  which 
each  candidate  received.  And  it  seems  that  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  contemplate 
that  in  case  the  division  returns  are  disputed  the  ballots  themselves  shall  finally 
settle  the  question." 

Butler  vs.  Lehman  {majority  report),  S7th  Cong 1  Bart,  355 

The  ballots  are  higher  and  better  evidence  than  the  poll  list 

McDuffie  vs.  Davidson,  60th  Cong Mobley,  598 

Ballots  best  evidenoe  of  vote,  and  must  be  prodno^. 

The  ballots  are  the  best  evidence  of  the  vote,  and  when  they  are  accessible  no  other 
testimony  as  to  the  vote  can  be  received  until  they  are  produced. 

Craig  vs.  Shelley  {minority  report) ,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  48 

The  ballots,  when  preserved,  are  the  best  evidence,  and  secondary  evidence  should 
not  be  received  it  the  ballots  were  accessible  and  not  produced. 

McDuffie  vs.  Davidson,  SOth  Cong Mobley,  579 

Where  f^aad  in  count  charged,  ballots  best  evidenoe. 

Where  it  was  charged  that  the  returns  at  man^  precincts  did  not  represent  the  cor- 
rect vote,  and  it  was  sought  to  establish  this  fact  by  oral  testimony  that  many 
more  voters  voted  for  contestant  than  were  returned  for  him,  the  committee  held 
that  the  ballots  should  have  been  introduced  in  evidence  as  the  best  evidence  of 
the  correctness  or  incorrectness  of  the  count 

McDuffiews.  Turpin,  5iSd  Cong Stofer,  62 

Where  ftrand  proved,  ballots  not  primary  evidence. 

Where  it  was  proved,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  minority,  that  many  returns  were 
false,  evidently  as  the  result  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  election  officers,  they  held 
that  the  doH  lists  and  ballots  had  lost  their  primary  character  as  evidence,  and 
other  evidence  of  the  state  of  the  vote  was  therefore  admissible  without  first  pro- 
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ducing  these  papers.     It  would  be  absurd  to  be  required  to  establish  any  facts  in 
re^rd  to  the  election  by  the  papers  in  the  custody  of  the  very  officers  who  com- 
mitted the  fraud. 
McDuffie  vs.  Turpin  {minority  report) ^  52d  Cong Stofer,  102 

Where  ballot!  themielves  attacked,  voters'  teitimony  adxnissible. 

*'  Where  the  integrity  of  the  ballots  themselves  is  questioned,  as  in  the  case  here, 

the  testimony  of  the  voters  who  cast  the  ballots  as  to  who  they  voted  for  is  always 

admissible  for  the  purpose  of  throwing  light,  if  possible,  upon  that  particular 

question." 

English  vs.  HUbomj  53d  Cong Report  614,  p.  7 

Ballot!  best  and  primary  evidence. 

**  When  the  ballots  have  been  safely  preserved,  as  required  by  law,  they  become  the 
best  and  primary  evidence  as  to  how  the  elector  voted,  aad  the  testimony  of  the 
voter  is  secondary  and  inadmissible.  The  ballots  are  not  only  a  part  of  the  elec- 
tion returns,  but  are  of  a  higher  grade  of  evidence  than  the  tally  papers  or  a  sum- 
mary made  from  them.  To  permit  voters  to  come  up  after  an  election,  as  in  this 
case,  and  swear  they  voted  differently  from  what  the  ballots  show,  would  open  up 
a  field  of  unending  perjuries  and  frauds.  If  such  should  be  the  rule,  every  elec- 
tion might  be  tried  over  a  second  time  by  the  oath  of  the  voter  instead  of  the  bal- 
lots deposited  in  the  ballot  box.  A  mistake  in  the  count  or  in  tallying  the  vote, 
or  an  impeachment  of  the  returns  or  tally  papers,  even  for  fraud,  do  not,  of  them- 
selves, discredit  the  ballots.  To  them  the  law  points  as  the  source  to  correct  all 
such  errors  and  mistakes.    They  commit  no  perjury  and  can  not  be  bribed." 

English  vs.  HUbom  {minority  report) ,  5Sd  Cong Report  614,  p.  12 

Ballot!  beet  evidence,  when  retnmi  rejected. 

Where  it  was  cliarged  that  the  returns  were  false,  the  minority  held  that  this  fact 
should  have  been  shown  by  the  ballots  themselves.  "It  needs  only  to  be  stated 
that  the  ballots  themselves  constituted  the  best  and  only  adminsible  evidence  until 
explanation  was  made  as  to  why  they  were  not  and  could  not  be  introduced." 
The  minority,  however,  agreed  to  the  rejection  of  9  returns  on  other  evidence. 

Aldrich  vs.  Robhins,  S4th  Cong Report  572 

Under  Australian  law,  ballot!  not  best  evidence. 

"The  rule,  whatever  it  is,  on  the  subject  of  the  ballots  being  the  primary  and  best 
evidence  in  contested-election  cases  grew  up  and  was  establishea  long  before  the 
adoption  of  the  Australian  or  reform  Imllot  law  by  any  State  of  the  Union.  Formerly 
the  ballots  were  furnished  by  the  respective  parties  and  distributed  to  the  voters 
outside  of  the  polling  places.  The  illiterate  voter  received  his  ballot  away  from 
the  polls,  and  took  it  to  some  person  or  persons  in  whom  he  had  confidence,  per- 
sons of  his  own  selection,  and  had  it  made  out  according  to  his  own  direction. 
This  was  his  own  voluntary  act.  Even  after  his  ballot  had  been  prepared  for  him 
at  his  own  solicitation,  if  he  had  any  doubt  in  his  mind  as  to  it  bein^  according  to 
his  wish,  he  could  expose  it  to  some  one  else  to  more  fully  satisfy  himself  that  it 
was  as  he  desired.  He  took  his  ballot  to  the  polling  place  and  saw  that  it  was 
deposited  in  the  box.  All  this  was  his  own  voluntary  action.  Nothing  compul- 
sory about  it.  Upon  such  a  state  of  facts,  and  under  such  circumstances,  it  could 
be  well  said  that  ne  had  voluntarily  reduced  his  intention  and  his  action  to  writ- 
ing, and  that  his  written  expression  of  what  he  did  and  intended,  the  ballot,  was 
the  best  evidence.  It  was  under  this  system  of  voting  that  the  rule  of  the  ballot 
being  the  best  evidence  grew  up. 

"A  different  system  of  voting  exists  now  almost  everywhere,  and  especially  in  Califor- 
nia. The  political  parties  no  longer  furnish  their  own  ballots.  An  ofiicial  ballot  is 
furnished.  It  is  retained  inside  the  polling  place;  none  are  allowed  outside.  The 
voter  must  pass  inside  of  the  polling  place  and  obtain  his  ballot  from  an  ofiicial  of 
the  election  board.  If  he  is  illiterate,  or  from  any  cause  he  is  unable  to  make  out 
his  ballot,  some  member  of  the  election  board  makes  it  out  for  him.  He  may  or 
he  mav  not  have  confidence  in  the  ofiicial  who  prepares  his  ballot.  The  prepara- 
tion of  his  ballot  is  not  his  free  and  voluntary  act.  It  is  compulsory.  He  must 
submit  to  having  some  one  not  of  his  own  selection — some  person  who  may  be  a 
stranger  to  him — prepare  his  ballot  for  him,  or  he  can  not  vote.  This  is  especially 
so  in  California.    *    *    ♦ 
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**  In  view  of  the  different  plana  and  methods  now  in  use  in  the  conduct  of  elections 

from  those  employed  when  the  rule  that  the  ballot,  if  properly  preserved,  is  the 

best  evidence,  was  adopted,  the  committee  suggests  whether  that  rule  ought  not 

now,  in  some  degree  at  least,  to  be  relaxed." 

English  vs.  HUbonif  5Sd  Cong i • Report  614,  pp.  7,  8 

Ballot!  evidence  of  the  vote. 

Where  a  return  was  rejected  because  the  ballot  box  was  taken  away  over  night  and 
counted  the  next  day,  the  committee  accepted  a  recount  of  the  ballots  as  proof 
aliunde  of  the  vote. 

The  minority  held  that  as  the  ballots  were  the  very  thing  discredited  a  recoimt  of 
them  was  no  proof  aliunde  of  the  vote. 

Pearson  vs.  Orawfordy  56th  Cong Report  199 

Discredited  ballot!  inadmissible  for  any  purpose. 

Where  a  large  share  of  the  ballots  in  the  boxes  were  shown  to  be  fraudulent,  the 
committee  held  that  they  could  not  be  received  as  evidence,  even  to  show  for  whom 
the  fraudulent  ballots  were  cast.    They  were  tainted  for  all  purposes. 

The  minority  held  that  they  could  be  received  as  a  guide  in  pui^ng  the  poll  of  fraud, 
as,  though  fraudently  deposited,  they  had  probably  been  correctly  counted. 

Van  Horn  vs.  Tarmeyj  S4th  Oonflr.  .Report  356,  part  1,  p.  18;  part  2,  p.  2;  part  3,  p.  2. 

Ballots  in  a  frandnlent  box  no  evidence  how  vote  cast. 

"Returns  which  are  impeached  are  good  for  no  purpose  whatever.*'  It  is  absurd  to 
attempt  to  prove  for  whom  illegal  votes  were  cast  by  the  numbered  ballots  in  a 
box,  when  the  ballots  are  shown  to  have  been  fraudulently  numbered,  and  the 
whole  conduct  of  the  election  officers  was  fraudulent. 

Le  Moyne  vs.  FartveU  ( minority  report) j  44ih  Cong Smith,  423 

"A  party  to  a  judicial  proceeding  is  bound  to  produce  the  best  e\idence  the  nature 
of  the  case  admits  of,  or,  if  not  produced,  to  account  for  its  absence."  Where  a 
party  claims  to  have  been  defrauded  of  votes  actually  cast  for  him,  the  best  evi- 
dence would  be  the  testimony  of  the  men  who  committed  the  fraud  or  saw  it  done; 

•  the  next  best  would  be  the*  testimony  of  the  men  who  voted  for  him.  The  evi- 
dence of  the  ballots  themselves,  on  a  recount,  is  remote  and  circumstantial. 

Bviler  vs.  Lehman  (minority  report  sustained  by  House) ^  37th  Cbnpr..,Rept.  6,  p. 25 

"The  ballots  can  not  be  entitled  to  much  weight  as  evidence  of  the  result  of  the  elec- 
tion where  it  has  been  shown  that  the  acts  and  conduct  of  the  election  officers  are 
un worth V  of  credit  and  their  returns  set  aside  and  rejfanle<l  as  unreliable.  Having 
created  for  themselves,  in  violation  of  law  and  their  official  oaths,  opportunities 
for  tampering  with  the  box^  it  is  legitimate  to  infer  that  they  would  endeavor  to 
put  ballots  in  the  box  that  would  support  the  return." 

Bisbeeys,  Finley,47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  180 

Lists  of  voters  kept  by  ontside  parties  admitted. 

Where  lists  kept  by  outsiders  were  introduced  as  evidence  to  impeach  the  correctness 
of  the  returns,  the  committee  considered  them,  saying:  "It  is  obvious  that  the 
credit  to  be  attached  to  this  te&timony  is  entirely  dependent  upon  the  accuracy 
with  which  these  outside  lists  were  kept."  In  this  case  they  were  found  to  he 
insufficient  to  overthrow  the  returns. 

LUteUvs.  RobbinSy  Slst  Cong 1  Bart.,  140 

Where  voters  who  voted  for  contestant  exhibited  their  tickets  as  they  voted  them, 
and  a  list  of  their  names  was  taken  down,  this  list  and  the  testimony  of  the  person 
making  it  were  received  as  evidence  of  the  vote  at  a  precinct  where  the  box  had 
been  stuffed. 

Lee  vs.  Richardson  {minority  report)^  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  532 

The  evidence  of  persons  who  issued  tickets  and  claim  to  know  that  they  were  voted 
is  admissible  to  prove  that  the  vote  of  a  precinct  differed  from  the  return,  and  if 
sufficiently  clear  and  convincing  may  be  conclusive  of  the  falsity  of  the  returns. 

McDuffie  vs.  Turpin^  Slst  Cong Rowell,  299 
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Liiti  of  voton  kept  by  ontiide  parties  not  fnffloient 

Where  the  voters  of  oile  party  voted  open  tickets  and  their  names  were  taken  down 
by  one  of  their  number,  who  had  been  appointee!  judge  but  was  refused  permission 
to  act,  and  the  judges  who  did  act  adjourned  for  dinner,  and  there  were  many  indi- 
cations of  fraud,  and  the  ballots  never  were  finally  canvassed,  the  committee  refused 
to  count  any  votes. 

Todd  vs.  Jayne,  38th  Cong 1  Bart.,  558 

BETT7BNED  MEMBEB. 

See  Credentiala,  and  Prima  Facie  Right. 

SHIFTINa  OF  BALLOT  BOXES. 

See  Ballots  in  Wrong  Boxes. 

SOLDIEBS. 

See  Residence  and  Legislature. 

STATE  LAWS  (see  also  House  of  Bepreseniatives). 

Allegation  of  irregularity  insafflcient  nnder  State  law,  immaterial. 

Allegations  of  irregularities  which  would  not  be  sufficient  to  vitiate  the  election 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  in  which  the  contest  originated  held  to  be  immaterial, 
and  contest  dismissed. 

Van  Rensselaer  vs.  Van  Allen,  Sd  Cong C.  and  H.,  73 

The  oonetTTiotion  of  State  laws  by  State  conrts  will  be  followed. 

^' It  is  an  established  rule  in  the  Congressional  adjudication  of  election  cases  that 
where  the  law  of  the  State  under  which  an  ele<"tion  was  held  has  received  judicial 
construction  in  the  courts  of  that  State,  that  construction  shall  be  accepted  as 
binding  upon  Conjfress." 

Delano  vs.  Morgan  {minority  report),  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  178 

"It  is  a  well-established  and  most  salutary  rule  that  where  the  proper  authorities 
of  the  State  government  have  given  a  construction  to  their  own  constitution  or 
statutes,  that  construction  will  be  followed  by  the  Federal  authorities.  This  rule 
is  absolutely  necessary  to  the  harmonious  working  of  our  complex  governments. 
State  and  National,  and  your  committee  are  not  disposed  to  be  the  first  to  depart 
from  it." 

Tennessee  election,  42d  Cong Smith,  6 

The  rule  stated  in  McCrary,  section  313,  '*  that  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  in  construing  a  State  law  will  follow  the  construction  given  it  by  the 
authorities  of  the  State,  whose  duty  it  is  to  construe  and  execute  it,"  quoted  and 
approved  by  the  minority  of  the  committee. 

Le  Moyne  vs.  Farwell,  44th  Cong Smith,  425 

If  the  State  courts  have  not  construed  the  State  law,  the  committee  will  determine 
whether  its  provisions  are  directorv  or  mandatory;  but  if  the  State  courts  have 
ruled  on  any  provision  of  the  law,  the  committee  will  follow  their  ruling. 

S})encer  vs.  Morey  (minority  report) ,  44th  Cong Smith,  468 

"If  any  nile  of  law  can  ever  be  reganled  as  settled,  certainlv  the  rule  that  Federal 
authorities  would  follow  the  construction  of  State  statutes  by  State  courts  must  be 
regarded  as  settled  by  a  long  line  of  able  and  unbroken  decisions.  The  only 
exceptions  raatle  to  this  rule  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  are  where 
the  State  courts  have  made  conflicting  decisions.  *  *  *  To  say  that  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  will  only  follow  a  State  court  *on  a  rule  of 
property'  is  a  total  misconception  of  the  principle  announced  by  the  court." 
( Many  authorities  cited . ) 

Lynch  vs.  Chalmers  {minority  report},  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  375-378 
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"Your  committee,  in  conformity  with  an  almost  invariable  rule,  follow  the  construc- 
tion of  the  statutes  given  by  the  court  of  last  resort  of  the  State  from  which  the 
crises  come.  Such  is  the  rule  of  the  Supreme  CJourt  of  the  United  States,  and  w^e 
do  not  perceive  why  one  so  well  based  upon  reason  and  common  sense  should  be 
departed  from." 

Caiifomm  com,  49th  Cong Mobley,  484 

The  qualifications  of  a  member  depend  on  the  Federal  Constitution  and  laws;  his 
election  depends  on  the  people  of  his  district  and  the  laws  of  his  State.  Where 
(in  Indiana)  the  State  law  is  that  votes  cast  for  an  ineligible  candidate  are  void, 
and  the  eligible  candidate  receiving  the  highest  number  of  votQS  is  elected,  this 
rule  should  oe  followed  in  a  contest  from  that  State. 

LouTy\8.  White  (Mr.  O'Neill),  SOth  Cong Mobley,  646 

ConBtmotioxi  of  State  laws  by  ezecative  offloeri  not  binding. 

The  opinion  of  the  attorney-general  of  a  State,  given  to  the  governor  to  guide  him  in 
the  exercise  of  purely  ministerial  duties,  is  not  a  nile  for  the  guidance  of  courts  or 
legislative  bodies  in  the  exercise  of  their  judicial  functions. 

McKenzie  vs.  Braxton,  4^d  Cong Smith,  24 

''Decisions  of  State  courts  in  interpreting  local  statutes  are  heeded  in  the  Federal 
courts.  It  is  not  so  with  the  interpretaldons  put  upon  the  law  by  an  executive 
officer.  *  *  *  It  comes  to  this:  In  cases  of  doubt  the  practice  of  the  authorities 
of  the  State  is  only  a  practical  construction,  to  which  the  courts  will  give  more  or 
less  heed  in  determining  what  the  proper  construction  is.  The  line  between  the 
executive  and  judicial  tribunals  is  clearly  drawn." 

Pool  vs.  Skinner  {minority  report),  4Sih  Cong Mobley,  71,  72 

Conitmction  of,  by  State  oonrts,  not  always  binding. 

The  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  Illinois,  that  the  legal  residence  of  a  pauper 
was  the  place  from  which  he  came  to  the  poorhouse,  was  held  not  to  apply  to  his 
voting  residence,  because  it  was  made  in  a  case  arising  under  the  police  law  of  the 
State  providing  for  the  support  of  paupers  by  the  townships  of  their  residence.  But 
the  mmority  held  that  the  decision  in  its  terms  covered  the  whole  question  of  resi- 
dence, and  under  the  rule  universally  adopted  by  Federal  tribunals  was  binding 
on  Congress  as  a  construction  of  the  State  law. 

Le  Moyne  vs.  Farwell,  44th  Cong Smith,  419, 425 

Ckinstmction  of  State  lawi  by  State  conrti  itrongly  pertnasive  on  the  HonBe. 

The  committee  *'are  not  prepared  to  hold  that  the  decision  of  the  highest  authority 
of  a  State  upon  the  meaning  of  its  constitution  in  reference  to  whether  the  dajr  of 
the  election  of  State  officers  is  fixed  by  that  constitution  or  not,  so  for  as  it  is 
material  in  detennining  the  legality  of  an  election  of  Representatives  in  Congress, 
is  absolutely  binding  on  this  House."  But  the  rule  that  such  constructions  will 
be  followed  by  the  Federal  authorities  is  a  salutary  one,  and  "we  are  not  disposed 
to  be  the  first  to  depart  from  it,  and  we  certainly  think  that  such  a  decision,  made 
in  good  faith  and  acquiesced  in  at  the  time  by  the  people  of  the  State,  and  followed 
by  a  full  and  fair  election,  should  not  be  overthrown  or  questioned  except  for  the 
gravest  reasons,  founded  on  an  undoubting  conviction  that  it  was  plainly  an  error, 
and  that  the  error  had  worked  some  substantial  injury.'' 

Holmes  and  WiUan,  4^h  Cmg 1  Ells.,  330 

Ckinstruotion  of  State  laws  by  State  oonrts  persnaBive  bnt  not  binding  on  the  House. 
In  this  case  disregarded. 

Where  a  decision  or  line  of  decisions  of  State  courts  interpreting  a  State  law  has 
become  a  rule  of  property  in  the  State,  the  rule  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court 
is  to  follow  such  decisions  in  cases  from  that  State.  But  it  is  too  broad  a  statement 
to  say  that  a  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  a  State,  construing  a  State  law,  is 
binding  on  all  Federal  tribunals.  "  It  may  be  stated  generally  that  the  House  of 
Representatives  will,  as  a  general  rule,  follow  the  interpretation  given  to  a  State 
law  regulating  a  Congressional  election  by  the  supreme  court  of  a  State,  where  deci- 
sions have  been  continued  and  uniform  in  such  a  way  and  for  such  time  as  to 
become  the  fixed  and  settled  law  of  a  State.''  'But  a  single  decision,  made  by  a 
court  of  doubtful  jurisdiction  over  this  part  of  the  case,  not  made  until  after  the 
election  in  question,  and  made  on  points  not  necessary  to  be  decided  in  the  case 
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before  the  court,  and  hence  obiter  dicta,  is  not  binding  on  Congress.  In  the  case  of 
State  laws  regulating  Congressional  elections  it  is  further  to  be  said  that  *' every 
State  election  law  is  by  the  Constitution  made  a  Federal  law  where  Congress  has 
failed  to  enact  laws  on  the  subject,  and  is  adopted  by  Congress  for  the  purpose  of 
the  election  of  its  own  members,"  and  the  House  m  the  exercise  of  its  judicial 
prerogative  may  therefore  be  regarded  as  a  court  of  appeal  in  the  interpretation  of 
such  laws. '  A  deinsion  of  a  State  court  declarinj;  ballots  containing  printer's  dashes 
to  be  in  violation  of  the  statute  and  void  waa  disregarded,  and  the  oallots  counted. 

Lynchye.  Chalmers,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  346-350 

Generally  accepted  conitmctionf  to  be  faitained. 

"  We  suppose  it  to  be  well  settled  in  cases  of  the  doubtful  construction  of  a  statute 
involvmg  the  rights  of  the  people,  and  only  their  rights  as  distinguished  from  indi- 
vidual rights^  the  adoption  of  a  particular  construction  with  entire  unanimity  has 
never  been  disturbed  by  a  power  only  interested  to  preserve  the  right  of  the  State." 

Patterson  vs.  Bdford  {minority  report),  4^th  Cong 1  Ells.,  63 

Alternative  ground  of  decision  not  dictnm. 

"An  obiter  dictum  is  an  expression  of  opinion  by  way  of  argument  or  illustration, 
and  rendered  without  due  consideraticHi  as  to  its  full  bearing  and  effect."  But  in 
a  case  involving  three  issues,  a  negative  decision  of  any  one  of  which  would  render 
unnecessary  a  decision  of  the  other  two,  but  an  affirmative  decision  of  any  one  of 
which  would  require  a  decision  of  the  other  two,  the  fact  that  the  court  decided 
the  first  two  issues  in  the  affirmative,  and  then  decided  the  third  in  the  negative, 
would  not  render  the  decisions  upon  the  first  two  in  any  sense  obiter  dicta,  though 
the  negative  decision  of  the  third  controlled  the  case. 

Lynch  vs.  Chalmers  {minority  report),  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  369-372 

Qnaliiloationi  of  voters  fixed  by  States. 

"The  power  to  fix  the  qualifications  of  voters  is  vested  in  the  States,  subject  only  to 
the  limitation  contained  in  the  fifteenth  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  Each  State  fixes  for  itself  these  qualifications,  and  the  United  States 
must  adopt  and  has  uniformly  adopted  the  State  law  upon  the  subject,  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  should  not  in  any  ease  fail  to  act  in  conformity  with  it." 

Greevy  vs.  SciUl,  52d  Cong Stofer,  158 

The  constmetion  of  State  laws  by  State  courts  will  be  followed. 

"Your  committee  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  court  of  last  resort  of  a 
State  upon  the  construction  of  a  statute  of  that  State,  and  in  a  matter  before  them 
involving  the  construction  of  a  statute  of  that  State,  should  \yQ  binding  upon  them." 

Noyes  vs.  Rockwell,  Si^d  Cong Stofer,  28 

Ckimmittee  shonld  follow  constmetion  of  State  courts. 

In  a  case  in  which  a  State  statute  had  been  construed  by  a  divided  court,  the  com- 
mittee stated  reasons  for  preferring  the  dissenting  opinion,  but  added:  *' However, 
the  highest  court  in  the  State  has  construed  the  statute,  and  the  committee  feels  it 
should  follow  where  that  conclusion  leads." 

Williams  vs.  Settle,  63d  C(mg Report  337,  p.  10 

Interpretation  by  State  oonrts  followed. 

Under  the  provision  of  the  constitution  of  Tennessee  that  *Hhere  shall  be  no  qualifi- 
cations attached  to  the  right  of  suffrage,"  except  the  payment  of  a  poll  tax  and 
satisfactory  evidence  thereof,  it  had  been  claimed  that  an  Australian  ballot  law 
requiring  the  printing  of  the  names  in  alphabetical  order  and  permitting  assistance 
to  the  voter  only  in  case  of  physical  disability,  was  unconstitutional  as  imposing  in 
effect  an  educational  qualification,  but  the  supreme  6ourt  of  Tennessee  haa  decided 
that  it  came  within  the  constitutional  power  of  the  legislature  to  enact  "laws  to 
secure  the  freedom  of  elections  and  the  purity  of  the  ballot  lx)x."  The  committee 
accepted  this  decision,  and  the  minority,  while  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the 
decision  waa  wrong,  were  "constrained  to  follow  that  decision  in  the  present  case." 

Thrasher  vs.  Erdoe,  6Sd  Cong Report  842,  pp.  7, 12 
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Decision  of  State  lapreme  court  followed  m  to  reiidenoe  of  inmates  of  Soldiers'  Home. 

Where  the  supreme  court  of  Michigan  had,  since  the  election,  decided  that  inmates 
of  the  Soldiers*  Home  could  not  ^in  a  legal  residence  by  being  quartered  at  the 
Home,  the  committee  followed  this  decision  and  threw  out  the  votes.  A  dissenting 
opinion  by  Mr.  Thomas  held  that  if  the  decision  were  to  be  taken  as  retroactive  the 
action  of  the  people  in  subsequently  amending  the  constitution  so  as  to  reverse  the 
effect  of  the  aecision  should  also  be  taken  as  retroactive. 

Belknap  vs.  Richardson,  5Sd  C(m<j Report  1946,  part  1,  p.  1 ;  part  2,  pp.  1-6 

Where  State  conrt  held  law  oonstitntional,  committee  expressly  refrained  f^om  decid- 
ing; minority  held  it  nnoonstitntional. 

Where  the  constitutionality  of  the  Virginia  election  law  was  brought  in  question,  but 
the  supreme  court  of  Virginia  had,  since  the  election,  declared  the  law  constitu- 
tional, the  committee  expressly  refrained  from  deciding  the  constitutional  question, 
but  held  that  even  if  the  law  were  invalid  in  its  assailed  sections,  these  were  not 
so  vital  as  to  justify  declaring  that  there  had  been  no  legal  election. 

The  minority  held  that  the  decision  of  the  Virginia  court  beinff  dictum,  and  this 
being  a  matter  of  public  importance,  of  which  the  House  had  original  and  final 
jurisdiction,  the  House  could  consider  the  question,  and  argued  that  the  law  was 
clearly  unconstitutional. 

ComeU  vs.  Swanwm,  54th  Cong Report  1473,  parts  1  and  2 

Bulings  of  Steto  conrte  less  binding  on  Honse  than  its  own  precedente. 

'*  But  in  judging  of  the  elections,  returns  and  qualifications  of  its  own  members  under 
the  grant  df  the  Constitution,  this  House  exercises  judicial  power,  and  is  a  court 
of  competent  and  exclusive  jurisdiction.  In  passing  upon  these  returns  and  elec- 
tions, even  if  no  Federal  statute  is  in  existence  regulating  the  elections  of  its  mem- 
bers, it  interprets  and  construes  the  State  election  laws  which,  for  the  purposes  of 
such  election,  are  to  be  regarded  as  having  the  quality  of  Federal  legislation,  and 
the  opinions  of  State  judges  are  only  to  be  adopted  so  far  as  they  commend  them- 
selves by  the  intrinsic  force  of  their  reasoning;  and  where  such  decisions  are  in 
conflict  with  its  own  determinations,  the  precedents  established  by'Congress  are 
the  expression  of  the  law,  and  must  control  that  court  with  the  same  force  and 
effect  that  its  own  prior  deliberate  rulings  guide  and  control  any  other  court.'' 

Patterson  vs.  Carmack,  55ih  Cong Report  895,  p.  18 

Bepeal  by  implication  to  be  avoifled. 

"The  well-established  rule  of  coniatruction  is  this,  that  one  statute  is  not  to  be  con- 
strued as  the  repeal  of  another,  if  it  be  possible  to  reconcile  the  two  together.'' 

Patterson  vs.  Bedford,  4Sth  Cong 1  Ells.,  57 


STIFXriiATION. 

See  Agreement  and  Waiver. 

STUDENTS. 

See  Residence  of  Students. 

SX7PEBVISOBS  OF  ELECTION. 

See  United  States  Supervisors. 

SUPPBESSION  OF  EVIDENOE. 

A  party  can  not  benefit  by  the  absence  of  testimony  supprecsed  by  hif  own  act. 

Where  the  day  on  which  the  contents  of  the  ballot  boxes  must  be  destroyed  by  the 
custodians,  unless  restrained  by  an  order  of  the  court,  feU  on  the  last  aay  of  con- 
testant's time  for  taking  testimony,  and  it  was  shown  that  the  affidavits  of  voters 
which  should  have  be^  filed  in  the  prothonotariea'  offices  were  in  many  cases  in 
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the  ballot  boxes,  and  contefitant  did  not  prod  ace  these  boxes,  either  for  the  purpose 
of  procuring  these  affidavits  or  of  showing  by  the  ballots  how  the  unregistered 
voters  had  voted,  and  resisted  the  petition  of  contestee  for  an  order  of  the  court  by 
which  they  mi^ht  be  preserved,  so  that  contestee  could  put  them  in  evidence  in 
his  time,  and  m  accordance  with  the  contention  of  contestant  the  prayer  was 
denied  and  the  contents  of  the  boxes  destroyed,  the  committee  held  that  he  had 
been  a  party  to  the  destruction  of  the  evidence  by  which  it  might  have  been  shown 
who  was  elected,  and  he  could  not  ask  that  the  contestee  be  unseated  on  account 
of  ftn  uncertainty  which  he  had  helped  to  produce. 

Curtin  vs.  Yocum  {minority  report,  adopted  by  the  Hmise)y  4^th  Gong..A  Ells.,  423 

The  majority  held  that  this  objection  would  have  been  well  taken  were  it  not  for  the 
fact  that  contestant  waa  shown  to  have  used  an  **  extraordinary  degree  of  diligence 
to  account  for  and  explain  every  alleged  illegal  vote.'' 

Ourtin  vs.  Yocum  {majority  report),  46ih  Cong 1  Ells.,  433 

Primary  evidence  tuppreeeed  by  conteitee  he  oan  not  object  to  leoondary  evidence. 

Where  the  counsel  for  contestee  forcibly  removed  from  the  possession  of  the  notary 
the  box  containing  the  ballots  and  returns  of  a  precinct,  contestee  can  not  be  heara 
to  say  that  secondary  evidence  shall  not  be  produced,  his  agent  having  suppressed 
the  primary  evidence. 

Smalls  vs.  Elliott  {minority  report) ,  50th  Cong Mobley,  72b 

Strict  proof  not  required  of  other  party. 

Where  one  party  suppresses  testimony  strict  and  technical  proof  will  not  be  required 
of  the  other.  Where  the  first  witness  called  in  a  precinct,  after  having  testified 
that  he  saw  3  more  votes  cast  for  contestant  than  were  shown  by  the  returns,  was 
arrested  for  perjury,  and  it  was  publicly  announced  by  the  attorney  for  contestee 
that  ** anyone  else  testif5ing  falsely"  would  be  similarly  arrested,  and  in  conse- 
quence of  these  threats  no  further  testimony  was  taken  in  this  precinct,  the  com- 
mittee held  that  contestee  could  not  be  heard  to  object  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
testimony,  his  attorney  having  by  his  own  act  prevented  the  taking  of  other 
testimony. 

Featherston  vs.  Cote,  Slst  Cong Rowell,  106 

Attempted  by  conteitee  perionally  connecti  him  perionally  with  firands. 

The  attempt  of  a  successful  candidate  to  suppress  the  evidence  of  frauds  committed 
to  secure  his  election  connects  him  with  the  frauds,  and  brings  him  within  tlie 
scope  of  the  rule  that  fraud  committed  by  a  successful  candidate  invalidates  tho 
election. 

mil  vs.  Catchings  {triews  of  Mr.  Lacey) ,  51st  Cong Rowell,  812 

By  dilatory  croii-examination. 

Where  contestant  began  taking  certain  testimony  a  reasonable  length  of  time  before 
the  expiration  of  tne  first  forty  days,  but  was  prevented  from  finishing  it  by  the 
long  cross-examinations  of  contestee' s  attorney,  evidently  made  for  the  purpose  of 
delay,  he  continued  taking  it  untiKit  was  finished.  Contestee  had  opportunity  to 
answer  it,  and  could  have  cross-examined  it  if  he  had  chosen.  The  taking  of  his 
own  testimony  was  not  interfered  with,  as  he  did  not  begin  until  some  time  after 
contestant  had  finished.  Under  these  circumstances  the  committee  received  and 
considered  the  testimony. 

Bisbeeye,  Finley,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  193 

Where  in  one  precinct  contestant  began  taking  testimony  twenty-three  days  before 
the  expiration  of  his  time,  in  pursuance  to  a  notice  containing  the  names  of  292 
persons  who,  it  is  claimed,  would  have  testified  that  they  voted  for  him  in  said 

Erecinct,  and  the  first  two  witnesses,  the  ticket  distributers,  were  cross-examined 
y  the  contestee  throughout  the  entire  twenty-three  days,  held  that  the  contestee 
is  estopped  from  claimmg  that  the  evidence  of  these  ticket  distributers  is  insuffi- 
cient unless  corroborated  b^  that  of  the  voters  themselves,  he  having  by  his  own 
act  prevented  the  latter  testimony  from  being  taken. 

lAingston  vs.  VenabUy  51st  Cong Rowell,  450 
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''The  House  of  Representatives  may  in  a  proper  case 'grant  additional  time  to  take 
testimony,  but  it  will  never,  until  all  pnnciples  governing  judicial  procedure  and 
the  heanng  and  determination  of  causes  are  set  aside  and  utterly  disr^arded, 
strengthen  and  bolster  up  a  weak  and  feeble  attempt  to  annul  the  solemn  act  of 
election  officials  upon  the  mere  assertion  of  a  party  that  he  could,  if  he  had  been 
favored  with  more  time,  have  proved  his  case. 

LangsUm  vs.  Venable  ( minority  report ) ,  5 1st  Cong Ro well,  497 

Where  offlcial  recount  mppretfed,  private  reoonnt  received. 

Where  contestant  had  undertaken  to  have  all  the  ballots  recounted,  but  had  been 
prevented  by  an  injunction,  issue<l  at  the  instance  of  contestee,  the  committee 
accepted  the  result  of  a  private  recount  of  part  of  the  precincts,  made  by  an  outsider 
during  a  recount  of  the  votes  on  local  officers,  on  the  ground  that  contestee  had  made 
this  recount  admissible  by  himself  preventing  an  o&cial  recount  from  being  held. 
But  the  House  agreed  with  the  mmority  and  voted  to  recommit  the  case  for  a 
recount. 

Rinaker  vs.  Doxcning,  64th  Cong Report  1400 

Where  first  witness  arrested,  whole  township  thrown  ont. 

Where  the  first  witness  in  a  township  (in  w^hich  there  were  eight  precincts)  tesiiy^ed 
that  an  attempt  had  been  made  to  bribe  him,  and  he  was  the  same  day  arrested 
for  perjury,  and  the  witnesses  called  on  the  following  day  failed  to  appear,  the 
coTimittf^  threw  out  the  vote  of  the  entire  township  on  the  ground  of  suppression 
of  testimonV)  asserting  that  the  case  was  anaU^gous  to  that  of  Featherston  vs.  Gate. 
But  when  tlie  case  came  before  the  House,  the  author  of  the  report  moved  to  strike 
this  ruling  from  it,  and  the  case  was  decided  on  other  grounds. 

Pearson  vs.  Crawford^  56th  Cong Report  199,  p.  13 

The  minority  held  that  this  case  was  not  analogous  to  Featherston  i^.  Gate,  and 
said:  "No  just  inference  could  be  drawn  that  the  purpose  was  to  intimidate  wit- 
nesses. Witnesses  who  testify  in  contested  election  cases  do  so  under  regulations 
of  law  as  in  other  cases,  and  men  who  rely  upon  the  testimony  of  such  witnesses 
have  no  right  to  have  them  protected  in  the  violation  of  law." 

Pearson  vs.  Orair^ord  {minority  report) ^  56th  Cong Report  199,  pt.  2,  p.  32 


Work  on  the  road  not  a  payment  of  a  tax. 

Under  the  law  for  the  government  of  the  Territory  of  Michigan,  prescribing,  among 
other  things,  the  payment  of  a  county  or  territorial  tax  as  a  requisite  for  voting, 
held  that  labor  on  the  reads  was  not  the  payment  of  such  a  tax,  esp)ecially  when  it 
was  done  volimtarilv  upon  a  road  never  legally  established,  a  few  days  before  the 
election,  evidently  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  the  right  to  vote. 

BiddU  and  Richard  \8.  Wing,  19th  Cong C.  &  H.,  512 

Mast  be  paid  by  the  voter  himself  to  entitle  him  to  vote. 

Where  a  voter  was  required  to  pos&a&s  an  estate  of  £50,  but  it  was  provided  that  '\ 
person  who  had  paid  taxes  was  to  be  held  to  possess  this  property  qualification,  the 
committee  held  that  only  bona  fide  taxpayers. could  vote,  and  where  the  tax  was 
paid  for  the  voter  by  another  person  on  election  day,  the  vote  was  rejected. 

New  Jersey  com,  26th  Cong 1  Bart.,  27 

Paid  by  draft,  and  draft  not  cashed  until  after  the  election,  tax  held  not  to  be  paid 
nntil  after  the  election. 

Under  the  Virginia  law  requiring  the  payment  of  a  capitation  tax  as  a  prerequisite 
for  voting,  many  voters  voted  on  tax  receipts  issued  by  "special  collectors" 
appointed  by  the  auditor  of  public  accounts,  and  their  deputies,  the  taxes  being 

Said  not  by  the  voters  but  by  a  party  committee.  The  committee  reserved  its 
ecision  on  the  question  of  the  legality  of  the  appointment  of  these  special  collect- 
ors and  their  deputies,  but  held  that,  conceding  this  point,  only  those  voters  could 
be  held  to  have  voted  legally  whose  taxes  had  been  paid  in  cash  previous  to  the 
election.  A  cash  payment  of  |125  was  shown  to  have  been  made,  and  the  com- 
mittee allowed  the  votes  of  as  many  delinquents  as  this  |125  would  have  paid  for. 
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But  the  remainder  of  the  sum  being  paid  by  a  draft,  and  this  draft  not  beine 
indorsed  nor  cashed  by  the  collector  until  after  the  election,  the  committee  held 
that  the  taxes  paid  by  this  draft  were  not  paid  until  after  the  election,  and  deducted 
the  votes. 

(yFerraUvs.  Paul,  4SthC<yiig liobley,  138,153 

Paid  by  party  committee,  valid  if  ratified  by  voter  on  election  day. 

Where,  under  the  Virginia  capitation-tax  law,  the  taxes  of  many  voters  were  paid 
for  by  a  partv  committee,  and  receipts  issued  to  the  voters,  the  minority  said: 
"  We  contend  that  if  the  delinquent's  tax  was  paid  by  some  one,  the  receipt  given, 
and  filled  up  by  the  collector  or  some  one  for  him  and  by  his  express  direction  and 
authoritv,  and  at  any  time  before  the  day  of  election,  the  acceptance  of  the  receipt 
by  the  delinquent  on  the  day  of  election  ratified  the  act  of  the  party  paying  tne 
tax,  and  such  ratification  adopts  the  act  as  of  the  time  of  its  performance.'' 

(y FerraU  vs.  Paul  {minority  report),  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  152 

In  Virginia,  legal  if  paid  to  "ipecial  collectori.'* 

"We  are  of  opinion  that  the  votes  cast  [in  Virginia]  on  receipts  issued  by  the  tax 
collectors  appointed  by  the  auditor  of  public  accounts,  which  were  paid  for  by 
the  voters  or  other  persons  for  them  prior  to  the  day  of  election,  were  legal  votes, 
and  were  properly  received  and  counted  by  the  election  officers." 

Massey  vs.  Wwe,  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  366 

Mntt  be  paid  within  legal  time. 

Where  the  statute  required,  among  other  things,  that  a  voter  must  have  paid  a  poll 
tax  legally  assessed  within  two  years,  and  the  last  date  on  which  it  coulci  be  le^ly 
assessed  was  October  1,  but  it  w^as  customary  to  allow  persons  to  l>e  assessed,  pay 
the  tax,  and  vote  on  election  day  in  November,  the  committee  unanimously  held 
that  two  votes  so  cast  were  illegal. 

AhhottyB.  Frost,  44th  Cong Smith,  618 

Paid  by  others,  if  accepted  by  the  voter,  infficient. 

"We  are  of  the  opinion  that  when  the  voters  accepted  the  poll-tax  receipts  for  taxes 
paid  by  others  lor  them,  they  ratified  the  payment  so  inadQ  for  their  benefit."  It 
was  not  necessarv  that  the  voter  should  bind  himself  to  repay  the  tax,  neither  did 
the  acceptance  ol  its  payment  in  itseh"  constitute  bribery. 

Patterson  vs.  Camiacky  55th  Cong Report  895,  p.  25 

Voter  ehonld  repay  or  promise  to  repay  the  amonnt 

"Now,  we  fully  recognize  the  doctrine  that  one's  poll  tax  may  l>e  legally  paid  by 
another,  provide*!  the  voter  shall  properly  ratify  the  act  afterwards,  but  we  do  not 
think  the  mere  taking  of  the  receipt  and  voting  on  the  same  is  such  a  ratification 
as  the  law  contemplates.  We  think  the  better  and  sounder  doctrine  is  that  the 
voter  should  not  only  accept  the  receipt,  but  he  should  recognize  the  act  in. the 
more  substantial  way  by  repaying  or  promising  to  repay  the  amount."  However, 
the  minority  only  deducted  a  few  votes,  for  wnich  the  money  was  not  paid  until 
after  the  election. 

Patterson  vs.  Carmack  (minority  rrport) ,  t55th  Cong Report  895,  pt.  2,  p.  16 


TAX  LISTS. 

See  Evidence,  Documentary. 

TEKDEB. 

See  Votes,  constructively  rejected.  ' 

TEBBITOBIAIi  DELEQATE 

See  Delegate, 


TIE   VOTE.  849 

TESTIMONY. 

See  Evidence. 

TIE  VOTE. 

Not  to  be  determined  by  lot 

The  law  of  Maryland  providing  that  in  case  of  a  tie  the  governor  and  council  should 
determine  by  lot  who  should  be  Representative,  held  to  be  unconstitutional  on  the 
ground  that  Representatives  in  Congress  are  to  be  elected  by  the  people,  and  if 
they  fail  to  make  a  choice  no  other  authority  can  do  it  for  them. 

Reed  vs.  Cogden,  17ih  Cong C.  &  H.,  354 

When  all  rights  mider  it  waived,  they  can  not  be  claimed  after  a  new  election  upon 
allegation  that  the  election  was  not  in  fact  a  tie.     (See  Waiver. ) 

TIME  FOB  TAXnrO  TESTIMONY. 

See  Evidence. 

TIME  OF  ELECTION. 

See  Election. 

TTNDXJE  INFLT7ENCE  (see  also  Bribery,  Deception,  and  Intimidation.) 

Vote  cast  in  hope  of  ImmTmity  from  proiecntion  thrown  ont. 

Where  a  voter  who  preferred  to  vote  for  contestant  voted  for  contestee,  in  the  hope  that 
he  would  thereby  gain  immunity  from  prosecution,  the  committee  threw  out  the 
vote  "as  l)eing  tainted,  and  not  a  perfectly  free  ballot.'* 

Boynton  vs.  Loring^  46th  Cong 1  Ells.,  349 

Mere  personal  influenee  not  material. 

Where  the  United  States  deputy  marshal  testified  that  the  colored  voters  had 
unlx>unded  confidence  in  him,  and  that  he  could  have  controlled  the  votes  of  at 
least  900  of  them,  it  was  held  that  this  fact,  if  true,  could  not  justify  the  rejection 
of  any  votes. 

Bromherg  vs.  ILirahon^  44lh  Cong Smith,  363 

UNITED  STATES  MABSHALS  (see  also  Bribery). 

Their  appointment  nnder  any  circnmstances  deprecated. 

**  Your  committee  deprecate  the  appointment  of  United  States  marshals  under  any 
pretext.  If  they  are  intended  as  conservators  of  the  peace,  the  power  of  the  State  is 
ample  for  that  purpose.  If  they  are  in  any  manner  to  interfere  in  the  elections,  it 
is  clearly'  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  States  for  them  to  do  so.  But  the  law  of 
the  United  States  warrants  the  appointment  of  deputy  marshals,  and  the  same 
must  l)e  respected  until  altered  or  repealed.  It  does  not  limit  the  number."  The 
onlv  question  for  the  committee  to  decide  is,  **  Was  the  conduct  of  the  marshals 
such  as  to  invalidate  the  whole  election?** 

Frod  vs.  Metcalfe^  45th  Cong 1  Ells.,  293 

T7NITED  STATES  SX7PEBVISOBS. 

Their  presence  may  rebnt  inference  of  f^and. 

Where  there  was  evidence  that  the  State  registrar  had  endeavored  to  procure  a  fraudu- 
lent r^stration  and  election,  and  some  evidence  that  he  had  done  so,  the  fact  that 
the  Congressional  election  and  registration  had  been  thoroughly  supervised  by 
Federal  supervisors  was  cited  as  one  of  the  reasons  for  believing  that  fraud  such  as 
claimed  could  not  have  been  committed  at  it. 

Sheridan  vs.  Pinchback,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  323, 326, 327 

H.  Doc.  510 54 
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Their  retom  aeoepted  when  other  retom  ontnutworthy. 

Where  the  ballots  and  returns  were  given  to  one  of  the  managers  to  retam  according 
to  law,  but  he  left  them  in  the  possession  of  an  outsider,  by  whom  they  were  deliv- 
ered, and  they  were  rejected  bv  the  county  board  on  this  account,  the  committee 
counted  the  vote  according  to  the  returns  of  the  United  States  supervisors. 

SmcUUvB,  EUioUy  SOth  Ccmg .Mobley,  666 

Their  retnmi  reoeived  when  ballot  box  itolen. 

Where  a  ballot  box  had  been  stolen,  the  return  of  the  United  States  supervisors  was 
received  as  secondary  evidence  to  establish  the  vote. 

Smalls  vs.  EUioU  {minority  report) ,  60th  Cong Mobley,  726 

Their  return  reeeived  when  other  retom  not  forwarded. 

Where  the  return  of  a  precinct  for  some  unexplained  reason  was  not  forwarded  to  the 
county  board,  but  the  vote  was  proved  by  the  supervisor's  returns  and  other  testi- 
mony and  the  election  was  legally  held,  the  vote  was  counted  according  to  the 
proof.  "Voters  are  not  to  be  oisfranchised  by  any  neglect  of  the  oflficers  after  the 
election  if  the  correct  vote  can  be  ascertained.'' 

McDiiffieys,  TurpiUf  SIH  Ccmg ' Rowell,  294 

Sallot  box  removed  from  their  presenee,  fatal  except  for  itrong  aArmative  proof  of  no 
ftrand. 

Where  the  poll  was  closed  for  dinner  and  the  box  removed  from  the  presence  of  the 
United  States  supervisor,  Jidd  that  but  for  the  strong  affirmative  proof  that  no  wrong 
was  intended  or  done  in  this  case  the  committee  would  unhesitatingly  reject  the 
return. 

Bowen  vs.  Buchanan^  51st  Cong Rowell,  197 

Exelnsion  of,  diecrediti  retnm. 

Where  a  United  States  sup»ervisor  had  been  unlawfully  excluded  from  the  poll,  the 
committee  held  that  this  discredited  the  return.  The  evidence  showed  that  97 
votes  were  cast  for  contestant,  though  only  29  were  returned.  The  committee 
held  that  these  97  votes  were  the  only  ones  which  could  be  legally  counted,  but 
under  the  concession  of  contestant's  brief  added  68  to  contestant's  vote  and 
deduct^  a  like  number  from  .contestee. 

Goodrich  vs.  Bullock^  Blst  Cong Rowell,  593 

Interference  with,  fatal  to  the  eleotion. 

''If  it  be  shown  that  there  was  an  unlawful  interference  w^ith  the  United  States  super- 
visors of  election  w^hereby  they  were  prevented  from  discharging  duties  which  are 
committed  to  their  hands  by  the  law  of  Congress,  it  w^ould  undoubtedly  be  our 
duty  to  set  aside  the  election  at  such  precincts."  Several  precincts  were  rejected 
on  this  ground. 

Bwchanan  vs.  Manningy  47th  Cong , 2  Ells.,  290 

**In  every  instance  where  a  United  States  supervisor  is  prevented  from  dischaixing 
his  duties,  as  provided  by  statute,  the  committee  hold  that  such  fact  destroys  the 
validity  of  the  return  and  requires  its  rejection,  leaving  the  parties  to  prove  the 
vote  by  otl^er  competent  evidence." 

Hill  vs.  CcUchingSf  61st  Cong i . .  .Rowell,  805 

Onteide  of  oitiee,  mere  witnestei. 

At  polls  outside  of  cities  of  20,000  inhabitants  or  over  United  States  supervisors  are 
mere  witnesses,  with  no  power  to  make  returns  or  certificates  of  any  sort.  They 
should  be  called  like  other  witnesses  to  testify  to  facts  within  their  knowledge. 

Lynch  vs.  Chalmers  {minority  report) ,  47ih  Cong 2  Ells.,  368 

United  States  supervisors  outside  of  cities  of  20,000  inhabitants  have  no  power  to 
make  official  returns,  and  papers  purporting  to  be  certified  copies  of  such  returns 
are  not  evidence. 

Mackey  vs.  C Connor  {minority  report),  47th  Cong 2  £11&,  593 


UNITED.  STATES    SUPERVISORS.  851 

Duties  of. 

Section  2029  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  not  a  repeal  of  sections  2016,  2017,  and  2018, 
and  in  no  way  chanj^es  the  duty  of  the  supervisors  "to  be  and  remain  where  the 
Imllot  boxes  are  kept  at  all  times  after  the  polls  are  opened  until  every  vote  ca^it 
at  such  time  and  place  be  counted,  the  canvass  of  all  votes  polled  wholly  com- 
pleted, and  the  proper  and  requisite  certificates  or  returns  made.'*  By  section 
2029  the  power  to  oraer  arrests  is  taken  from  United  States  supervisors  in  all  places 
other  than  in  cities  of  20,000  inhabitants  or  upward,  and  their  duties  are  limited 
to  witnessing  the  conduct  of  the  election,  the  counting,  and  making  return  of  the 
result.  This  includes  the  power  and  duty  to  be  present  at  all  times  and  to  scruti- 
nize the  count  and  return. 

Hill  vs.  CcUchings,  61d  Cong Rowell,  806 

T7NOBGANIZED  OOUlTriES, 

Votei  returned  from,  rejected. 

The  committee  held  that  votes  returned  to  the  governor  from  unorganized  counties 
should  be  rejected,  and  rejected  the  votes  of  three  such  counties.  There  was, 
however,  evidence  in  each  of  these  cases  that  the  votes  or  returns  were  fraudulent. 

DaUy  vs.  Estabrook,  S6th  Cong 1  Bart.,  299 

The  committee  rejected  votes  cast  in  a  county  not  legally  organized  under  the  laws 
of  Nebraska. 

Morton  vs.  Daily,  S7th  Corig 1  Bart.,  408 

Not  organiied  until  the  election  of  connty  offleers. 

The  act  of  the  Territorial  legislature  of  Nebraska  declaring  that  territory  included 
in  certain  limits  *Ms  hereby  declared  organized  into  a  county'*  did  not  constitute 
the  county  an  organized  county.  There  must  first  be  an  election  of  county  officers 
under  the  laws  of  the  Territory  for  the  organization  of  counties. 

DaUy  vs.  EstaJbrook,  36ih  Cong 1  Bart.,  299 

Contolidation  of  two  conntiei  legal  in  Minnesota. 
The  constitution  of  Minnesota  empowered  the  legislature  to  establish  new  counties 
containing  at  least  400  miles,  and  to  enlarge  counties  already  established,  but  not 
to  reduce  them  below  400  miles.  The  conim^tlee  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  con- 
solidation of  two  counties,  thus  virtually  abolishing  one  of  them,  was  not  a  reduc- 
tion of  that  county  below  the  limit  of  400  miles  within  the  meaning  of  the  consti- 
tution and  was  within  the  fK)wer  of. the  legislature. 

Cox  vs.  Strait,  44th  Cong Smith,  429 

Where  votes  from  nnorganixed  oonnty  included  in  retnm  of  organised  connty,  whole 
vote  of  both  counties  thrown  out 

Where  the  canvassing  board  of  an  organized  county  included  in  their  return  the  vote 
of  a  neighboring  unorganized  county  and  there  was  evidence  that  the  votes  in 
the  unorganized  county  were  cast  by  nonresidents  who  were  bribed  by  contestee, 
the  committee  threw  out  the  whole  vote  of  both  counties. 

Donelly  vs.  Washburn  {majority  report) ,  4(>th  Cong 1  Ells. ,  467 

• 

Where  vote  of  unorganised  county   returned  with  that  of  organized  county,  the 
latter  should  at  least  be  counted. 

Where  the  canvassing  board  of  an  organized  county  included  in  their  return  the  pre- 
cincts of  a  neighboring  unorganiz^  county,  held,  that  the  votes  of  the  organized 
county,  being  easily  separable  on  the  fac^e  of  the  returns,  and  having  been  separately 
canvassed  by  the  State  canvassing  board,  should  at  least  be  counted. 

Donelly  vs.  Waslibum  {minority  report ) ,  46th  Cong 1  El  Is. ,  515 

Votes  received  where  there  was  a  de  facto  organisation. 

Where  the  returns  of  counties  were  rejected  by  the  State  canvassing  board  on  the 
ground  that  they  had  never  been  recognized  as  organized  bv  the  legislature,  but 
it  appeared  that  they*  did  have  a  de  facto  organization  and  there  were  no  charges 
of  fraud  or  ill^^l  voting,  the  committee  unanimously  counted  the  votes. 

Donelly  \B,  Washfmm,  46th  Cong ^ 1  Ells.,  468,  506 
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T7NOBGANIZED  TEBBITOBIES. 

See  Delboate. 

XTTAH. 

Election  of  a  polygamiit  it  a  violation  of  Utah  enabling  act. 

Under  the  enabling  act  of  Utah  the  subsequent  election  of  a  notorious  polygamist  to 
Congress  was  a  violation  of  the  agreement  under  which  Utah  became  a  State. 
Sporadic  violations  of  the  law  were  to  be  expected,  "but  we  take  it  that  it  is  in  the 
last  degree  a  violation  of  the  agreement  or  understanding  when  that  State  sends  to 
Congress  a  man  who  is  himself  engaged  in  the  persistent  practice  of  the  very  thing 
the  abandonment  of  which  was  the  condition  precedent  to  its  admission,  and  that 
man  the  most  conspicuous  defier  of  the  law  and  violater  of  the  covenant  of  state- 
hood to  be  found  in  Utah.'* 

RobertSy  66lh  Cong Report  85,  p.  46 

The  oondition  of  the  enabling  act  was  filled  when  the  State  was  admitted. 

The  antipolygamy  condition  of  the  Utah  enabling  act  was  fulfilled  by  the  action  of 
the  State  in  passing  the  laws  required  by  it,  and,  as  a  condition,  ceased  to  exist. 
**No  power  was  reserved  in  the  enabling  act,  nor  can  any  be  found  in  the  CJonsti- 
tution  of  the  United  States,  authorizing  Congress,  not  to  say  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives alone,  to  discipline  the  people  or  the  State  of  Utah  because  the  crime  of 
polygamy  or  unlawful  cohabitation  has  not  been  exterminated  in  Utah." 

Roberts  {minority  rqyori),  56ih  Cong Report  86,  pt.  2,  p.  72 

VAOANOT  (see  also  Besignation) . 

Governor  may  fix  time  of  election  to  fill  vacancy. 

If  the  legislature  has  failed  to  prescribe  by  law  the  time  of  an  election  to  fill  a 
vacancy  in  Congress  the  governor  may  fix  the  time  in  his  writ  of  election.  The 
notice  given  should  be  a  reasonable  one,  but  a  notice  of  one  or  two  days  was  held 
sufficient  when  the  election  was  ordered  for  the  same  day  as  that  fixed  for  the 
Presidential  election. 

Hoge,  8th  Cong C.  and  H.,  136 

Governor  may  take  notice  of. 

Where  a  member  had  accepted  the  oflSce  of  colonel  in  the  Army,  and  the  governor 
took  notice  of  the  vacancy  thus  created  and  issued  writs  for  a  new  election,  the 
member  elected  at  this  election  was  admitted. 

Baker  and  YeU,  29th  Cong 1  Bart.,  92 

Besignation  may  be  tent  to  governor. 

A  resignation  may  be  sent  to  the  governor,  who  is  thereupon  authorized  to  take 
notice  of  the  vacancy  and  issue  writs  for  an  election  without  a  certificate  from  the 
House  of  the  existence  of  such  vacancy. 

Mercer,  2d  Cong C.  and  H.,  44 

Edvmrdsy  3d  Cong C.  and  H.,  92 

May  ** happen"  by  expiration  of  term,  and  calling  of  extra  seeiion  before  regnlar 
election. 

**The  Constitution  authorizes  the  executive  power  of  the  States,  respectively,  to  order 
the  filling  of  all  vacancies  which  have  actually  happened  in  the  moae  therein 
pointed  out,  no  matter  how  the  vacancy  may  have  happened,  whether  by  death, 
resignation,  or  expiration  of  the  term  of  members  previous  to  the  election  of  their 
successors.  The  word  'happen,'  made  use  of  in  the  Constitution,  is  not  necessa- 
rily confined  to  fortuitous  or  unforeseen  events,  but  is  equally  applicable  to  all  events 
which  by  any  means  occur  or  come  to  pass."  Where  the  Congress  was  called  in 
special  session  before  the  regular  day  for  electing  Representatives  from  Mississippi 
and  the  governor  called  a  snecial  election,  the  Ilouse  admitted  the  claimants  for 
the  whole  Congress,  but  at  tne  next  session  rescinded  its  decision  and  declared  the 
seats  vacant. 

Gholson  and  Claiborne^  25th  Cong ,, ,..,,,.,,,.1  Bart.,  9 


VACANCY.  853 

Created  by  death  of  migority  eandidate  before  oanvasi  of  ▼otee. 

The  sole  duty  of  the  board  of  canvassers  is  **  to  ascertain  the  result  when  the  polls 
closed  on  the  day  of  election."  Whatever  that  result  then  was,  it  is  unalterably 
fixed,  and  if  the  candidate  receiving  the  majority  of  the  votes  dies  after  the  election 
and  before  the  canvass,  a  vacancy  is  created,  just  as  if  he  had  died  before  the 
canvass. 

BlakeywB.  GoUaday,  40th  Cmg 2  Bart.,  417 

Members  elected  to  All  vaoancy  entitled  to  serve  full  term. 

Where  the  governor  called  a  special  election  for  Representatives  to  serve  at  a  called 
session  of  Congress  until  the  rMfular  election  in  November,  the  members  so  elected 
were  admitted  to  serve  the  whole  term,  but  this  decision  was  subsequently  rescinded 
and  the  seats  declared  vacant. 

Gholson  and  Claibome,  25th  Cong 1  Bart.,  9 

First  election  in  a  new  State  not  the  filling  of  a  vacancy. 

"Your  committee  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  seventv-sixth  section  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  in  reference  to  the  filling  of  vacancies  in  Congress,  has  no  apolication  to 
the  case  of  the  election  of  the  first  Representative  in  Congress  to  whicn  any  new 
State  may  be  entitled,  and  that  the  first  election,  if  for  an  unexpired  tenn,  is  not 
in  any  sense  the  filling  of  a  vacancy  as  provided  for  in  said  twenty-sixth  section  of 
the  Revised  Statutes.*" 

Pailerwn  vs.  Belfordj  45th  Cong 1  Ells.,  55 

Wbere  member  not  legally  elected,  member  elected  to  fill  vacancy  cansed  by  his 
death  unseated. 

A  member  of  Congress  against  whom  a  contest  was  pending  having  died  before  the 
decision  of  the  contest,  and  his  successor  having  been  elected  and  sworn  in  under 
protest,  and  it  afterwards  appearing  that  the  contestant  had  been  elected  at  the 
first  election,  held,  that  no  vacancy  had  existed  to  which  the  sitting  member  could 
have  been  elected. 

Mackey  vs.  G* Connor,  47th  Cong 2  Ella.,  565 

A  member  elected  to  fill  a  vacancy  can  not,  without  notice  or  opportunity  to  take 
testimony  or  action  of  the  House,  be  made  a  party  to  a  contest  pending  against  his 
predecessor. 

Mackey  vs.  0* Connhr  {minority  report),  47th  Cong 2  Ells,,  597-601 

Vacancy  occurring  after  redistricting,  in  what  district  new  election  to  be  held.  tSee 
District. 

VIVA  VOCE  ELECTION. 

See  Elbction,  by  Ballot,  and  Viva  Voce, 


VOTEBS. 

Can  not  be  compelled  to  testify  when  election  by  ballot.    See  Election  by  Ijallot. 

Qualifications  of.     [See  Qualifications  op  Electors.) 
Evidence  of,  to  Impeach  Returns.     (See  Returns,  eindence  to  imi^ench.) 

Relation  to  Contest. 

Hot  parties  to  the  case. 

Voters  whose  votes  are  charged  to  be  illegal  are  not  parties  to  a  contested  election 
case.  **They  are  not  serv^  with  notice;  they  have  no  right  to  appear  in  the  con- 
test in  their  own  right,  either  in  person  or  by  counsel;  they  can  not  of  their  own 
motion  even  present  themselves  as  witnesses.  They  are  as  much  strangers  to  the 
case  as  the  men  of  the  district  who  did  not  vote,  or  the  women  and  children  of 
the  district,  or  the  other  people  of  the  United  States." 

WaUaceys,  McKinley,  48th  Cong - Mobley,  188 
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VOTES. 

Presumption  of  Legality  op. 

Beceived  by  election  officers,  presumed  to  be  good. 

All  votes  recorded  on  the  ix)ll  lists  should  be  presumed  good  unless  impeached  by 
evidence. 
Porterfield  Y8.  McCoy,  14lh  Coyig C.  and  H.,  270 

After  votes  have  been  received  as  legal  the  judges  can  not,  under  the  North  Carolina 
law,  decide  them  illegal,  or  authorize  the  judges  who  compare  the  polls  to  throw 
them  out.  "Having  been  received  at  the  time  of  the  election  the  petitioner  ia 
entitled  to  them  unless  they  are  proven  to  be  bad." 

NeicUmd  vs.  Grahairiy  24th  Cong 1  Bart.,  7 

'*It  is  the  settled  law  of  elections  that  where  persons  vote  without  challenge  it  will 
be  presumed  that  they  were  entitled  to  vote,  and  that  the  sworn  officers  of  the 
election  who  received  their  votes  performed  their  duty  properly  and  honestly,  and 
the  burden  of  proof  to  show  the  contrary  devolves  on  the  party  denying  their  right 
to  vote." 

Flnhy  vs.  Bishee,  45th  Cong 1  Ells.,  91 

"If  a  person  votes  at  an  election  his  vote  ia  presumed,  under  the  law,  to  be  legal 
until  the  contrary  be  proven  in  a  le^l  way,  for  the  reasons:  First.  That  the  acts  ot 
an  officer  or  officers  of  an  election  within  the  scope.of  their  authority  are  presumed 
to  be  con-ect  and  honest  until  the  contrary  is  made  to  appear,  and  therefore  that 
they  as  such  officers  would  not  receive  an  illegal  vote.  Second.  That  the  presump- 
tion is  always  against  the  commission  of  a  fraudulent  or  illegal  act,  and,  tnerefore, 
that  a  man  would  not  cast  an  illegal  vote." 

Finleyxs.  Bishee,  45th  Cong 1  Ells.,  93 

"A  vote  accepted  by  the  commissioners  holding  the  election  is  prima  facie  legal. 
Before  it  can  be  thrown  out  for  illegality  it  must  be  satisfactorily  shown  by  the 
evidence  to  have  been  cast  by  one  not  legally  qualified  to  vote — that  is  to  say,  the 
presumption  of  legality  must  l>e  overcome  by  a  clear  preponderance  of  competent 
evidence.  By  competent  evidence  we  mean  such  evidence  as  would  be  admitted 
on  the  trial  of  the  issue  before  a  judicial  tribunal,  except  where  a  relaxation  of  the 
rule  is  made  necessary  by  the  nature  of  the  issue." 

Smith  vs.  Jackson,  61st  Cong Kowell,  27 

Every  reasomable  intendment  should  be  indulged  in  favor  of  voter. 

When  a  person  offering  to  vote  is  challenged  at  the  polls,  no  presumptions  are 
indulged  in  favor  of  his  right  to  vote.  He  is  then  and  there  called  upon  to  furnish 
evidence  of  his  qualifications  a^  an  elector.  But  when  he  has  once  voted  unchal- 
lenged and  his  ballot  has  been  deposited  in  the  ballot  box,  and  counted,  and  can- 
vassed, and  a  certificate  of  election  issued  u])on  it,  quite  a  different  rule  prevails. 
Every  reasonable  intendment  should  then  be  indulged  in  his  favor,  and  his  right 
to  vote  should  not  l)e  rejected  ui>on  technical  presumptions  and  because  some 
degree  of  doubt  may  l>e  thrown  upon  it. 

CraUj  vs.  Stewart  ( m  inorlUj  report ) ,  52d  Cong Stofer,  16 

Sundry  Irriscujlarities. 

By  proxy. 
Votes  given  by  proxy  to  l)e  set  aside. 

Richards,  4th  Cong C.  and  H.,  99 

Once  given,  can  not  be  changed. 

In  a  viva  voce  election  "  where  a  voter  is  first  polled,  and  his  vote  recorded  for  one 
candidate,  he  is  not  at  liberty  afterwards  to  change  it,  and  have  his  vote  transferred 
to  another  ciindidate;  nor  if  he  first  votes  for  the  State  officers  only,  has  he  a  right 
to  come  forward  afterwards  to  vote  for  a  Representative  in  Congress." 

Draper  vs.  JohnAon,  '2'2d  Cong C.  and  H.,  711 


VOTES.  856 

Gftft  after  legal  konr,  rejected. 

Where  the  poll  was  kept  open  after  the  legal  hour,  and  statements  made  by  one  of  the 
judges,  and  other  evidence  indicated  that  fewer  votes  were  cast  than  returned,  the 
majority  of  the.committee  recommended  that  the  poll  be  excluded.  The  minority 
excluded  the  votes  received  after  the  legal  hour,  though  they  were  otherwise  legal 
votes,  and  the  House  agreed  with  the  minority. 

Chapman  vs.  Fergusonj  SSth  Cong 1  Bart.,  267 


Illegal.    See  Illegal  Votes. 

Not  Cast.     See  Intimidation  and  Votes  Constructively  lUjected, 

Excess  of.    See  Ballots,  Krcejis  of. 

ILI.EGALLY   REJECTED. 

Counted  aa  if  oaet. 

Votes  tendered  for  the  petitioner  by  qualified  voters  but  rejected  by  the  officers  of 
election  counted  by  the  House. 

Bas8ett  \B,  Bayleijy  ISth  Cong C.  and  H.,  258 

Votes  offered  for  the  sitting  member  and  improperly  rejected  by  the  sheriff  counted 
for  him  by  the  committee. 

Porterfield  \%.  McCoy^  14th  Cong  .., C.  and  H.,  287 

Where  votes  had  been  rejected  by  the  officers  of  election,  the  committee,  on  proof 
that  they  were  improperly  rejected,  counted  them.  ( But  the  committee  in  this 
ca.se  laid  down  the  general  principle  that  votes  not  cast  can  not  afterwards  be 
inquired  into.    See  citation  from  this  case  under  Intimidation,  p.  737. ) 

Biddle  and  Richard  vs.  Wing,  19ih  Cong C.  and  H.,  510 

Votes  improperly  rejected  by  the  election  oftcers  were  counted  by  the  committee. 
New  Jersey  Case,  26th  Cong 1  Bart.,  28 

Where  the  votes  of  legal  voters  were  rejected  by  the  board  of  election,  they  were 
counted  by  the  committee  for  the  candidate  for  whom  they  would  have  voted  if 
permitted. 

Oowde  vs.  Foster,  4l8t  Cong 2  Bart,  flOl,  611 

A  vote  offered  by  an  elector  and  illegally  rejected  should  be  counted  as  if  cast  if  it  be 
shown  for  whom  the  elector  offerSi  to  vote. 

Bi^evs.  Finley,47th  Qmg 2  Ells.,  173 

**  When  a  person  clearly  entitled  to  vote  offers  his  ballot  at  the  proper  time  and  place, 
and  to  tne  proper  officers,  the  same  should  be  counted,  although  rejected  by  the 
election  officers." — McCrary,  §  530,  quoted  with  approval  in — 

Wallace  vs.  McKinley  {minority  report),  4Sth  Cong Mobley,  193 

Where  qualified  voters  attempted  to  register  and  were  refused,  and  offered  to  vote 
but  were  refused  for  lack  of  registration,  their  votes  should  be  counted  as  if  cast. 

Smalls  vs.  Elliott  {minority  report),  60th  Cong Mobley,  709 

Where  qualified  voters  properly  registered  offered  to  vote  and  were  arbitrarily  or 
improperly  refused,  their  votes  should  be  counted  as  if  cast. 

Smalls  vs.  Elliott  {minority  report) ,  60th  Cong Mobley,  711 


856  DIGEST   OF   CONTESTED   ELECTION   CASES. 

Persons  otherwise  qualified  as  voters  who  attempted  to  get  certificates  of  r^istration 
and  were  prevented  by  the  action  of  the  registering  officers,  were  legal  voters,  and 
if  they  tendered  their  votes  to  the  judges  of  election  and  were  refused,  their  votes 
should  be  counted  on  a  contest. 

MiUerwa,  Elliott,  SUt  Ckmg Rowell,515 

Where  votes  were  rejected  by  the  judges  because  of  real  or  assumed  doubts  as  to  the 
identity  of  the  voters  presenting  tnemselves,  held,  that  where  their  identity  is 
clearly  established  these  votes  must  be  counted  for  the  candidate  for  whom  they 
were  tendered. 

Mudd  vs.  CompUm,  51st  Chng Rowell,  155 

Befased  because  others  voted  on  same  names,  connted  by  oommittee. 

The  committee  held  that  "the  votes  of  legal  voters  who  duly  offered  to  vote  and  had 
their  votes  refused,  the  judges  truthfully  or  falselv  alleging  that  some  one  else  had 
previously  voted  on  the  name,  should  be  countea  for  the  candidate  for  whom  it  is 
proved  they  offered  to  vote.  It  is  bad  enough  that  a  person  who  has  no  right  to 
vote  gets  his  vote  in;  it  would  be  worse  if  by  getting  his  vote  in  he  kept  an  honest 
man's  vote  out."  The  minority  held  that  such  votes  were  properly  rejected  and 
should  not  be  counted. . 

Mudd  vs.  Comptan^  Slst  Cong Rowell,  152, 167 

Legal  voters  who  were  refused  the  right  to  vote  on  the  ground  that  others  had 
already  voted  on  their  names  were  counteil  by  the  committee  for  the  candidate 
for  whom  they  would  have  voted. 

Booze  vs.  Ruakf  54th  Cong Report  849 

Begistratlon  pnrposely  made  irregnlar,  votes  rejected  connted. 

Votes  rejected  because  of  irregularitias  in  the  entries  on  the  registration  book,  pur- 
posely placed  there  by  the  registration  officers  in  onler  to  invalidate  the  votes, 
were  counted  by  the  committee  for  the  candidate  for  whom  they  would  have  been 
cast.  Where  the  number  was  large  and  unascertainable,  and  there  were  other 
frauds,  the  whole  poll  was  thrown  out. 

Martin  vs.  Lockhart,  54th  Cong Report  2002 

Jndges  refused  to  deposit  ballots;  whole  polls  thrown  out. 

Where  a  large  number  of  voters  tendered  their  ballots  to  the  judges  (under  the 
North  Carolina  six-box  law)  and  the  judges  refused  to  deposit  them  unless  handed 
in  one  at  a  time,  and  the  voters  refused  to  separate  them  and  left  them  on  the 
table,  and  there  were  other  wrongs,  making  it  impossible  to  determine  the  cor- 
rect vote  of  the  precinct,  the  committee  threw  it  out.  The  minority  held  that  the 
voters  should  have  obeyed  the  reasonable  request  of  the  judges. 

Martin  vs.  Lockliartj  54th  Cong Report  2002 

Only  "lawful  votes,  lawfully  tendered  and  unlawfully  refused "  can  be  counted. 

It  is  the  safer  and  better  rule,  where  the  evidence  will  warrant  it,  **  to  count  lawful 
votes,  lawfully  tendered  and  unlawfully  refused,  where  the  number  is  sufficient  to 
change  the  result  and  it  is  known  for  what  candidate  the  elector  intended  to  vote. 
But  before  the  vote  can  be  counted  it  ought  to  appear  by  competent  eWdence  that 
qualified  electors,  sufficient  in  number  to  change  the  result,  had  lawfully  tendered 
their  votes  and  were  unlawfully  rejected,  and  for  whom  the  rejected  voters  would 
have  voted." 

Johnston  vs.  Stokes,  54ih  Cong Report  1229,  p.  12 

Where  no  reason  appears,  rejection  presumed  legal. 

Where  some  votes  offered  at  one  precinct  had  been  rejected,  but  the  reason  did  not 
appear,  it  was  presumed  to  have  been  good,  and  the  votes  were  allowed  to  stand. 

Watson  vs.  Black,  53d  Cimg Report  1147,  p.  10 

Eejection  presumed  legal  where  no  proof  that  it  was  not. 

Votes  were  offered  and  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  applicants  had  not  been  reg- 
istereii  at  the  May  registration  (in  Alabama) ,  but  as  there  was  no  evidence  that 
they  were  offered  by  persons  who  came  within  the  excepted  classes  permitted  to 
register  after  May,  the  committee  held  that  the  reje<!tion  was  proper. 

Goodtvyn  vs.  Cobh^  54th  Cong Report  1122,  p.  1 
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VOTES.  857 

If  names  Mi  original  registry  list,  votei  to  be  oonnted. 

**  Where  names  appear  on  ori^nal  re^stration  books,  but  do  not  appear  on  copies 
furnished  precinct  judges,  it  is  an  error  to  reject  the  votes  of  sucn  electors,  and 
their  votes  are  to  be  counted,"  but  there  must  be  satisfactory  proof  showing  for 
whom  they  offered  to  vote.     (Cases  cited. ) 

BeUxe.  Snyder,  4Sd  Cong Smith,  251 

A  voter  whose  name  was  on  the  registry  list,  but  whose  name  had  been  left  off  of  the 
copy  of  the  list  in  the  hands  of  tne  officers  at  the  polls,  has  a  right  to  vote,  in  Mis- 
souri. But  the  evidence  that  the  election  officers  erred  in  rejecting  his  vote  must 
be  clear  and  conclusive. 

FrostwQ.  Metcalfe,  45th  Cong 1  Ells.,  290 

Illegally  struck  from  registry  list,  and  offered  to  vote  and  were  refused,  oonnted  by 
the  committee. 

Where  the  ** board  of  revision"  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  acting  without  authority  of 
law,  and  in  such  an  unfair  manner  as  to  amount  to  fraud,  struck  from  the  registry 
lists  the  names  of  a  large  number  of  voters,  the  committee  counted  for  the  candi- 
date for  whom  they  offered  to  vote  the  votes  of  such  as  were  shown  to  be  qualified 
electors,  to  have  been  duly  registered,  and  to  have  offered  to  vote,  but  to  have  been 
refused  because  their  names  were  not  on  the  list  as  revised,  and  also  a  number  of 
votes  rejected  by  the  election  officers  for  trivial  reasons. 

SesgingJutus  vs.  Frost,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  381-394 

Names  not  on  poll  book  oonnted  by  committee  even  when  forbidden  to  be  counted  by 
judges. 

A  lar^  number  of  votes  were  rejected  because  the  voters,  who  had  duly  applied  for 
registration  and  been  registereil,  found  their  names  omitted  from  or  inaccurately 
copied  on  the  poll  books.  It  was  claimed  that  these  votes  could  not  l^  countecf, 
because  the  law  of  Maryland  makes  the  poll  books  conclusive  evidence  of  the  right 
of  a  man  to  vote.  Held,  that  the  law  simply  lays  down  a  rule  of  evidence  for  the 
guidance  of  the  judges  of  election,  so  as  to  reduce  to  a  minimum  their  judicial  func- 
tions.   The  votes  should  Xye  counted  on  a  contest.     The  minority  held  otherwise. 

Mudd  vs.  Compton,  Slsi  Cong Rowell,  153 

Only  such  as  oonld  have  been  counted  by  the  judges  can  be  oonnted. 

"Whenever  a  voter  did  tender  his  vote  and  his  name  was  upon  the  list  of  voters 
furnished  to  the  judges  of  election,  although  the  middle  name  or  initial  might  be 
wrongly  entered,  still  his  vote  should  be  counted  as  it  should  have  been  received 
by  the  judges,  the  object  of  registration  bein^  for  the  purpose  of  identification  of  a 
voter,  or  if  the  name  given  by  the  voter  was  rdem  sonans  with  the  name  registered. 
*  *  *  The  vote  of  no  pereon  whose  name  did  not  appear,  either  properly  or  at 
least  by  *idem  sonans,^  could  have  been  received  by  the  judges,  nor  can  they  be 
counted  by  us." 

Mudd  vs.  Compton  {minority  report),  61st  Cong Rowell,  166 

Offer  of  votes  and  illegality  of  refusal  must  be  clearly  and  specifically  shown. 

"An  unlawful  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  registration  officers  to  register  a  qualified 
elector  is  a  good  ground  for  contest;  but  in  order  to  make  it  available  the  proof 
should  clearly  show  the  name  of  the  elector  who  offered  to  raster,  that  he  was  a 
duly  qualified  voter,  and  the  reason  why  the  officer  refused  to  register  him;  and 
under  the  statutes  of  the  United  States,  if  he  offered  to  perform  ail  that  was  neces- 
sarv  to  be  done  by  him  to  register  and  was  refused,  and  afterwards  presented  him- 
self at  the  proi)er  voting  place  and  offered  to  vote  and  again  offered  to  perform 
everything  required  of  him  under  the  law  and  his  vote  was  still  refused,  it  would 
be  the  duty  of  the  House  to  see  to  it  that  he  is  not  deprived  of  his  right  to  partici- 
pate in  the  choice  of  his  officers."  But  in  a  case  where  the  proof  fell  far  snort  of 
this  requirement,  though  it  was  evident  that  contestant  lost  many  votes  on  account 
of  the  arbitrary  action  of  registering  and  election  officers,  the  committee  did  not 
count  any  additional  votes  for  him. 

Buchanan  vs.  Manning,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  296 


858  DIGEST    OF   CONTESTED   ELECTION    OASES. 

If  Of  t  be  proved  legal  by  same  evidence  required  on  election  day. 

Where  votes  have  been  rejected  by  the  election  oflBcere,  *' under  the  law  they  can 
not  be  counted  unless  each  voter  has  adduced  in  the  contest  the  same  proof  in 
every  respect  which  would  have  entitled  him  to  vote  at  the  polls  on  the  day  of 
election. 

Bisbee  vs.  FiyiUy  [minority  report) ,  47th  Cong 2  Ells.,  227 

Presumed  to  have  been  legally  rejected. 

Where  voters  offer  their  ballote  and  are  refused  by  the  election  judges,  no  reasons 
being  given  actuating  them,  the  presumption  is  tnat  the  judges  did  their  duty  and 
that  the  votes  were  l^ally  excluded. 

Garrison  vs.  Mayo^  48th  Cong Mobley,  58 

Votes  of  qualified  and  registered  voters  rejected  by  the  election  oflficers  on  the  ground 
that  the  voters  had  not  presented  registration  certificates,  the  law  only  requiring 
the  presentation  of  such  certificates  when  the  name  of  the  voter  w^as  not  found  on 
the  registry  list  in  the  hands  of  the  judges,  were  unanimously  counted  by  the  com- 
mittee. The  majority  of  the  committee  also  counted  the  votes  of  qualified  voters 
who  had  either  been  unlawfully  refused  registry  or  whose  names  had  been  unlaw- 
fully stricken  from  the  registry  lists,  and  whose  votes  had  been  tendered  to  the 
oflicers  of  election  and  refused.  The  minority  held  that  the  proof  of  the  qualifica- 
tion of  most  of  these  voters  was  insufficient. 

Goodrich  vs.  Bullock,  Slat  Cong Rowell,  581-629 

Certain  votes  **were  rejected  by  the  inspectors  because  the  names  of  the  persons 
offering  them  were  not  found  on  the  registration  list.  In  the  absence  of  proof  to 
the  contrary  there  is  a  legitimate  presumption  that  they  were  properly  rejected. 
It  has  been  repeatedly  decided  by  the  House  of  Representatives  that  the  acts  of 
proper  officers,  acting  within  the  sphere  of  their  duties,  must  be  presumed  to  be 
correct  unless  shown  to  be  otherwise." 

Goodrich  vs.  Bullock  {nwiority  rejwrt),  Slst  Cong Rowell,  613 

Vitiates  wbole  poU. 

"It  is  an  established  principle  of  law  that  "where  voters  are  kept  from  voting  by  an 
illegal  requirement  of  the  election  oflicers,  it  voids  the  election  at  such  polls." 

Donnelly  vs.  Washburn  ( majority  rej)ort )  ,*  4^th  Cong 1  Ells. ,  458 


Constructively  Rejected. 

Obstructive  tactics  of  election  officers  constractive  rejection. 

Where  a  large  number  of  voters,  intending  to  vote  for  contestant,  were  standing  in 
line  all  day  waiting  for  an  opportunity  to  vote,  but  had  not  yet  reached  the  window 
when  the  polls  were  closed,  and  the  evidence,  according  to  the  majority  of  the 
committee,  showed  that  this  delay  was  due  to  the  intentional  acts  of  the  oflBcere  of. 
election  and  of  challengers  in  collusion  with  them,  the  committee  held  that  these 
votes  had  been  legally  tendered  and  rejected,  and  should  be  counted  upon  proof 
of  the  intention  of  the  voters  to  vote  for  a  particular  candidate.  The  minority 
found  that  the  evidence  did  not  show  that  the  delay  was  due  to  fraudulent  acta  of 
the  election  officers,  but  that  most  of  it  was  necessary  under  the  irircumstances, 
and  the  rest  was  caused  by  thfe  action  of  partisans  of  contestant.  They  held  that 
the  law  as  laid  down  by  courts  was  that  votes  not  cast  could  not  be  counted,  but, 
according  to  the  precedents  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  votes  actually  tendered 
and  illegally  rejected  might  be  counted.  These  were  not  actually  tendered.  If  the 
delay  had  ieen  due  to  fraud,  there  would  have  l)eeh  no  fair  election,  and  the  seat 
should  be  declared  vacant.  But  there  l)eing  no  fraud,  the  established  rule  would 
keep  the  contestee  in  his  seat.  But  the  minoritv  were  not  satisfied  of  the  justice 
of  the  established  rule  and  recommended  that  the  seat  \ye  declared  vacant.  The 
House  sustaineii  the  majority. 

WaddiU\B.  Wm,5l8t  Cong Rowell, 2a3-253 


VOTES.  859 

Prevented  from  being  oast  by  threats  in  presenoe  of  officers  of  election,  oonnted  by 
oommittee. 

Where  a  voter  was  prevented  from  voting  by  "threats  of  violence  made  in  the 
presence  of  the  board,  and  against  which  it  was  their  duty  to  protect  him  and 
which  they  did  not  do,**  the  committee  counted  his  vote  for  the  candidate  for  whom 
he  would  have  voted. 

Covode  vs.  Foaer,  41st  Cong 2  Bart.,  611 

Gonstmctive  rejection  by  undne  delay. 

If  by  fraudulent  challenges,  unduly  prolonged  by  the  connivance  and  collusion  of 
the  judges  of  the  election,  the  voter  is  deprived  of  the  opportunity  to  vote,  the 
vote  should  be  counted.  If  the  fraudulent  exclusion  of  votes  would,  if  success- 
ful, give  to  the  party  of  the  wrongdoer  a  tempnorary  seat  in  Congress,  and  the  only 
penalty  possible  were  merelv  a  new  election,  giving  another  chance  for  similar  tactics, 
a  real  election  might  be  indefinitely  prevented.  But  if,  when  such  acts  are  done, 
the  votes  are  counted  upon  clear  proof  aliunde,  the  wrong  is  at  once  corrected,  ana 
no  encouragement  given  to  such  dangerous  and  disgraceml  methods. 

WaddUl\&,  Wise,  did  Ccmg Howell,  224 

What  constitutes  tender. 

The  ability  to  reach  the  window  and  actually  tender  the  ticket  to  the  judges  is  not 
essential  in  all  cases  to  constitute  a  ^ood  offer  to  vote.  From  the  time  the  voter 
reaches  the  polling  place  and  takes  his  position  in  line  to  secure  his  orderly  turn 
in  voting  he  has  commenced  the  act  of  voting. 

Waddill  vs.  Wise,  51st  Cong Rowell,  224 

Knst  be  specifically  proved. 

Where  the  evidence  tended  to  show  that  a  number  of  voters  desiring  to  vote  for  con- 
testant were  prevented  from  voting  by  being  refused  opportunity  to  register,  but 
the  only  evidence  as  to  their  number  was  an  estimate  from  the  appearance  of  the 
crowd  and  the  numl)er  of  tickets  issued  as  **  about  two  hundred  "  it  was  held  to 
\ie  "altogether  too  indefinite." 

Norris  vs.  Hundley,  4^d  Cong Smith,  74 

Where  there  were  two  lines  of  voters,  one  white  and  one  colored,  and  the  judges 
required  them  to  vote  alternately,  and  the  colored  line  being  much  the  longer,  there 
was  still  a  large  number  of  voters  in  it  who  had  not  voted  at  the  close  of  the  polls, 
and  the  testimony  showed  that  most  of  them  were  intending  to  vote  for  contestant, 
but  they  themselves  were  not  called  as  witnesses.  Held,  that  their  votes  could  not 
be  counted  for  contestant,  but  that  if  their  number  had  equaled  orexceeded  the  plu- 
rality returned  for  the  contestee,  so  that  the  legality  of  the  election  depended  upon 
them,  it  would  invalidate  his  election  with  no  lurther  proof,  and  make  a  new  elec- 
tion necessary.     (For  ruling  under  a  different  state  of  facts,  see  Waddill  vs.  Wise.) 

Langston  vs.  Venahle,  61st  Cong Rowell,  464 

Can  not  be  counted  unless  offered  at  the  polls  and  illegally  rejected. 

"To  count  votes  that  were  never  offered  at  any  poll  is  carrying  the  doctrine  further 
than  we  ever  knew  it.  To  authorize  this  committee  to  count  a  vot€,  four  things 
are  reouisite:  First,  the  person  offering  to  vote  must  have  been  a  legal  voter  at  the 

Elace  he  offered  to  vote;  second,  he  must  have  offered  his  vote;  third,  it  must 
ave  been  rejected;  and  fourth,  it  must  be  shown  for  whom  he  offered  to  vote.** 

Frost  vs.  Metcalfe,  54th  Cong 1  Ells.,  291 

If ust  be  actually  tendered. 

"To  hold  that  anything  short  of  an  actual  tender  of  the  ballot  to  the  election  offi- 
cers and  a  rejection  by  them  was  an  offer  to  vote  would  be  a  most  dangerous  and 
uncertain  rule,  and  one  to  which  we  can  not  give  our  sanction.  Where  the  evi- 
dence plainly  establishes  the  fact  that  a  legal  voter  offers  his  ballot  to  the  election 
officers  and  they  unlawfully  reject  the  same,  under  the  precedents  heretofore 
established  such  vote  may  be  counted  for  the  candidate  for  whom  the  voter  offered 
to  vote.** 

WnMill  vs.  Wise  {minority  report),  5l8t  Cong : Rowell,  252 
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Not  attempted  to  be  cut,  not  counted. 

A  lai^  number  of  witnesees  testified  that  they  were  legal  voters  and  had  been 
refused  registration,  but  very  few  of  them  appeared  at  the  polls  and  offered  to 
vote,  and  uiere  was  no  evidence  that  the  registration  officers  nad  demanded  more 
proof  of  qualification  than  the  law  recjuired,  or  that  the  applicants  had  offered  all 
that  was  required,  so  the  committee  did  not  count  the  votes. 

Denny  vs.  OiPenSf  64th  Cong Report,  1877 

Counted,  on  proof. 

The  committee  restored  votes  lost  to  contestant  by  the  intimidation  of  boisterous 
election  officers  and  challengers,  by  frivolous  arrests,  and  by  the  delay  in  opening 
a  poll  where  the  ballots  hacTbeen  stolen. 

Aldrich  vs.  Underwood^  54ih  Cong Report,  2006 

Yague  teetimony — ^how  many  "  would  have  voted  *' — inadmissible. 

''Contestant  has  sought  to  introduce  the  testimony  of  witnesses  who  give  their  opinion 
as  to  the  number  of  persons  who  would  have  voted  for  him  at  certain  places  with- 
out stating  who  they  were  or  giving  any  other  particulars,  but  the  committee  is  of 
the  opinion  that  testimony  of  this  character  is  not  admissible." 

In  this  case,  moreover,  the  testimony  was  too  vague  and  indefinite  to  be  trustworthy 
if  admissible. 

Moorman  vs.  Latimery  54th  Cong Report  626,  p.  4 

Evidence  must  ettablish  qualification  and  eilbrt  of  voters. 

''It  is  a  matter  of  serious  import  and  precedent  to  introduce  into  an  election  the 
count  of  a  large  disfranchised  class;  but  if  the  principle  is  good  as  to  4  or  40  or  400, 
it  should  certainly  be  no  less  available  for  a  larger  number,  or,  briefly,  the  number 
is  immaterial  if  capable  of  correct  computation."  Where  the  evidence  consisted 
largely  of  petitions  to  Congress,  signed  by  the  rejected  voters  at  the  polls,  the  com- 
mittee said:  "  It  is  considered  by  a  majority  of  this  committee  that  these  lists  are 
not  per  se  evidence  in  the  pending  contest.  They  are  declarations,  important 
parts  of  which  should  be  proven  in  accordance  with  usual  legal  forms.  It  is  not 
impossible  so  to  do,  and  consequently  we  think  it  necessary  for  reaching  trustr 
worthy  results.  Under  the  authority  of  Vallandigham  vs.  Campbell  (1  Bart.,  31), 
these  declarations  might  serve  a  use  beyond  a  mere  list  for  verification."  The 
evidence  should  establish  that  the  persons  named  in  the  lists  were  voters 
according  to  the  constitution  of  South  Carolina,  that  they  were  present  at  or  near 
the  voting  place  for  the  purpose  of  voting,  and  that  they  would  have  voted  for 
contestant. 

Wilson  vs.  MclMurin^  S4ih  Cong Report,  1566 

Counted  on  proof. 

The  committee  counted  the  votes  of  a  large  number  of  voters  who  testified  that  they 
were  still  in  line  when  the  iwlls  closed,  intending  to  vote  for  contestant,  there 
being  other  evidence  to  show  that  the  delay  which  prevented  them  from  voting 
was  unnecessary  and  intentional. 

Thorp  vs.  Epes^  55th  Cong Report,  428 

Can  not  be  counted  under  the  Australian  system. 

"  Votes  not  cast  can  not  be  counted  as  a  matter  of  law  generally.  No  contrary  opin- 
ion can  be  cited  from  the  adjudged  cases  of  the  ordinary  courts  of  any  of  the  States 
of  the  Union.  This  was  a  uniform  rule  of  the  House  of  Representatives  until  1873. " 
The  subseouent  cases  to  the  contrary  were  decided  before  the  adoption  of  the 
Australian  ballot  system,  which  requires  of  the  voter  not  only  a  clear  expression  of 
his  intention,  but  an  expression  in  a  certain  manner,  and  disregards  an  expression, 
even  if  equally  clear,  made  in  anv  other  manner.  "A  counting  of  votes  not  cast 
under  any  form  of  the  Australian  ballot  law  is  to  admit  parol  testimony  as  to  the 
intention  of  voters  in  regard  to  an  act  that  is  by  no  means  altogether  dependent  on 
such  intention." 

ITiorp  vs.  Epes  {minority  report),  66th  Cong Rei)ort  428,  pt  2,  p.  7 
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Coimted  by  oommittee  on  proof. 

Where  a  large  number  of  voters  were  prevented  from  voting  by  the  deliberately 
obstructive  tactics  of  the  election  officers,  the  committee  counted  the  votes  on  proof 
of  the  intention  and  sufficient  effort  of  the  voter  to  vote. 

Wise  vs.  Young,  55th  Cong Report  772,  pp.  15,  16 

The  minority  refused  to  count  the  votes,  hot  agreeing  as  to  the  law,  and«alleging  that 
the  proof  was  insufficient. 

Wise  vs.  Young  {minority  report) ,  55th  Cong Report  772,  pt.  2,  p.  15 

Excluded  by  obstruction,  counted  on  proof. 

Where  two  lines  were  formed,  one  for  white  and  one  for  colored  voters,  and  the  con- 
duct of  the  election  was  dilatory,  with  the  result  that  all  the  white  and  only  half  of 
the  colored  votes  were  cast,  the  committee  counted  those  of  the  remainder  whose 
testimony  clearly  showed  that  they  had  made  earnest  and  sufficient  effort  to  reach 
the  polls,  were  qualified  voters,  and  intended  to  vote  for  contestant. 

Brown  vs.  Swanson^  55th  Cong Report  1070 

The  ** majority"  agreed  as  to  the  law,  but  denied  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence. 
Brown  vs.  Stvanson  ( *^  views  of  the  majority^ ^) ,  55ih  Cong Report  1070,  pt.  2 

Immaterial  wbether  excluded  by  fraud  or  error. 

Where  votes  failed  to  be  cast  before  the  close  of  the  polls,  through  no  fault  of  the 
voters,  the  committee  said: 

**For  the  purposes  of  this  question  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  votes  were  excluded 
by  the  actual  fraud  of  election  officrers  or  error  of  judgment  on  the  part  of  admin- 
istrative officers  in  creating  precincts  so  large  that  all  the  votes  could  not  be  polled." 

Brown  vs.  Swanson,  55th  Cong Report  1070,  p.  6 

Where  numerous,  poll  rejected  or  vote  counted,  according  to  circumstances. 

"The  puri)oee  of  elections  is  to  register  the  will  of  a  majority  of  the  voters,  and  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  officers  of  the  law  to  afford  every  qualified  voter  a  reasonable 
opportunity  to  exercise  the  important  right  of  suffrage.  If  that  opportunity  is 
afforded  and  the  voter  fails  to  avail  himself  of  it.  or  if  by  some  fault  of  his  own  he 
violates  some  regulation  in  attempting  to  exercise  the  right  and  thereby  loses  his 
vote,  he  can  have  no  just  cause  of  complaint  But  if  conditions  exist,  for  which 
the  voter  is  not  responsible,  that  operate  to  defeat  the  rights  of  a  substantial  num- 
ber of  electors  to  vote,  so  that  it  can  not  lx$  said  that  the  result  at  a  particular  poll 
reflects  the  will  of  a  majority  of  the  voters,  it  discredits  the  entire  poll.  *  »  * 
Where,  however,  the  rejection  of  the  poll  might  aggravate  the  wrong  or  would 
defeat  the  ends  of  justice,  and  it  is  shown  by  reasonably  satisfactory  evidence  the 
number  df  votes  so  excluded  and  for  whom  they  would  have  been  cast,  had  there 
been  an  opportunity,  the  poll  will  be  considered  and  the  excluded  votes  will  be 
counted  for  the  candidate  who  would  have  received  them.  This  has  been  the  rule 
of  the  House  for  many  years,  and  is  based  upon  principles  of  justice  and  a  wise 
public  policy." 

Brown  vs.  Swanson,  55th  Cong Report  1070,  pp.  5, 6 


VOTING  MAOHINE. 

Question  of  legality  not  decided. 

A  voting  machine  was  used  in  the  city  of  Rochester,  and  the  election  was  contested 
on  this  ground.  No  one  was  deprived  of  his  vote;  there  were  ballots  provided, 
which  any  voter  could  have  used  (but  none  did),  and  contestee  had  a  large  majority 
in  the  district  outside  of  Rochester.  ' '  The  views  above  expressed  make  it  unneces- 
sary to  pass  upon  the  legality  of  the  Myers  ballot  machine," 

Eyan  vs.  Brewster,  55th  Cong Report  892 


--i 
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WAIVER  (see  also  Agrreement,  Admissioii,  and  Estoppel). 

Waiver  of  rights  under  tie  election  binding*. 

Where  there  was  a  tie  at  an  election,  and  both  candidates,  in  written  communications 
to  the  TOvemor,  voluntarily  relinquished  all  rights  under  it,  but  a  petition  was 
receiveii  alleging  that  ballots  found  in  other  boxes  indicated  an  intention  on  the 
part  of  a  plurality  of  electors  \o  elect  the  candidate  defeated  at  the  election  subse- 
quently held,  the  committee  held  that  the  relinquishment  of  rights  under  the  first 
election  was  binding. 

SergearUy  19th  Cong C.  and  H.,  516 

Where  votes  were  admitted  to  be  bad,  bat  proved  to  be  good,  they  must  be  oonnted. 

Where  each  party  assumed  the  burden  of  showing  the  l^ality  of  votes  cast  for  him 
and  chained  to  be  illegal,  and  the  written  stipulations  in  two  counties  reserved  the 
right  of  pro\nng  the  qualifications  of  voters  attacked,  but  in  the  remaining  counties 
there  was  no  such  reservation,  and  the  votes  seem  to  have  been  admitted  bad 
unconditionally,  '*the  committee,  however,  were  of  opinion  that,  although  there 
was  no  express  reservation  in  the  last-named  counties,  yet,  if  affirmative  and  satis- 
factory proof  should  be  offered  showing  that  the  votes  objected  to  were,  in  point 
of  fact,  given  by  persons  duly  qualified  to  vote,  that  the  parties  would  have  no 
right  to  stipulate  tnat  such  votes  should  be  disregarded;  and  that  the  stipulation 
would  be  only  received  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  want  of  the  necessary  quali* 
fication  of  the  voter." 

Draper  vs.  Johnston,  £2d  Co7ig C.  and  H.,  702-714 

Waiver  of  time  of  service  of  notice  of  contest. 

Where  the  notice  of  contest  was  served  before  the  result  had  been  declared  the  com- 
mittee were  ''of  opinion  that  this  was  a  defect  which  the  sitting  delegate  could 
waive,  and  that  by  answering  after  the  result  had  been  proclaimed  and  within  the 
time  when  a  new  notice  of  contest  could  have  l)een  served,  without  availing  him- 
self of  the  objection,  and  proceeding  to  take  the  testimony,  he  had  waivetl  the 
right  to  object  to  it  at  the  hearing." 

Todd  vs.  Jayne,  S8th  Cong 1  Bart.,  557 

Objection  to  snlfioieney  of  notice  not  made  in  time. 

Where  contestee  objected  that  the  notice  of  contest  did  not  ** specify  particularly" 
the  grounds  of  contest,  but  no  such  objection  was  raised  in  the  answer  to  the  notice, 
or  in  the  first  argument  before  the  committee,  but  only  in  the  last  printed  brief, 
the  committee  held  that  the  objection  came  too  late. 

McKee  vs.  Youngy  40th  Cong 2  Bart.,  427 

Defects  in  notice  of  contest  may  be  waived. 

That  defects  in  the  notice  of  contest  may  be  waived  has  l)een  determined  by  at  least 
two  decisions  of  the  House  (Otero  vs.  Gallegos,  1  Bart.,  178^  Bromlnji^  r*.  Haral- 
son, Smith,  356).  An  agreement  in  writing  entered  into  by  the  parties,  in  which  it 
was  stipulated  that  the  evidence  offered  by  contestant  should  be  and  remain  in 
the  contest  as  {)art  of  contestant's  case  in  consideration  of  additional  time  being 
granted  to  contestee  in  which  to  take  testimony,  constitutes  such  waiver. 

Duffy  w^.  Mason,  460i  Cong*. 1  Ells.,  363 

Hearsay  evidence  admitted  if  by  express  or  tacit  consent  of  both  parties. 

A  certified  copy  of  evidence  taken  by  a  canvassing  board  and  spread  upon  their 
record,  they  not  being  required  or  authorized  to  make  any  such  record,  is  hearsay 
only,  but  may  be  accepted  as  evidence  if  included  in  the  record  by  the  express  or 
tacit  consent  of  both  parties. 

Sullivan  vs.  Felton,  50th  Cong Mobley,  770 

Testimony  taken  ont  of  time  not  objected  to,  received. 

Where  parties  in  ignorance  of  the  law  of  1873  took  testimony  under  the  former  law 
until  after  the  expiration  of  the  forty  days  allowed  contestant  under  the  law  of 
1873,  and  contestee  did  not  at  first  object,  the  committee  received  all  the  testimony 
taken  up  to  the  time  of  his  first  objection  and  excluded  the  remainder. 

Buttz\8,  Mackey,44th  Cong Smith,  684 
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Testimoiiy  taken  out  of  time,  ezcladed  even  where  objection  waiyed. 

Where  contestee  had  in  his  oral  argument  before  the  cominittee'waived  all  objections 
to  the  consideration  of  testimony  taken  out  of  time  the  committee  held  that  "the 
people  of  the  district  have  interests  and  rights  which  can  not  be  thus  taken  from 
them,"  and  with  but  one  dissenting  vote  excluded  the  testimony. 

Bradleyys,  SUmons,  4Gth  Cong 1  Ells.,  310 

Disqualified  notary  not  objected  to,  evidence  considered. 

£vi<ience  was  taken  outside  the  district  before  a  notary  resident  of  the  district,  but 
objection  was  made  on  this  ground  at  the  taking  of  the  testimony  of  only  one 
witness.  The  committee  considered  the  testimony  of  the  others.  **As  to  the 
others  the  absence  of  objection  warrants  the  inference  of  CH>nsent  and  their  evidence 
is  legally  before  the  House." 

Goodwyn  vs.  Cohh^  54lh  Cong Report  1122,  p.  5 

Disqualified  notary  not  objected  to  in  time,  evidence  considered. 

Testimony  had  been  taken  in  New  York  County  before  a  notary,  who,  by  his  recent 
removal  from  Kings  to  New  York  County,  had  probably  technically  vacated  his 
office,  but  no  objection  to  his  (competency  was  entered  until  the  taking  of  testi- 
mony in  rebuttal.  The  committee  held  that  objection  to  the  testimony  in  chief 
was  therefore  waived. 

Mitchell  ve.  Walshy  64lh  Cong Report  1849 

Parties  can  not  entirely  waive  the  requirements  of  the  statute. 

Where  no  notice  of  contest  or  answer  had  been  serve<i,  but  contestant  presented  a 
letter  from  contestee  which  he  held  was  a  waiver  of  notice,  the  committee,  with- 
out deciding  the  question  of  the  proixir  construction  to  l)e  given  this  letter,  held 
**  that  it  was  not  competent  for  the  parties  to  entirely  waive  the  requirements  of  the 
statute  of  1851 ;  that  said  statute  was  enacted  not  only  to  aid  the  parties  in  the  pre- 
paration of  their  case,  but  also  to  secure  a  record  and  a  distinct  and  well-defined 
issue  upon  which  the  committee  and  the  House  were  to  pass.  *  *  *  It  must 
t)e  eviaent  to  every  one  that  it  is  impossible  for  the  committee  or  the  House  to 
hear  and  determine  a  case  without  an  issue  joine<l." 

Thomas  vs.  Amelly  S9th  Cong 2  Bart. ,  163 

The  parties  to  a  contest  have  no  power  to  waive  the  provisions  of  the  statute  as  to 
the  time  for  taking  testimony,  but  should  appeal  to  the  House,  or,  if.  the  right  to 
make  such  agreement  is  conce<led,  the  agreement  should  certainly  be  in  writing. 

Page  vs.  Pirce  {minority  rq)ort ) ,  49(h  Cong Mobley,  477 

Parties  can  not  admit  away  the  rights  of  the  people. 

'*The  constituency  are  the  real  parties  in  interest;  the  claimants  can  neither  add  to 
nor  impair  the  rights  of  the  people  by  any  admissions  or  omissions  of  their  own." 

Wallace  vs.  Simpson  {majorily  rejjort ) ,  41st  Cong 2  Bart. ,  567 

Eight  of  waiver  in  election  contests  limited. by  rights  of  the  public. 

**We  recognize  the  value  and  importance  of  the  doctrine  of  waiver  in  cases  where  it 
is  fairly  applicable.  Where  parties  sui  jnris^  representing  only  their  own  private 
interests,  do  any  act  amounting  clearly  to  a  waiver  a  court  may  well  act  upon  it. 
But  no  man  has  the  legal  right  to  estop  the  public  as  to  their  constitutional  right 
to  representation  by  any  act  of  omission." 

Abbott  vs.  Frost  (minority  report)^  44lh  Cong .Smith,  627 

Presence  and  cross-examination  a  waiver  of  objections. 

Where  contestant  took  testimony  in  r^;ard  to  the  votes  of  thirteen  persons  whose 
names  were  not  included  in  the  notice  to  take  depositions,  but  the  counsel  of  the 
sitting  member  was  present  at  the  taking  of  the  depositions  and  made  no  objec- 
tions, the  point  was  held  to  be  waived.  ^ 

BeUy^,  Snyder,  4Sd  Cong Smith, 255 


864  DIOEST    OF    CONTESTED    ELECTION    GASES. 

Objeotion  to  testiiiiony  mast  be  made  before  record  if  printed. 

No  part  of  the  printed  testimony  in  a  case  will  be  suppressed  where  parties  fail  tc 
take  advantage  of  the  statute  permitting  them  to  appear  before  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  prior  to  the  printing  of  the  record  and  agree  as  to  what  portions  of  the  same 
shall  be  printed. 

Featherston  vs.  CatCj  6l8t  Cong Rowell,  111 

Loivry  vs.  WhiUj  50th  Cong Mobley ,  624 


WEST  VTRGINIA. 

When  Berkeley  County  traneferred. 

The  county  of  Berkeley  remained  a  part  of  Vir^nia  until  the  assent  of  the  people  of 
the  county,  of  the  le^slature  of  West  Virginia,  and  of  Congress  was  given  to  its 
transfer  to  West  Virgmia^  and  it  retained  ita  right  to  vote  for  a  representative  from 
Virginia  until  the  clutnge  was  completed. 

McKenzie  vs.  Kitchen,  S8th  Cong I  Bart.,  468 
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